
SUMMARY 

ABOUT THE WASHINGTON DULLES INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT FINAL EIS 

The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) prepared this Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) to 
identify the potential environmental effects associated with the construction and operation of proposed 
improvements to the Washington Dulles International Airport (IAD).  In 1985, FAA, the owner and 
operator of IAD at the time, completed a Master Plan Study that identified a comprehensive program for 
the development of IAD.  FAA leased IAD to the Metropolitan Washington Airports Authority (MWAA) 
in 1987, and MWAA assumed operational responsibility and control of IAD property (the lease is for 
80 years or until 2067).  Elements of the long-term development program have been refined through 
planning studies completed in 1990 (Capacity Plan), 2002 (Capacity Review and Alternatives for the 
Fourth and Fifth Runways), and 2003 (Updated Activity Forecasts and Simulation).  In 2002, MWAA 
prepared an updated Airport Layout Plan (ALP) depicting the major development projects recommended 
in the 1985 Master Plan Study and subsequent planning studies.  MWAA has submitted the ALP to FAA 
for review and environmental approval in connection with its intent to seek Federal funds to implement 
projects recommended in the Master Plan Study that will enable IAD to safely and efficiently 
accommodate existing and future levels of aviation operational demand.  Revisions of the ALP have been 
submitted to the FAA in 2003 and 2004.  Unconditional approval of the ALP will not be determined until 
the environmental evaluation represented by the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) has been 
completed.  Based on the EIS, FAA will issue a Record of Decision (ROD) that contains findings, 
explanations of the findings, and a decision on whether FAA may or may not provide the approvals and 
Federal actions necessary to facilitate the proposed project(s), based on projected environmental 
impacts. 

The proposed project identified in the ALP (and the subject of this EIS) would require the 
U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) to request that the Department of Commerce convey to MWAA 
a property interest in land that is administered by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
(NOAA)/National Weather Service (NWS).  The proposed project would also require the relocation of 
certain NOAA/NWS Sterling facilities (SRI International, 2004).  The NOAA/NWS facilities that would be 
relocated are those located along Thunder Road, which include the Weather Forecast Office (WFO), 
Weather Surveillance Radar (WSR-88D); Upper Air Inflation Building (UAIB); National Data Buoy Center 
(NDBC) Test Beds; Buildings 15, 16, and 17; and associated structures and equipment antennas 
(collectively “the NOAA/NWS facilities”).  NOAA is responsible for determining the appropriate site for 
relocation of its NWS facilities, and to evaluate and disclose the potential environmental impacts 
associated with the relocation alternatives and Preferred Alternative.  NOAA is in the process of preparing 
separate National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) documentation from this FAA EIS that will 
contain an evaluation of NOAA/NWS facility relocation alternatives, a detailed analysis of environmental 
impacts, selection of a Preferred Alternative, and description of mitigation measures.  FAA and 
NOAA/NWS are coordinating their respective decisions regarding any required property transfer to 
MWAA and relocation of NOAA/NWS facilities.  As of the publication of this FEIS, the NOAA/NWS 
Extended Site Survey (ESS) is underway.  The preliminary survey has identified four potential on-site and 
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off-site relocation sites.  The four sites being evaluated may accommodate all or part of the facilities to be 
relocated.  In addition, two sites have been identified as possible sites for the relocation of the NEXRAD 
only.  All of the identified sites are in Loudoun County within 16 miles of the existing NOAA/NWS facility.  
The selection of a Preferred Alternative and the ultimate relocation decision is entirely up to NOAA/NWS.  
NOAA/NWS anticipates completing the Final ESS in October 2005, with the Draft Environmental 
Assessment (EA) following shortly thereafter in November 2005, and the Final EA expected in 
March 2006. 

THE PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS TO IAD 

MWAA is proposing to implement airside and landside improvements to IAD that are depicted on the 
2004 ALP that are intended to enable the airport to safely and efficiently meet forecasted levels of 
aviation activity.  MWAA’s proposed project, which is the focus of this EIS, features a new parallel 
north-south runway, approximately 9,473 feet long by 150 feet wide, and a new parallel east-west 
runway, 10,500 feet long by 150 feet wide.  The proposed north-south runway would be located on the 
western side of the airport and is referred to as Runway 1W/19W for the purposes of this EIS only to 
minimize confusion with the existing runway designations.  Ultimately, the proposed north-south runway 
would be designated Runway 1L/19R, while the existing Runway 1L/19R would be redesignated 
Runway 1C/19C.  The proposed east-west runway would be located on the southern side of the airport 
and designated Runway 12R/30L (existing Runway 12/30 would be redesignated as Runway 12L/30R).  
The proposed project also includes associated taxiways and navigational aids (NAVAIDS) for the 
proposed runways, property acquisition, Tier 3 Concourse development, relocation of NOAA/NWS 
Sterling facilities, and extension of the Automated People Mover (APM).  The proposed project is 
depicted on Figure S-1.  Section 1.2.1 of the FEIS contains a more detailed description of the proposed 
project.  

LEAD AGENCY’S ENVIRONMENTAL RESPONSIBILITIES 

In recognizing the importance of protecting the environment, the U.S. Congress passed NEPA so Federal 
agencies would consider the environment during their decision-making processes.  NEPA requires 
Federal agencies to treat environmental impact as a primary criterion in evaluating a proposed project.  
It also requires Federal agencies to analyze and consider alternatives to, and the environmental impacts 
of, their proposed actions, to disclose and consider mitigation for those impacts, and to provide interested 
parties with an opportunity to participate in the environmental evaluation process.  In addition, Federal 
agencies must consider the “No-Action” Alternative.  Furthermore, when selecting a Preferred Alternative, 
NEPA requires Federal agencies to consider a proposed action’s environmental consequences and to 
balance them with the agency’s statutory mission and responsibilities and technical and economic factors. 
FAA is responsible for complying with NEPA whenever an airport sponsor seeks approval of an ALP or 
proposed projects necessitating a revision that were not previously identified on an ALP.  FAA has 
reviewed IAD’s 2002 ALP (subsequently revised in 2003 and 2004) and determined that an EIS would be 
the most appropriate document for the agency to fulfill its obligations under NEPA and FAA Orders 
1050.1E (FAA, 2004) and 5050.4A (FAA, 1985b).   
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COOPERATING AGENCY 

A cooperating agency is an agency that has jurisdiction by law or special expertise regarding any 
environmental impact resulting from a proposed project or reasonable alternative.  The U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers (USACE) - Norfolk District was invited by FAA and agreed to participate as a cooperating 
agency for this FEIS because of its jurisdiction by law and special expertise on wetlands and the fact that 
they will need to make a decision on a Federal Action (issuance of a permit). 

The proposed projects at IAD have the potential to impact waters of the United States (wetlands) that fall 
under the jurisdiction of the USACE.  For this reason, this FEIS examines the potential environmental 
impacts to wetland resources and mitigation measures to compensate for these impacts.  The 
involvement of the USACE in mitigation planning at this stage will facilitate the subsequent preparation of 
permits that will be required after the preparation of detailed design plans. 

The goal of the cooperating agency process is to ensure the agencies assist FAA in the preparation of the 
EIS such that the document contains all the information each cooperating agency needs to fulfill its NEPA 
responsibilities and for the agencies to make independent decisions on resources and issues under their 
respective purview(s). 

As such, the USACE began participation in the NEPA process at the earliest appropriate time, made staff 
support available, has exchanged relevant information throughout the EIS process, submitted 
independent recommendations, and will assist FAA in developing responses to "designated resource" 
comments received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and FEIS.  The USACE was not 
responsible, however, for the actual preparation of any portion of the EIS or related technical reports. 

Specific responsibilities of the cooperating agency for this EIS include: 

• The USACE will provide oversight, guidance, and comment to assure the EIS's 
consistency for compliance with all appropriate tenets of 33 Code of Federal 
Regulations (CFR) and 40 CFR, respectively.  This will include, but not be limited to; 
the Clean Water Act (CWA) (33 U.S. Code [USC] 1252 et seq.); the Clean Air Act 
(CAA) (42 USC 7401 et seq.); and all other Federal laws, statutes, orders, 
regulations, and guidance within their jurisdiction by law or special expertise. 

AGENCY/LOCAL GOVERNMENT COORDINATION 

During the EIS process, FAA undertook extensive coordination and consultation with Federal and state 
resource and regulatory agencies as well as with local governments in the project area.  Starting with 
Scoping, FAA maintained coordination efforts throughout the development of the DEIS and FEIS 
documents.  Federal and state agencies and local government representatives were invited to all public 
workshops.  In addition, in January 2004, FAA conducted an Agency Workshop specifically to present the 
results of the Purpose and Need, Alternatives Evaluation, and Affected Environment to interested agency 
and local government representatives.  Preliminary environmental impacts associated with the Proposed 
Project and reasonable alternatives were also presented at this meeting.  Following receipt of 
agency/government comments on the DEIS, FAA conducted numerous teleconferences with the 
commenting agencies and local government to discuss their comments, and to arrive at a consensus as 
to how the comments would be addressed in the FEIS.  Appendix L of the FEIS contains a copy of all 
agency and local government comments received by FAA over the course of the entire EIS. 
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PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

In May 2002, FAA published a Notice of Intent (NOI) (Federal Register Document 02-12661) to prepare 
an EIS and hold Scoping meetings for the proposed projects at IAD.  Public and agency scoping 
meetings were held in June 2002 to receive comments regarding the scope of the analysis to be prepared 
in the EIS and to identify any potential environmental impacts and public/agency concerns regarding the 
proposed project.  In October 2003, FAA conducted two Public Workshops to present the results of the 
preliminary Purpose and Need, Alternatives Evaluation and Affected Environment to the public.  In 
April 2004, FAA conducted a series of Public Workshops that presented the preliminary environmental 
impacts associated with the alternatives retained for detailed evaluation in the EIS.  In February 2005, 
FAA held two concurrent Public Workshops and Public Hearings to receive comments on the DEIS and to 
provide an opportunity for the public to review study materials; discuss issues with representatives of the 
FAA, MWAA, and the URS consultant team; and provide comments on the DEIS. 

The Hearings and Workshops were held in Loudoun County on February 22, 2005 at Farmwell 
Station Middle School (Workshop: 5:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m.; Hearing: 6:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m.), and in Fairfax 
County on February 23, 2005 at Ormond Stone Middle School (Workshop: 5:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m.; 
Hearing: 6:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m.). 

The Public Hearings were presided over by a Public Hearing Officer.  A court reporter was present at both 
Public Hearings to provide transcripts of all public comments.  A total of 12 public comments were 
received on February 22nd (Loudoun County) and 6 public comments were received on February 23rd 
(Fairfax County) at the Public Hearings.  There were a total of 72 attendees at the Loudoun County 
Hearing/Workshop and 49 attendees at the Fairfax County Hearing/Workshop. 

The consolidated comment data base for all comments received during the EIS process is contained in 
Appendix L of the FEIS.  The FAA has responded to all reasonable comments received from the public 
and agencies.  Summaries of the comments received and responses are contained in Appendix L-4. 

As part of Scoping, 7 comment letters were received by FAA from Federal government agencies, 
17 comment letters from state government agencies, 11 comment letters from local government 
agencies, and 49 comment letters were received from the general public.  These comments were 
submitted in writing to the FAA Project Manager.  Five individual commenters were recorded by the court 
reporter during the Agency Scoping Meeting on Wednesday, June 26, 2002 (3 Federal, 1 state, and 
2 local agency comments).  Eight commenters were recorded by the court reporter during the Public 
Scoping Meeting held on Wednesday, June 26, 2002 (6 public comments).  Four commenters were 
recorded by the court reporter during the Public Scoping Meeting held on Thursday, June 27, 2002 
(4 public comments). 

Various comment periods were provided to comment on material presented to the public and 
agencies at Workshops (described in Sections 7.2 through 7.6 of the FEIS) between Scoping and the 
DEIS (July 13, 2002 through January 20, 2005).  During this period, a total of 156 comment letters were 
received.  One comment letter was received by FAA from a Federal government agency, 6 comment 
letters from state government agencies, 3 comment letters from local government agencies, and 
146 comment letters were received from the general public. 
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A 45-day comment period was provided after the release of the DEIS (January 21, 2005 through 
March 7, 2005).  During this period, a total of 134 comment letters were received, including 18 individual 
public commenters at the Public Hearings (12 in Loudoun County on February 22, 2005 and 6 in Fairfax 
County on February 23, 2005).  Three comment letters were received by the FAA from Federal 
government agencies, 7 comment letters from state government agencies, 6 comment letters from local 
government agencies, and 118 comment letters were received from the general public.  

AIRPORT HISTORY 

Washington National Airport (now Ronald Reagan Washington National Airport [DCA]) was opened 
in 1941 to serve the air travel needs of the metropolitan Washington area.  However, the need for a 
second airport to serve the metropolitan Washington region became apparent shortly after the end of 
World War II.  To meet the growing demand for airport capacity, Congress passed the second 
Washington Airport Act of 1950 (and amended it further in 1958) to provide for "...the construction, 
protection, operation, and maintenance of a public airport in or in the vicinity of the District of Columbia." 

After a thorough study of many possible locations around the region, a 10,000-acre site, 26 miles west of 
Washington, D.C., was selected by President Eisenhower in 1958.  The site, located in Fairfax and 
Loudoun counties in Virginia, was surrounded by open farmland and was far enough from other airports 
to provide adequate airspace for arriving and departing flights. 

The size of the new site allowed for an airport, the first in the country designed for commercial jets, to be 
buffered from its neighbors.  Only 3,000 acres of the 10,000 acres were graded for the new airport and 
boundaries were established at least 8,000 feet from the end of all runways.  In addition, 1.5 million tree 
seedlings were planted around the perimeter to provide the facility with a 1,000-foot-wide "green belt."  
This planning, in conjunction with the actions of local governments to properly zone the land around the 
site, helped the new airport to be a good neighbor in the Virginia countryside. 

The building of the airport started on September 2, 1958.  IAD’s terminal building opened 4 years later, 
in 1962.  The terminal was a compact, two-level structure, 600 feet long and 200 feet wide.  While it was 
built without extensions onto the airfield for aircraft loading, it was designed to be expanded up to 320 feet 
at either end (this expansion was actually completed 34 years later in 1996).  When the airport was 
completed, IAD had 2 north-south parallel runways, each 11,500 feet long, 150 feet wide, and separated 
by 6,700 feet, and a third northwest-southeast runway, 10,000 feet long and 150 feet wide.  All runways 
had standard instrument landing systems (ILS) for landings, high-speed turnoffs to increase runway 
availability, and the most modern lighting systems available at the time.  In addition, all runways had 
paved shoulders, 25 feet wide, ensuring clean surfaces designed to prevent jet engines from ingesting 
dirt and debris. 

IAD was built to accommodate up to 6 million passengers a year.  The first expansion was completed in 
November 1977 with the widening of the jet-aircraft parking ramp.  In 1982, new passenger waiting areas 
were added to the concourse level, and a new baggage make-up area was added below to handle 
increased airport activity.  Midfield Concourses C and D, five cargo buildings, a hotel located on airport 
property, and economy parking lots were also added through the 1980s.  The Main Terminal was 
expanded in accordance with the original design in 1996.  In 1998, the first permanent concourse was 
completed and a concourse for regional aircraft opened in 1999. 
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In 2002, IAD served more than 45,000 passengers per day and nearly 17 million passengers per year on 
34 passenger airlines.  The airlines serving IAD currently offer non-stop service to 72 cities in the U.S. 
and direct service to 28 international locations.  In addition to passenger airlines, IAD serves four cargo 
carriers, a number of charter operators, and the general aviation community.  IAD has emerged as one of 
the fastest growing airports in the world and a major East Coast gateway for domestic and international 
travelers as well as cargo activities (MWAA Internet Site, September 21, 2004).  

IAD’S ROLE IN THE NATIONAL AIRSPACE SYSTEM 

IAD is designated as a large hub primary commercial service airport in FAA’s National Plan of Integrated 
Airport Systems (NPIAS), accounting for at least one percent of total revenue passengers enplaned 
(those that aboard on aircraft at an airport) by U.S. flag air carriers in the U.S.  In 2002, 34 commercial 
passenger air carriers and several air cargo airlines served the airport.  In addition to IAD’s vital role in the 
national system of airports, it serves as the “growth” airport in the metropolitan Washington region, since 
growth at DCA is limited by Federal legislation and surrounding land uses.  Baltimore-Washington 
International Airport’s (BWI) service area overlaps IAD’s in the metropolitan Washington region; however, 
BWI, like DCA, has constraints to growth that prevent it from solely accommodating the increasing 
aviation demands of the region. 

PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS 

MWAA has proposed several projects to support the development of IAD by implementing certain airfield 
system improvements that will safely accommodate the projected future aviation activity demand levels at 
IAD without that aviation activity incurring unacceptable levels of aircraft operational delay. 

An initial analysis of the proposed airfield improvements was conducted utilizing calculations of Annual 
Service Volume (ASV), which is FAA’s method of estimating airfield capacity for long-range planning 
purposes.  A more detailed method of determining average delay per aircraft for different airfield 
configurations and demand levels is simulation modeling using SIMMOD (FAA’s airfield and airspace 
simulation computer model).  The following discusses the individual elements of the Purpose and Need 
for the proposed improvements at IAD.  This discussion is followed by a summary of the Purpose and 
Need. 

It should be noted here in the beginning of this discussion that the Purpose and Need discussion on the 
following pages is based on specific FAA aviation related policies and criteria and is therefore fairly 
technical in nature.  Wherever possible, FAA has made efforts to simplify the technical terms and phrases 
so the issues can be fully understood by those not familiar with aviation terminology.  However, due to the 
complex nature of aviation planning and the airport operating environment, FAA has necessarily had to 
use technical analysis and terminology for a majority of the discussion. 

The Purpose and Need is based on the airport’s ability to meet future operational levels without 
inconvenience to the traveling public, without affecting the operation of the airlines serving IAD and 
without affecting the National Airspace System.  At issue is the inability of the existing three-runway 
system at IAD to handle the future number of aircraft operations that are projected to occur.  
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As the number of operations at the airport increase, the existing taxiway and runway system at IAD will 
become more congested, and aircraft will have to wait to land, delay their push-back from the gate area, 
or experience long taxi-queues and delays between the gate area and the departure end of the runways.  
This is known as “operational delay”.  When the amount of operational delay per aircraft operation 
reaches 5 minutes, FAA considers an airport to be congested and recommends that infrastructure 
(runway, taxiway) improvements be made to reduce the operational delay time.  

In the case of IAD, the proposed runway improvements are planned to reduce future operational delay 
levels for both the short- and long-term, and make operations at IAD more efficient.  Based on FAA 
planning guidelines, the greatest operational benefits are realized when new runways are built.   

Because of the number of aircraft operations projected to occur at IAD in the future, FAA has determined 
that for the short-term, both the north-south and east-west runway systems at IAD need to have the ability 
to conduct dual simultaneous operations (i.e., the ability to land/depart two aircraft at the same time).  
Furthermore, FAA has determined that for the long-term, the north-south runway system, which is the 
runway system used most of the time at IAD, needs to be able to handle triple simultaneous operations 
(i.e., land/depart three aircraft at the same time).  

The detailed discussion of Purpose and Need in Chapter 2.0 of the FEIS provides the technical 
reasoning as to why a runway system at IAD that allows for immediate dual simultaneous operations and 
reserves the ability for future triple simultaneous operations is needed.  The discussion details not only 
the technical reasons as to why the proposed project is needed, but also discusses FAA’s responsibilities 
under the Federal transportation policies established to enhance our national transportation infrastructure. 

CONSISTENCY WITH FEDERAL TRANSPORTATION POLICIES 

FAA is charged with the implementation of Federal policies under its statutory authorities.  It is within the 
framework of NEPA, National Policy, and the Airport and Airway Improvement Act, as amended, that FAA 
is responding to MWAA’s proposal. 

The following National Policy in 49 USC §47101(a) relates specifically to the proposed improvements 
at IAD: 

(7) That airport construction and improvement projects that increase the 
capacity of facilities to accommodate passenger and cargo traffic be undertaken 
to the maximum feasible extent so that safety and efficiency increase and delays 
decrease. 

The delay-reducing airfield improvements proposed at IAD are consistent with the above-referenced 
public policy objective. 

Although air traffic levels have decreased nationwide over the past several years due to a number of 
factors, most notably the events of September 11, 2001, FAA is still committed to increasing the efficiency 
and capacity at our nation’s airports to meet both the existing and the future forecasted aviation demand.  
This commitment is reflected in the following statement from Marion C. Blakey, Administrator, FAA, made 
before the U.S. Senate Committee on Commerce, Science and Transportation, on the state of the FAA, 
February 11, 2003: 
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“While our commitment to safety is extraordinarily important, we must also remain 
committed to expanded airport capacity.  Although the devastating events of September 
11th continue to impact the number of people flying in this country, recovery of the 
system is inevitable.  The temporary downturn in air travel affords us with a great 
opportunity to continue to focus on increasing airport capacity without unacceptable 
disruption to the system.” 

In addition to the overall national transportation policy discussed above, the operation of Washington’s 
airport system is the subject of national policy and legislation.  The roles of IAD and DCA, both owned 
and operated by FAA at the time, were defined by the DOT in the Metropolitan Washington Airports 
Policy of 1981 (Federal Register, Volume 46, Number 228, Pages 58036-58037).  The objectives of the 
policy were: 

1. To provide the metropolitan Washington area with safe and efficient airport facilities; 

2. To prescribe a role for DCA and IAD which, considering environmental and safety 
factors, will permit orderly planning by FAA, the surrounding region, and the aviation 
industry for the future of these facilities; 

3. To reduce the aircraft noise and congestion associated with the prevailing use of 
DCA; 

4. To promote better utilization of IAD; and 

5. To achieve optimum utilization of existing and planned capacity at IAD and DCA. 

The policy of the Federal government was that growth in aviation demand in the Washington and 
Baltimore regions should be accommodated at IAD and BWI.  While the DOT does not establish policy for 
BWI, it recognized that actions taken at DCA and IAD might influence operations at BWI.  Therefore, 
BWI’s role was considered in the development of the policy for DCA and IAD. 

Operation of IAD and DCA was transferred to MWAA from FAA in a lease agreement that became 
effective on June 7, 1987.  Initially, the lease was for 50 years; however, it was recently extended to the 
year 2067.  Consistent with the Federal legislation that authorized the lease (Title 49, Section 49104), 
MWAA agreed to: 

“…assume responsibility for the Federal Aviation Administration’s Master Plans for the 
Metropolitan Washington Airports”, 49 USC 49104(6)(A). 

The most recent Master Plan for IAD (completed by FAA in 1985) details a preferred development plan of 
a five-runway system, which includes three north-south parallel runways and a parallel east-west runway 
system. 

Furthermore, the legislation authorizing the transfer of IAD and DCA to MWAA placed operational 
limitations on DCA.  The legislation states that MWAA may not increase or decrease the number of 
instrument flight rules (IFR) takeoffs or landings authorized by the High Density Rule (a Federal 
regulation) at DCA.  Also, the legislation allows an air carrier to operate an aircraft nonstop only between 
DCA and another airport that is less than 1,250 statute miles away, known as the “perimeter rule” 
(Legislation passed in 2000 and 2003 permits 12 round trip flights a day to serve points beyond the 
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1,250-mile limit).  Congress, through this legislation (amended recently by Section 425 of Vision 100), has 
placed operational restrictions on the use and capacity of DCA, and the MWAA has focused on IAD to 
accommodate increased aviation demand in the metropolitan Washington region (consistent with DOT’s 
Metropolitan Washington Airports Policy of 1981).  The events of September 11, 2001, further limited 
DCA’s ability to accommodate the growth in aviation activity in the Washington region due to its location 
relative to national landmarks and institutions. 

Vision 100, signed into law on December 12, 2003, is also cited as the Aviation Streamlining Approval 
Process Act of 2003.  The Act directs the Secretary of Transportation to develop and implement an 
expedited and coordinated environmental review process for airport capacity projects at congested 
airports, aviation safety projects, and aviation security projects.  Section 303 of Vision 100 directs the 
FAA Administrator “to take action to encourage the construction of airport capacity enhancement projects 
at congested airports.”  Vision 100 states that a congested airport is an airport that accounted for at least 
1 percent of all delayed aircraft operations in the U.S. in the most recent year for which data is available, 
and an airport listed in Table 1 of the FAA’s Airport Capacity Benchmark Report 2001.  IAD accounted for 
1.9 percent of all delayed aircraft operations in the U.S. in 2003 (FAA Air Traffic Operations Network 
[OPSNET], 2004) and was included in Table 1 of the FAA’s Airport Capacity Benchmark Report 2001. 

ALLOW IAD TO SAFELY AND EFFICIENTLY ACCOMMODATE FUTURE ACTIVITY WITHOUT INCURRING 
UNACCEPTABLE AIRCRAFT OPERATIONAL DELAY 

According to the FAA’s NPIAS (2001-2005), submitted to Congress on August 28, 2002: 

“An airport is considered to be congested when average delay exceeds 5 minutes per 
operation.  Beyond this point delays are extremely volatile, and a small increase in traffic, 
adverse weather conditions, or other disruptions can result in lengthy delays that upset 
flight schedules and impose a heavy workload on the air traffic control system.” 

NPIAS included IAD as one of the 18 airports nationwide with an estimated average delay in excess of 
5 minutes per operation that accounted for most of the severe air traffic delays in the U.S. during 2000. 

Detailed simulation analysis of IAD using FAA’s SIMMOD showed that the average delay per operation 
was 4.6 minutes in 1999, when IAD accommodated 467,227 annual operations (HTNB Corporation, 
February 2002). 

As a result of several national and worldwide factors, activity levels declined by the year 2002 to 
17 million passengers, resulting in 372,636 aircraft operations.  As a result, simulation analysis of the 
2002 activity level shows that average delay per operation decreased to 2.0 minutes (HNTB Corporation, 
November 2003).  However, this downturn in aviation activity is anticipated to be short-term, and activity 
levels are expected to return to the 1999 and 2000 levels by 2006-2007. 

By 2010, IAD is forecast to serve approximately 30 million passengers, resulting in approximately 
568,000 aircraft operations.  With its existing three-runway configuration, aircraft operating at IAD are 
projected to experience 6.9 minutes of average delay per operation in 2010 (HNTB Corporation, 
November 2003). 
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Increases in airfield capacity to accommodate forecasted aviation demand should be coupled with 
improvements to passenger terminal and aircraft gate capacity.  This would enable the airport system, as 
a whole, to accommodate the forecasted aviation demand in 2010 and beyond. 

Based on detailed SIMMOD analysis, IAD has approached unacceptable levels of average delay per 
operation (average delay in excess of 5 minutes, when the airport would be considered congested) in 
recent (1999-2000) peak activity years.  Although the current decrease in aviation demand has allowed 
the airport to operate with acceptable delay with its existing three-runway configuration, demand is 
forecast to exceed the recent peak activity years within the EIS study timeframe.  Therefore, the purpose 
of the proposed improvements is to safely and efficiently accommodate future projected levels of aircraft 
operational demand at IAD without incurring unacceptable levels of operational delay. 

Annual Service Volume Calculations 

The ability of a runway system to efficiently accommodate existing and projected levels of aviation 
demand is typically measured in terms of ASV, defined by FAA as a reasonable estimate of an airport’s 
annual capacity.  It measures the capability of an airport to accommodate aircraft operations in a safe and 
efficient manner without incurring excessive delays.  Using guidance from FAA Advisory Circular (AC) 
150/5060-5, Change 2, Airport Capacity and Delay, the ASV of the existing runway configuration 
(2002 and 2010 activity levels), four-runway scenarios (new north-south runway and new east-west 
runway; 2010 activity levels), and the five-runway scenario (2010 activity levels) at IAD were calculated.  
The calculations are provided in Appendix A-2 of the FEIS. 

FAA’s AC 5090.3C, Field Formulation of the National Plan of Integrated Airport Systems, Table 3-2, 
specifies that when an airport’s annual operations (arrivals and departures) approach 100 percent ASV, 
the construction of additional airfield enhancement projects should be underway.  In addition, the airport 
sponsor should initiate planning studies to evaluate means of increasing airfield capacity when annual 
operations approach 60 to 75 percent of the calculated ASV. 

In 2002, the demand level at IAD reached 73 percent of IAD’s calculated ASV.  Due to changes in 
the demand levels (including Annual Demand, Average Daily Demand - Peak Month, and Average Peak 
Hour Demand - Peak Month) from 2002 to 2010, which are used as inputs to the ASV calculations, the 
ASV of the existing three-runway configuration would decrease to 485,587 annual operations in 2010.  
By 2010, the demand level would be at 117 percent of its calculated ASV for the existing configuration, 
98 percent of its calculated ASV for the four-runway scenario with an additional east-west parallel runway, 
and 95 percent of the ASV for the four-runway scenario with an additional north-south parallel runway.  
The greatest ASV would be achieved with a five-runway system at IAD (3 parallel north-south 
runways and 2 parallel east-west runways), which would result in a demand level of 76 percent of ASV in 
the year 2010.   

The ASV calculations demonstrate the need for both of the proposed runway improvements at IAD by 
2010, since the three-runway (existing) and four-runway configurations would reach or exceed 
100 percent of the ASV in that time period.  Historically, the ASV of the existing runway configuration was 
approached in the peak historical years of 1999 and 2000 (467,227 and 456,436 annual operations, 
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respectively).  Collectively, the addition of a new parallel north-south and east-west runway would provide 
adequate capacity, in terms of ASV, to safely and efficiently accommodate aviation demand within the 
study timeframe. 

Need for a Parallel North-South Transport Category Runway Immediately Capable of Dual 
Simultaneous Independent Operations During Instrument Meteorological Conditions (IMC) While 
Reserving the Capability of Triple Simultaneous Independent Operations during IMC in the Future 

In its existing three-runway configuration, IAD operates in four major aircraft operational “flows.”  These 
operational flows are influenced mainly by wind speed and direction, cloud ceiling, and visibility.  A more 
detailed discussion of the flows is provided in Section 2.2.3.1 of the FEIS. 

The average delay per operation (determined by SIMMOD) of the existing runway configuration in 2010 
would be 6.9 minutes.  Of that total (and based on weighting factor relative to the percent of use), the 
Mixed Flow would account for 3.9 minutes, the North Flow would account for 1.1 minutes, and the South 
Flow would account for 0.7 minute of average delay per operation. 

The addition of a north-south parallel runway to the existing three-runway configuration at IAD would 
reduce the weighted average delay per operation in the Mixed (33 percent), North (36 percent), and 
South (71 percent) Flows.  Total average delay per operation would reduce by 32 percent, to 4.7 minutes, 
with an additional north-south parallel runway.  Delay cost benefits of the new north-south runway 
(operational in 2008) would total over $36 million (based on year 2000 prices) through 2010 
(HNTB Corporation, April 2003). 

Based on FAA analysis, the maximum hourly IFR (used during IMC) arrival rate for dependent (close-in) 
parallel north-south runways, which would not provide the capability of performing triple simultaneous 
independent approaches in IMC, would be 70 arrivals per hour.  However, the maximum hourly IFR 
arrival rate of three independent (widely spaced, minimum of 4,300 feet with high-update radar/monitoring 
equipment) north-south parallel runways at IAD, which would provide the ability to conduct triple 
simultaneous independent approaches in IMC, would be 105 arrivals per hour.  The ability to 
accommodate an additional 35 aircraft per hour during IMC conditions would significantly enhance the 
operational capabilities of the airport and result in decreased delays per operation and overall more 
efficient handling of aircraft.  

The forecast maximum hourly IFR arrival rate in 2010 would be 87 aircraft per hour.  However, the 
independent (widely spaced) north-south three runway parallel system proposed by MWAA has the 
capability to accommodate a maximum hourly IFR arrival rate of 105 aircraft per hour.  Therefore, the 
forecast year 2010 maximum hourly arrival rate would not exceed the capabilities of the airport at any 
time during the average day of the peak month in 2010.  It is anticipated that operational demand would 
continue to increase at IAD well past the year 2010 based on the MWAA aviation demand forecasts.  The 
hourly IFR arrival rate of the independent (widely spaced) north-south runway system that would provide 
triple simultaneous independent operations during IMC would continue to enable IAD to safely and 
efficiently accommodate demand beyond this EIS timeframe. 
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Need for a Parallel East-West Transport Category Runway Capable of Dual Simultaneous 
Independent Operations During IMC 

Similar to an additional north-south parallel runway, an additional east-west runway would benefit 
operations in the Mixed Flow and North Flow at IAD.  However, the primary benefit of a new east-west 
runway would be during the Northwest Flow, in which strong crosswind conditions occur and IAD is 
limited to operations on Runway 12/30.  Northwest wind conditions and operating flow are rare at IAD 
(approximately 1 percent of all annual operations), however, the Northwest Flow would account for a 
disproportionate amount of average delay per operation (17 percent) with the airport’s existing 
configuration.  In addition to delays at IAD, delays are felt system-wide when a large hub airport such as 
IAD is limited to one operational runway. 

An additional east-west parallel runway would reduce the weighted average delay per operation in the 
Mixed (46 percent), North (27 percent), and Northwest (83 percent) Flows.  Total average delay per 
operation would be reduced by 45 percent, to 3.8 minutes, with an additional east-west parallel runway.  
This delay reduction would be achieved through the development and use of widely spaced parallel 
runways.  A runway separation distance of 4,300 feet is required to perform dual simultaneous 
independent operations during IMC at IAD. 

Provide Redundant Runways 

FAA’s Air Traffic OPSNET data system catalogues data pertaining to the reasons for delays (each 
consisting of more than 15 minutes) at specific airports.  Data from 1990 through 2002 at IAD indicates 
that runway closures caused 4.6 percent of all delays over 15 minutes.  Adverse weather conditions 
caused the greatest percentage of delays (66 percent) from 1990 through 2002 at IAD. 

Currently, IAD has two widely spaced parallel north-south runways that are capable of providing dual 
independent simultaneous approaches during IMC.  A new north-south runway, with adequate spacing 
and ILS, would immediately provide the ability for dual independent simultaneous approach capabilities in 
conjunction with the existing Runway 1L/19R.  Therefore, the new runway would provide redundancy for 
the existing north-south parallel runways to provide similar capabilities in the event of a runway closure of 
either of the existing north-south runways (due to rehabilitation/maintenance, repairs, aircraft rescue and 
fire fighting exercises, snow removal, etc.) and unforeseen emergencies (incidents), without hindering 
overall airport operations. 

A new east-west runway, with adequate spacing and ILS, would not only provide the ability to perform 
dual independent simultaneous approaches during IMC but also provide redundancy for the existing east-
west runway in the event of a runway closure and unforeseen emergencies.  A critical need for 
redundancy exists when the airport operates with only one runway during the Northwest (12/30) Flow.  A 
new east-west runway would allow IAD to remain open if a runway closure were to occur during the 
Northwest Flow configuration, alleviating delays at the airport and system-wide. 
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Provide Adequate Passenger Terminal and Aircraft Gate Capacity to Accommodate Forecasted 
Growth in Aviation Demand (Tier 3 Concourse) 

According to Washington Dulles International Airport Updated Activity Forecasts and Simulation 
(HNTB Corporation, November 2003, Page 8, Table 4), enplaned passengers are forecasted to increase 
from 8,515,498 in 2002 to 15,350,500 in 2010 (an 80 percent increase). 

Other concourse development planned at IAD during the project time period is the Tier 2 Concourse 
improvements.  The Tier 2 Concourse is intended to replace the temporary Concourse C/D and enhance 
services currently provided by IAD (EA Engineering, Final Environmental Assessment, Page 1-8, 
August 2002).  No additional gate capacity will be developed as a result of the Tier 2 Concourse 
improvements. 

Development of the Tier 3 Concourse, consisting of a 40-gate, 468,000-square-foot building, would 
provide an increase of passenger terminal and aircraft gate capacity concurrent with an increase in 
airfield capacity, and would allow IAD to safely and efficiently accommodate future aviation activity.  In 
addition, aviation growth past the study timeframe could be managed more effectively with components of 
the airport system (including airfield and passenger terminals) operating with similar capacities. 

PURPOSE AND NEED SUMMARY 

MWAA seeks to develop airfield system improvements that in the near term would allow IAD to safely and 
efficiently accommodate approximately 568,000 annual aircraft operations by 2010 with acceptable levels 
of average delay per operation (less than 5 minutes).  MWAA also needs the improvements to continue to 
provide mid- and long-term operational capability to accommodate the long-term forecasts of aviation 
activity in a flexible, safe, and efficient manner.  The simulation analysis shows that IAD has reached 
unacceptable delay levels in the past, and improvements to the existing IAD airfield system are needed 
for future delay reduction and throughput capacity considerations. 

Runway capacity would be maximized while maintaining the flexibility to accommodate growth beyond 
2010 with both the north-south and east-west runways.  Demand would be 76 percent of calculated ASV 
and the estimated average delay per operation would be 2.6 minutes in 2010. 

The greatest increase in runway capacity with corresponding decreases in average aircraft delay would 
be achieved through the development of a runway system at IAD that would, by design: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Provide needed capacity improvements and operational throughput capacity to 
accommodate projected levels of aircraft operational demand at IAD, 

Accommodate future levels of operational demand without incurring unacceptable 
levels of average aircraft delay, 

Provide the capability to immediately accommodate dual simultaneous independent 
operations and provide the capability to accommodate triple simultaneous 
independent operations in north-south flows during IMC in the future, and 

Provide the capability to accommodate dual simultaneous independent operations in 
east-west flows during IMC. 
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Without such airfield improvements, the inherent operational and throughput capacity of the airfield would 
be constrained, thereby reducing the utility and efficient use of the runway system and increasing levels 
of delay, with an associated degradation of the IAD’s ability to provide a satisfactory level of service to the 
traveling public and within the national airspace system.  For these same reasons, additional passenger 
terminal and aircraft gate capacity is needed to coincide with the increase in airfield capacity.  Although it 
is not quantified in this FEIS, delays experienced at a large hub airports such as IAD invariably affect 
other airports within the system. 

In order to provide the capacity to safely accommodate projected levels of activity through 2010, the 
runway system must maintain the flexibility to accommodate growth beyond 2010.  This flexibility is 
maximized when the runway system allows for the ability to conduct triple simultaneous independent 
approaches during IMC in the future. 

In addition to runway capacity needs, the IAD airport system needs to safely and efficiently accommodate 
growth in passenger handling facilities by providing adequate passenger terminal facilities and aircraft 
gate capacity. 

ALTERNATIVES 

The range of alternatives examined during the environmental evaluation was generated to satisfy the 
purpose and need for the proposed project.  MWAA submitted a proposal to FAA for airside and landside 
developments that would meet the operational requirements of forecasted activity levels while ensuring 
the airport operates safely and efficiently for all airport users.  It is important to note that if other airport 
improvements are to be built, MWAA has the role of planning, constructing, and operating the 
improvements at the airport.  Alternatives were generated by FAA and through the EIS Scoping process.  
Along with the No-Action Alternative, FAA found that a large range of alternatives should be identified and 
evaluated.  As a result, off-site as well as a significant number of on-site alternatives were developed and 
explored that could meet the purpose and need of the proposed project (provide a north-south parallel 
runway immediately capable of dual simultaneous independent operations during IMC while reserving the 
capability of providing triple simultaneous independent operations during IMC in the future, an east-west 
parallel runway capable of dual simultaneous independent operations during IMC, and redundant 
runways to allow IAD to safely accommodate future activity without incurring unacceptable aircraft 
operational delay). 

FAA’s role in the alternatives evaluation process is to: 1) disclose and evaluate potential environmental 
impacts that may result from the proposed project and reasonable alternatives, and 2) evaluate the ability 
of the proposed project and reasonable alternatives to provide safe and efficient airspace and airport 
operations.  FAA will select its Preferred Alternative after balancing the environmental impacts discussed 
in this EIS with economic, technological, and safety concerns it must consider to fulfill its statutory mission 
and responsibilities. 
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Chapter 3.0, Alternatives, of the FEIS describes the alternatives evaluation and screening process that 
was used by FAA, presents a rigorous exploration of possible alternatives, provides reasoning as to why 
some alternatives were eliminated from detailed study, describes those reasonable alternatives that were 
retained for detailed evaluation, and presents a comparative analysis of the reasonable alternatives 
retained for detailed environmental impact evaluation. 

FAA completed a thorough and objective review of reasonable alternatives to MWAA’s proposed project 
at IAD.  The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations require that an agency look at 
“reasonable” alternatives, while 49 USC 47106(1)(c)(C) requires as a condition to granting Federal funds, 
an analysis of “possible and prudent” (could you and should you) alternatives for a new runway when 
significant impacts would occur.  With those standards in mind, FAA did not evaluate alternatives in detail 
if they showed no possibility of meeting the project purpose and/or need, as described previously, or no 
prospect of being built. 

One category of alternatives that was considered early in the environmental evaluation process but was 
not retained for further consideration was the use of other modes of transportation.  Other modes of 
transportation include the use of roadway, conventional rail, and high-speed rail as an alternative to the 
proposed project.  As part of this EIS, FAA determined that alternative modes of transportation do not 
provide a reasonable fit with the proposed project objectives.  The proposed project objectives relate to 
capacity enhancement measures to accommodate existing and future aviation activity.  Therefore, other 
modes of transportation were eliminated because they do not provide the same service as aviation and 
would not affect IAD’s ability to safely and efficiently accommodate existing and future levels of aviation 
activity. 

As indicated in Chapter 2.0, Purpose and Need, of the FEIS, FAA has carefully examined the purpose of 
and need for MWAA’s proposed project at IAD in consideration of the range of reasonable alternatives 
identified by FAA.  This analysis identifies which alternatives might reasonably meet the purpose and 
need statements for the proposed project.  Those alternatives that did not reasonably meet the proposed 
project’s purpose and need, or were determined not feasible, practicable, or prudent were not considered 
further within this EIS.  However, the No-Action Alternative was carried through detailed environmental 
analysis for baseline comparative purposes and to disclose potential impacts if the project is not built.  
Potential cumulative environmental impacts associated with any past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable actions are discussed separately in Section 5.23 of the FEIS. 

In the development of this EIS, FAA re-examined the recommendations of previous IAD planning studies 
and identified and independently evaluated numerous alternatives for further consideration.  

Off-site alternatives that were examined included: 

• 

• 

Development of a new airport, and 

Use of other existing airports within the metropolitan Washington region. 
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• No-A

• 

• 

On-site alternatives that were examined included: 

ction, 

MWAA’s proposed project, and 

Various parallel runway configurations. 

The alternatives analysis utilized a two-level evaluation and screening process formulated to concentrate 
on the purpose and need for the proposed project and the reasonableness of the alternatives.  Those 
alternatives that did not meet the purpose and need were eliminated from further consideration.  As the 
alternatives evaluation proceeded through both levels of screening analysis, certain alternatives that did 
not meet the criteria were eliminated from further evaluation.  Those that met the Level 1 criteria 
continued on to the Level 2 analysis.  At the conclusion of the second level of evaluation and screening, 
those alternatives that remained were subject to detailed analysis in subsequent sections of this EIS.  
Table S-1 provides a summary of the two-level alternatives screening matrix that was used to evaluate 
the project alternatives in the EIS. 

OFF-SITE ALTERNATIVES 

As part of this EIS, FAA evaluated the development of a new airport or “greenfield” site and expanding an 
existing general aviation airport as alternatives to the proposed project at IAD.  A detailed evaluation of 
“greenfield” sites was not conducted in any of the recent IAD planning studies.  The results of FAA’s 
analysis indicate that development of a new airport or an upgrade of an existing area general aviation 
airport to air carrier standards would not satisfy the purpose and need for the proposed project at IAD.  
While a new airport or an expansion and upgrade of an existing general aviation airport could be 
designed expressly for the Level 1 airfield configuration, the Level 2 criteria - including infrastructure and 
cost - would be prohibitive. 

As part of this EIS, FAA also reviewed existing air carrier airports in the metropolitan Washington area to 
see if they could accommodate the growth in aviation activity forecast at IAD.  The following paragraphs 
present a summary of the results of this review. 

Growth in aviation at DCA is severely limited due to federal legislation regarding number of commercial 
operations and trip length.  Recently, security concerns have restricted general aviation activity at the 
airport.  Also, the airfield at DCA could not accommodate many of the longer-haul aircraft that utilize IAD, 
and DCA is not able to expand due to legislative, environmental, safety, security, and infrastructure 
reasons.  Chapter 3.0 of the FEIS contains more detail on this evaluation. 

Similar to IAD, aviation demand at BWI has increased recently.  However, BWI does not and could not 
serve the same aviation service area as IAD, in particular the Northern Virginia area because of its 
distance from the IAD service area/user group population.  Projected growth at IAD, combined with 
growth at BWI, would total approximately 566,500 annual operations.  This level of operations is beyond 
the capacity of the existing BWI airfield, and improvements similar to those proposed at IAD would need 
to be implemented in order for BWI to accommodate this level of operations in a safe and efficient 
manner.  Because neither DCA nor BWI can serve the entire air service needs of the IAD area and 
because neither of these airports meets the Level 1 criteria, FAA has determined that for this EIS, they 
are not reasonable alternatives and, therefore, did not retain them for further consideration in this EIS. 
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TABLE S-1 
TWO-LEVEL ALTERNATIVES SCREENING ANALYSIS 

 

Off-Site Alternatives 

Other Airports 
Level 

Screening 
Criteria 

No- 
Action1

New Supplemental 
Other Mode
Transporta

Provide a new north-south parallel runway immediately 
capable of dual simultaneous independent operations 
during IMC while reserving the capability of triple 
simultaneous independent operations during IMC in the 
future 

No    No No No

Provide a new east-west parallel runway capable of 
dual simultaneous independent operations during IMC No    No No No

1 
Purpose and Need 

Provide redundant runways No No No No 
Continue to Level 2?  Yes or No Yes No No No 

Infrastructure     No
Property Acquisition (acres) 6     0
Relocation (homes / NOAA/NWS Sterling) 0 / 0    
Cost ($ billions) $0.0    
Wetland Impact (acres) 0    
100-Year Floodplains Impacts (acres)     0
Potential Section 4(f) Resources 
(# of directly impacted sites/ 
 # of potential indirectly impacted sites) 

0 / 0    

Potential Historic Architectural Resources 
(# of directly impacted sites/ 
 # of potential indirectly impacted sites) 

0 / 0    

2 
Constructability/ 

Practicability/ 
Environmental 
Considerations 

Archaeological Sites (Direct Impacts) 
Total Sites / National Register Eligible 0    

Retain for Further Evaluation?  Yes or No Yes    

3 Cost estimates include cost associated with the construction of runways, taxiways, related facilities, land acquisition, and Tier 3 Concourse.  Co
not included in the alternatives analysis.  NOAA/NWS will evaluate facilities relocation alternatives at a later date separate from this FAA EIS. 

2 Analysis of Potential Effects of Dulles International Airport Proposed Runway Expansion Project on the NOAA/NWS Weather Forecasting Offic
Virginia - Revised Final Report (SRI International, February 2004) recommended that certain facilities that are part of the NOAA/NWS Sterling R
Building, WSR-88D, Upper Air (UA) facilities, NDBC Test Beds, and support buildings) would require relocation due to Build Alternatives 3 and 
documentation from this FAA EIS that will evaluate the environmental impacts of relocating facilities. 

5 A total of fourteen sites were identified and Phase II Studies were conducted to determine eligibility for the National Register of Historic Places 
eligible for listing in the NRHP and concurrence has been received from the Virginia State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO).  The remaining
determined by the FAA and MWAA to be eligible for listing in the NRHP and consultation with the Virginia SHPO for these sites is ongoing.  Re
The remaining 10 sites have been determined to be ineligible for listing in the NRHP. 

6 Includes property to accommodate Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR) Part 77 Surfaces, a Runway Protection Zone (RPZ), and buffer area.  S
property beyond what is required for the proposed project.  The additional property is not part of the proposed project and is not evaluated in th

4 The estimates of wetland impact are preliminary and subject to revision through the CWA Section 401/404 permit process; includes direct impa
well as Potential Indirect Impact (PII) areas. 

1 The No-Action Alternative was retained for detailed analysis for baseline comparative purposes. 

Source:  Compiled by URS Corporation, 2005. 
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Build 
Alt. 1
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Alt. 2
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Alt. 3 

Build 
Alt. 4 

Build 
Alt. 5

Build 
Alt. 6

      No No Yes Yes Yes No

     Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes

Yes Yes Yes Yes No No 
No No Yes Yes No No 

      No No
      448 480
  0 / 12 0 / 12   
    $1.493 $1.513 
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      39 35
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  0 / 0 0 / 0   

  14 / 45 14 / 45   
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ON-SITE ALTERNATIVES 

On-site alternatives evaluated in this EIS include the No-Action Alternative, which is required by CEQ 
regulations, and various runway development alternatives.  Past MWAA planning efforts, detailed in 
Section 1.2.5 of the FEIS, have concluded that certain airfield improvements were necessary to 
accomplish the goal of safely and efficiently providing adequate airfield capacity to meet future aviation 
demand.  All of the past planning studies have recommended a new north-south parallel runway (west of 
the existing north-south runways) and a new east-west parallel runway (south of the existing east-west 
runway).  Each of the studies also recommended that these runways should be located with adequate 
separation from the existing runways to provide independent operations during IMC to provide the 
greatest capacity enhancement. 

All of the Build Alternatives contain common elements such as the construction and operation of 
crossfield and taxiway connectors, NAVAIDS, aircraft holding aprons, and de-icing pads.  Build 
Alternatives 1, 2, 3, 4, and 6 also include a crossfield taxiway connector between existing Runway 30 and 
Taxiway Juliette 5 (“J5”). 

When identifying on-site alternative locations for the development of new runways, technical 
considerations were grouped into two major categories: 1) FAA runway separation requirements for 
operations during IMC, and 2) the proximity of existing airfield components (runways, taxiways, and 
taxiway connectors) and future terminal improvements that are essential and required for the efficient 
operation of the airport.  Identification of viable alternative locations on which to develop the airfield 
system included review and assessment of the airport’s existing runway/taxiway system, land areas, land 
uses, and land uses immediately adjacent to the airport.  A systematic process to identify and assess the 
relative merits and opportunities for locations of the proposed runways necessary to safely and efficiently 
accommodate existing and forecast aviation activity through 2010 examined a total of four potential 
north-south runway locations (parallel to Runways 1L/19R and 1R/19L which have a runway separation 
distance of 6,700 feet).  One location of the proposed east-west runway (parallel to existing 
Runway 12/30 and separated by 4,300 feet) was examined since it satisfied the operational requirements 
(dual simultaneous independent operations) while remaining on airport property without the need for 
additional property acquisition.  The difference in runway lengths for the new north/south runways in each 
of the alternatives was based on the maximum allowable length resulting from a “fixed” north threshold, 
and safety/design considerations associated with the proximity of the new runway’s south threshold and 
existing Runway 12/30.  The “fixed” north threshold for each of the Runway 1W/19W alternatives was 
based on an agreement that was made between MWAA and local government.  This agreement 
stipulated that the northern end of any new runway developed at IAD would not extend beyond the 
northern terminus of existing Runway 1L/19R.  The purpose of this agreement was to prevent 
unanticipated noise impacts to noise-sensitive land uses located north of the airport.  In addition, each 
Build Alternative included Tier 3 Concourse development.  This process yielded 6 possible runway 
alternative scenarios, which are described in the following paragraphs. 
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No-Action Alternative 

The No-Action Alternative would not include any of the needed runway development features or the Tier 3 
Concourse development.  The No-Action Alternative would not meet any of the purpose and need criteria 
for the proposed project at IAD.  This alternative would not provide a new north-south parallel runway, 
which would reserve the capability of triple simultaneous independent operations during IMC in the future, 
a new east-west parallel runway capable of dual simultaneous independent operations during IMC, or 
redundant runways.  As described in Chapter 2.0, Purpose and Need, of the FEIS, the proposed 
improvements are needed for the airport to safely and efficiently accommodate future aviation activity at 
the airport without incurring unacceptable aircraft operational delay.  Although the No-Action Alternative 
did not meet the purpose and need criteria, it was retained for further consideration in Level 2 of the 
alternatives screening to ensure a complete FAA environmental impact evaluation and to provide a 
baseline comparison in accordance with CEQ regulations. 

Build Alternative 1 

This alternative concept consists of the construction of a new north-south oriented runway (1W/19W), 
approximately 9,765 feet long, located 3,500 feet west of existing Runway 1L/19R.  Also included in this 
alternative concept is construction of a new 10,500-foot east-west oriented runway (12R/30L), located 
4,300 feet south of existing Runway 12/30, and development of the Tier 3 Concourse.  This alternative 
was recommended in the 1985 Master Plan Update and 1990 Capacity Plan (Section 1.2.5 of the FEIS).  
This alternative could be constructed entirely on existing airport property. 

Build Alternative 1 would allow some flexibility in future runway use, as it would permit dual simultaneous 
arrivals during IMC to the new north-south runway (with high-update radar/monitoring equipment) and the 
existing Runway 1L/19R in the event that Runway 1R/19L is closed.  However, a 3,500-foot lateral 
separation would not allow for triple simultaneous arrivals during IMC and would not provide significant 
additional independent arrival capacity during IMC.  

Also associated with Build Alternative 1 is a proposed new 10,500-foot parallel Runway 12R/30L with a 
lateral separation of 4,300 feet.  This would increase arrival capacity during IMC by allowing dual 
simultaneous arrivals to the east-west runways in IMC without the use of high-update radar/monitoring 
equipment. 

Build Alternative 1 would only partially meet the purpose and need criteria for the proposed project at IAD.  
This alternative would provide new north-south and new east-west parallel runways capable of dual 
simultaneous independent operations during IMC (with high-update radar/monitoring equipment for 
operations on the proposed north-south runway) and it would provide redundant runways in the 
north-south and east-west directions.  However, this alternative would not provide a new north-south 
parallel runway capable of triple simultaneous independent operations during IMC in the future because 
the 3,500-foot separation between the proposed Runway 1W/19W and the existing Runway 1L/19R does 
not satisfy FAA lateral separation requirements for triple simultaneous independent operations during IMC 
(FAA AC 150/5300-13, Change 6, Airport Design).  These criteria are more fully described in 
Section 3.3.2.3 of the FEIS.  Since Build Alternative 1 did not meet all of the Level 1 purpose and need 
criteria, it was not retained for further evaluation in the EIS. 
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Build Alternative 2 

Build Alternative 2 consists of the construction of a new north-south oriented runway (1W/19W) 
approximately 9,580 feet long located 4,000 feet west of existing Runway 1L/19R, construction of a 
10,500-foot east-west oriented runway (12R/30L) located 4,300 feet south of existing Runway 12/30, and 
development of the Tier 3 Concourse.  This alternative was recommended by MWAA in the 2002 
Capacity Review and Alternatives for the Fourth and Fifth Runways study (Section 1.2.5 of the FEIS).  
This alternative could be constructed entirely on airport property; however, it is anticipated that property 
acquisition would be required on the west side of the airport in order to meet FAR Part 77 and RPZ 
clearance requirements, and to serve as a buffer to neighboring properties.  Based on these 
considerations, Build Alternative 2 would include the acquisition of 431 acres.  FAR Part 77 and RPZ 
requirements are provided in Volume 4 of the FEIS. 

This alternative would require the relocation of NOAA/NWS facilities including the WSR-88D NEXRAD 
radar, the UAIB, NDBC Test Beds, and the WFO. 

Build Alternative 2 would allow some flexibility in future runway use, as it would permit dual simultaneous 
arrivals during IMC to the new north-south runway and the existing Runway 1L/19R (with high-update 
radar/monitoring equipment) in the event that Runway 1R/19L is closed.  However, current FAA design 
standards do not allow triple simultaneous operations with runway separations less than 4,300 feet. 

Also associated with Build Alternative 2 is a proposed new 10,500-foot parallel Runway 12R/30L with a 
lateral separation of 4,300 feet.  This would increase arrival capacity by allowing dual simultaneous 
arrivals to the east-west runways during IMC. 

Build Alternative 2 would only partially meet the purpose and need criteria for the proposed project at IAD.  
This alternative would provide new north-south and east-west parallel runways capable of dual 
simultaneous independent operations during IMC (with high-update radar monitoring equipment for 
operations on the proposed north-south runway) and it would provide redundant runways in the 
north-south and east-west directions.  However, this alternative would not provide a new north-south 
parallel runway that would reserve the capability of triple simultaneous independent operations during 
IMC in the future because the 4,000-foot separation between the proposed Runway 1W/19W and the 
existing Runway 1L/19R would not satisfy FAA lateral separation requirements for triple simultaneous 
independent operations during IMC (FAA AC 150/5300-13, Change 6, Airport Design).  Since Build 
Alternative 2 did not meet all of the Level 1 purpose and need criteria, it was not retained for further 
evaluation in the EIS. 

Build Alternative 3 

This alternative consists of the construction of a new north-south oriented runway (1W/19W) 
approximately 9,473 feet long located 4,300 feet west of existing Runway 1L/19R, construction of a new 
10,500-foot east-west oriented runway (12R/30L) located 4,300 feet south of existing Runway 12/30, and 
development of the Tier 3 Concourse.  This alternative is the proposed project defined by MWAA and 
depicted in its most recent ALP submitted to FAA.  This alternative would require property acquisition on 
the west side of the airport in order to meet FAR Part 77 and RPZ clearance requirements and to serve 
as a buffer to neighboring properties.  Based on these considerations, Build Alternative 3 would include 
the acquisition of 448 acres.  FAR Part 77 and RPZ requirements are provided in Volume 4 of the FEIS. 
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This alternative would require the relocation of NOAA/NWS facilities including the WSR-88D NEXRAD 
radar, the UAIB, NDBC Test Bed facilities, and the WFO as identified in Analysis of Potential Effects of 
Dulles International Airport Proposed Runway Expansion Project on the National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA)/National Weather Service (NWS) Weather Forecast Office and 
Sterling Research and Development Center, Sterling, Virginia - Revised Final Report, February 2004, by 
SRI International (see Volume 4 of the FEIS). 

A 4,300-foot lateral separation would provide additional arrival capacity in the north, south, and mixed 
runway use configurations during Visual Meteorological Conditions (VMC) and IMC, and departure 
capacity in the south and north configurations during VMC and IMC by allowing for immediate dual 
simultaneous independent operations and the potential for triple simultaneous independent operations in 
the future.  FAA will consider proposals for triple simultaneous IFR arrivals utilizing separations down to a 
minimum of 4,300 feet with high-update radar/monitoring equipment (FAA AC 150/5300-13, Change 6, 
Airport Design, page 11).   

Also associated with Build Alternative 3 is a proposed new 10,500-foot parallel Runway 12R/30L with a 
lateral separation of 4,300 feet.  This would increase IFR arrival capacity by allowing dual simultaneous 
IFR arrivals to the east-west runways. 

Build Alternative 3 would meet all of the purpose and need criteria for the proposed project at IAD.  This 
alternative would provide a new north-south parallel runway immediately capable of dual simultaneous 
independent operations during IMC while reserving the capability of triple simultaneous independent 
operations during IMC in the future (with operation of high-update radar/monitoring equipment), a new 
east-west parallel runway capable of dual simultaneous independent operations during IMC, and 
redundant runways.  Therefore, Build Alternative 3 would provide IAD the required capacity to safely and 
efficiently accommodate future aviation activity levels without incurring unacceptable aircraft operational 
delay.  Since Build Alternative 3 met all of the Level 1 purpose and need criteria, it was retained for 
further evaluation in the EIS. 

Build Alternative 4 

Build Alternative 4 consists of the construction of a new north-south oriented runway (1W/19W) 
approximately 9,218 feet long located 5,000 feet west of existing Runway 1L/19R, construction of a new 
10,500-foot east-west oriented runway (12R/30L) located 4,300 feet south of existing Runway 12/30, and 
development of the Tier 3 Concourse.  This alternative would include property acquisition on the west 
side of the airport in order to meet FAR Part 77 and RPZ clearance requirements and to serve as a buffer 
to neighboring properties.  Based on these considerations, a total of 480 acres would be acquired under 
Build Alternative 4.  FAR Part 77 and RPZ requirements are provided in Volume 4 of the FEIS. 

This alternative would require the relocation of NOAA/NWS facilities including the WSR-88D NEXRAD 
radar, the UAIB, NDBC Test Beds, and the WFO. 

A 5,000-foot lateral separation would provide additional arrival capacity in the north, south, and mixed 
runway use configurations during VMC and IMC, and departure capacity in the south and north 
configurations during VMC and IMC.  Based on current FAA design standards, the 5,000 feet separation 
distance associated with this alternative is the recommended lateral separation distance for triple 
simultaneous operations capabilities during VMC and IMC without the need for a high-update 
radar/monitoring system (FAA AC 150/5300-13, Change 6, Airport Design, page 11). 
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Also associated with Build Alternative 4 is a proposed new 10,500-foot parallel Runway 12R/30L with a 
lateral separation of 4,300 feet.  This would increase arrival capacity by allowing dual simultaneous 
arrivals to the east-west runways during IMC. 

Build Alternative 4 would meet all of the purpose and need criteria for the proposed project at IAD.  This 
alternative would provide a new north-south parallel runway immediately capable of dual simultaneous 
independent operations during IMC while reserving the capability of triple simultaneous independent 
operations during IMC in the future, a new east-west parallel runway capable of dual simultaneous 
independent operations during IMC, and redundant runways.  Therefore, Build Alternative 4 would 
provide IAD the required capacity to safely and efficiently accommodate future aviation activity levels 
without incurring unacceptable aircraft operational delay.  The 5,000-foot lateral north-south runway 
separation provided by Build Alternative 4 would provide the ability to conduct triple simultaneous 
independent approach capabilities to safely meet operational demand during IMC (without operation of 
high-update radar/monitoring equipment).  Since Build Alternative 4 met all of the Level 1 purpose and 
need criteria, it was retained for further evaluation in the EIS. 

Build Alternative 5 

This alternative consists of the construction of a new north-south oriented runway (1W/19W) 
approximately 9,473 feet long located 4,300 feet west of existing Runway 1L/19R and development of the 
Tier 3 Concourse.  This alternative does not include a new parallel east-west Runway 12R/30L.  Property 
acquisition would be required on the west side of the airport in order to meet FAR Part 77 and RPZ 
clearance requirements and to serve as a buffer to neighboring properties.  Based on these 
considerations, Build Alternative 5 would include the acquisition 448 acres.  FAR Part 77 and RPZ 
requirements are provided in Volume 4 of the FEIS. 

This alternative would require the relocation of NOAA/NWS facilities including the WSR-88D NEXRAD 
radar, the UAIB, NDBC Test Beds, and the WFO. 

The lateral separation associated with Build Alternative 5 would be 4,300 feet and would provide 
flexible future runway use.  FAA will consider proposals for triple simultaneous arrivals during IMC utilizing 
separations down to a minimum of 4,300 feet with high-update radar/monitoring equipment (FAA AC 150/ 
300-13, Change 6, Airport Design, page 11).   

Build Alternative 5 would only partially meet the purpose and need criteria for the proposed project at IAD.  
This alternative would provide a new north-south parallel runway immediately capable of dual 
simultaneous independent operations during IMC while reserving the capability of triple simultaneous 
independent operations during IMC in the future (with operation of high-update radar/monitoring 
equipment).  However, this alternative would not provide a new east-west parallel runway capable of dual 
simultaneous independent operations during IMC, and redundant runways (in the east-west direction).  
Therefore, Build Alternative 5 would not provide IAD the required capacity to safely and efficiently 
accommodate future aviation activity levels without incurring unacceptable aircraft operational delay.  
Since Build Alternative 5 did not meet all of the Level 1 purpose and need criteria, it was not retained for 
further evaluation in the EIS. 
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Build Alternative 6 

This alternative consists of the construction of a new 10,500-foot east-west oriented runway (12R/30L) 
with a 4,300-foot separation to the south from the existing Runway 12/30 and development of the Tier 3 
Concourse.  This alternative does not include a new parallel north-south Runway 1W/19W.  Build 
Alternative 6 could be constructed entirely on existing airport property and would not require the 
relocation of any NOAA/NWS facilities. 

Build Alternative 6 would provide minimal FAA standard lateral separation for dual simultaneous arrivals 
during IMC on the east-west runways (FAA AC 150/5300-13, Change 6, Airport Design, page 11) and 
would allow a large area for potential future aviation related development. 

Build Alternative 6 would only partially meet the purpose and need criteria for the proposed project at IAD.  
This alternative would provide a new east-west parallel runway capable of dual simultaneous independent 
operations during IMC.  However, this alternative would not provide a new north-south parallel runway 
immediately capable of dual simultaneous independent operations during IMC while reserving the 
capability of triple simultaneous independent operations during IMC in the future, and redundant runways 
(in the north-south direction).  Therefore, Build Alternative 6 would not provide IAD the required capacity 
to safely and efficiently accommodate future aviation activity levels without incurring unacceptable aircraft 
operational delay.  Since Build Alternative 6 did not meet all of the Level 1 purpose and need criteria, it 
was not retained for further evaluation in the EIS. 

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES RETAINED FOR DETAILED ANALYSIS 

The two runway alternatives retained through the Level 1 analysis (Build Alternatives 3 and 4) as well as 
the No-Action Alternative were carried forward to the Level 2 screening process, which evaluated the 
alternatives in terms of constructability issues, cost considerations, and environmental impacts.  
Constructability issues included impacts to existing or planned infrastructure, the number of residences 
and businesses that would have to be relocated to construct each alternative, and the amount of property 
acquisition required.  Cost considerations included the estimated total cost of construction (including land 
acquisition) for those development items eligible for FAA reimbursement.  Environmental impacts 
included but are not limited to direct and indirect impacts to wetlands, 100-year floodplains, Section 4(f) 
resources, and Section 106 resources (the complete investigation and discussion of the affected 
environment and impact analysis appears in Chapters 4.0 and 5.0 of the FEIS).  On the basis of being 
able to meet all of the Level 1 purpose and need criteria and the fact that there is not a significant 
difference between the two Build Alternatives in the Level 2 constructability, cost, environmental 
considerations, two Build Alternative concepts, Build Alternatives 3 and 4, were retained as reasonable 
alternatives (in addition to the No-Action Alternative, for NEPA purposes).  The following presents a 
detailed description of the alternatives retained for detailed analysis in the EIS.  Table S-2 presents a 
summary of the environmental impacts associated with each of these alternatives. 
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TABLE S-2 
COMPARISON SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

FOR ALTERNATIVES RETAINED FOR DETAILED EVALUATION 
 

Evaluation Criteria 
No-Action 
Alternative 

Build 
Alternative 3 

Build 
Alternative 4 

Operational 
Provide a parallel north-south runway immediately capable of 
providing dual simultaneous instrument operations during IMC 
while reserving the ability to perform triple simultaneous 
instrument operations during IMC in the future 

No Yes Yes 

Provide a parallel east-west runway capable of providing dual 
simultaneous instrument operations during IMC No Yes Yes 

Provide redundant runways No Yes Yes 
Provide adequate passenger terminal and aircraft gate capacity 
to accommodate forecasted growth in aviation demand No Yes Yes 

Constructability - Off-Airport Construction Impacts 
Infrastructure No No No 
Acquisition (acres) 0 448 480 
Total Relocations (homes / NOAA/NWS Sterling)1 0 / 0 0 / 1 0 / 1 

Financial Feasibility 
Total Cost ($ billion)2 $0.0 $1.49 $1.51 

Environmental Factors 
Noise – Year 2010 /  20257    
- Noise sensitive sites (including residential units) within DNL 

65 dBA contour experiencing a DNL 1.5 dBA increase in 
noise 

0 0 / 2 0 / 2 

- Noise sensitive sites (including residential units) within DNL 
60 dBA experiencing a 3.0 dBA increase in noise or newly 
included in DNL 65 dBA contour 

0 13 / 1,358 13 / 1,367 

Social Impacts    
- Construction relocations -population / household 0 / 0 0 / 0 0 / 0 
Environmental Justice Impacts / Child Health and Safety No No No 
Induced Socioeconomic Impacts3    
- Direct and indirect jobs 0 18,255 18,533 
- Economic contribution 

($ billions; includes labor, income, business revenues,
 and taxes) 

0 $2.21 $2.25 

Air Quality No No Yes 
Water Quality No Yes Yes 
Section 4(f) (# of sites / Direct/Indirect Impacts) 0 / 0 0 / 0 0 / 0 
Section 106 Historical and Archaeological Sites    
- Historic Architectural Resources / Direct/Indirect Impacts 0 / 0 0 / 0 0 / 0 
- Archaeological Sites (Direct Impacts) 
 Total Sites / National Register Eligible4 0 14 / 4 14 / 4 

Biotic Communities (acres) 0.0 3,485.6 3,658.7 
Endangered/Threatened Species No No No 
Wetlands5    
- Acres of wetland impact within LOD/ Cleared Area / PII 0.0 286.1 307.6 
- Linear feet of stream impact 0 124,045 129,781 
100-Year Floodplains (acres) 0.0 39 35 
Coastal Zone Management No Yes Yes 
Coastal Barriers No No No 
Wild/Scenic Rivers  No No No 
Prime Farmland (acres)6 0 40.28 41.35 
Energy Supply/Natural Resources No No No 
Light Emissions No No No 
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TABLE S-2 (CONTINUED) 
COMPARISON SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

FOR ALTERNATIVES RETAINED FOR DETAILED EVALUATION 
 

Evaluation Criteria 
No-Action 
Alternative 

Build 
Alternative 3 

Build 
Alternative 4 

Solid Waste    
- Amount generated (tons per year) 3,705 3,705 3,705 
- Landfill proximity conflicts No No No 
Construction Impacts No No No 
Potential Hazardous Materials (# sites) 0 0 0 

1 Analysis of Potential Effects of Dulles International Airport Proposed Runway Expansion Project on the 
NOAA/NWS Weather Forecasting Office and Sterling Research and Development Center, Sterling, Virginia - 
Revised Final Report (SRI International, February 2004) recommended that certain facilities that are part of the 
NOAA/NWS Sterling Research and Development Facility (specifically, the WFO Building, WSR-88D, UA 
facilities, NDBC Test Beds, and support buildings) would require relocation due to Build Alternatives 3 and 4.  
NOAA/NWS is in the process of preparing separate NEPA documentation from this FAA EIS that will evaluate 
the environmental impacts of relocating facilities. 

2 Includes costs associated with construction of runways, taxiways, related facilities, land acquisition, and Tier 3 
Concourse.  Costs associated with the relocation of NOAA/NWS facilities are not included in the alternatives 
analysis. 

3 Induced socioeconomic impacts related to construction activities (runways, taxiways, and Tier 3 Concourse). 
4 A total of fourteen sites were identified and Phase II Studies were conducted to determine eligibility for the 

NRHP.  One site (44FX2840) has been determined to be eligible for listing in the NRHP and concurrence has 
been received from the Virginia SHPO.  The remaining three sites (44LD538; 44LD539; and 44LD1042) have 
been determined by the FAA and MWAA to be eligible for listing in the NRHP and consultation with the Virginia 
SHPO for these sites is ongoing.  Results of the SHPO coordination will be included in the ROD.  The remaining 
10 sites have been determined to be ineligible for listing in the NRHP. 

5 The estimates of wetland and stream impacts are preliminary and subject to revision through the CWA Section 
401/404 permit process.  Impacts include the LOD, Cleared Area, and PII areas. 

6 Provisions of the Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) would not apply to Build Alternatives 3 and 4 for 
farmland impacts. 

7 Additional noise analysis for the year 2025 is contained in Section 5.1.4 of the FEIS.  Noise impacts associated 
with Air Traffic actions are contained in Sections 5.1.3, 5.1.4, and Appendices D-10 and D-15.  

Source:  Compiled by URS Corporation, 2005. 
 

It should be noted that the proposed new north-south runway (1W/19W) in Build Alternatives 3 and 4 are 
of slightly different length (approximately 9,473 feet for Build Alternative 3 and approximately 9,218 feet 
for Build Alternative 4).  Both runways would provide sufficient length to accommodate the “critical 
aircraft” forecast to use this runway.  However, a runway length less than that provided by Build 
Alternative 4 would significantly affect the utility of the new runway.  This would result in less delay 
reduction benefits and fail to meet the purpose and need criteria. 

No-Action Alternative - Under the No-Action Alternative, the new runways, Tier 3 Concourse, relocation 
of NOAA/NWS Sterling facilities and associated improvements would not be developed at IAD.  This 
alternative would involve no new construction of airside facilities or landside facilities associated with the 
runways and no other IAD airside and landside developments beyond those FAA has unconditionally 
approved and that are already programmed or undertaken by the MWAA for safety and maintenance 
reasons.  If the No-Action Alternative were to be selected as FAA’s Preferred Alternative, the following 
projects on IAD property already have been or will be initiated whether or not the runway improvements 
are implemented at IAD: 
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• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Tier 2 Concourse improvements; 

Construction and operation of the APM from the Main Terminal to Concourse B and 
Concourse B to Tier 2 (Concourse C); 

On-airport roadway improvements; 

Reconstruction of existing Runway 12/30; 

Reconstruction of East T-Gates; 

Construction and operation of new airport traffic control tower (ATCT); 

IAD Metrorail line link; and 

Smithsonian National Air and Space Museum. 

These projects have been completed or will have undergone separate environmental review before they 
could be approved by the appropriate agency.  The potential impacts of these projects are discussed in 
Section 5.23, Cumulative Impacts, of the FEIS. 

Implementation of the No-Action Alternative would not require the relocation of homes, the acquisition 
of property, or adverse impacts to wetlands or 100-year floodplains (see Chapter 5.0, Environmental 
Consequences, of the FEIS).  This alternative would also not result in direct or indirect impacts to 
Section 4(f) resources or direct impacts to Section 106 Historic Resources. 

Build Alternative 3 - Build Alternative 3 would provide a new airfield layout to safely and efficiently 
accommodate existing and projected aviation activity levels, the ability to provide triple simultaneous 
independent approach capabilities in the future (operation of high-update radar/monitoring equipment), 
and redundant runways.  The proposed improvements associated with Build Alternative 3 illustrated on 
Figure S-2 include the following elements: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Construction of a new north-south oriented runway (1W/19W) approximately 
9,473 feet long located 4,300 feet west of existing Runway 1L/19R; 

Construction of a new 10,500-foot east-west oriented runway (12R/30L) located 
4,300 feet south of existing Runway 12/30; 

Acquisition of 448 acres of property on the west side of the airport to accommodate 
FAR Part 77 clearance surfaces, a RPZ, and buffer area; 

Construction and operation of a new full-length parallel taxiway on the east side of 
new Runway 1W/19W; 

Construction and operation of taxiway connectors between new Runway 1W/19W 
and existing Runway 1L/19R; 

Construction and operation of a new full-length parallel taxiway on the north side of 
new Runway 12R/30L; 
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Construction and operation of taxiway connectors between new Runway 12R/30L 
and existing Runway 12/30; 

Construction and operation of crossfield taxiways between existing Runway 30 and 
Taxiway “J5”; 

Installation and operation of NAVAIDS for new Runways 1W/19W and 12R/30L 
including high-update radar/monitoring equipment, localizer antennas, glide slope 
antennas, Precision Approach Path Indicators (PAPI), runway visual range (RVR) 
equipment, Inner Marker (IM), Far Field Monitor (FFM), High Intensity Approach 
Lighting System with Sequenced Flashers (ALSF-2), and Touchdown Zone Lighting 
(TDZL); 

Tier 3 Concourse development; 

Construction and operation of the APM from the Tier 2 Concourse to the Tier 3 
Concourse; 

Obtain State Water Quality Section 401 certification and USACE Section 404 wetland 
fill permit prior to start of construction and implementation of mitigation measures; 

Changes to air traffic procedures; 

Implementation of new flight procedures for arrival and departure operations on the 
new runways; 

Support facility improvements; and 

Relocation of NOAA/NWS Sterling facilities, including the WSR-88D, the UAIB, 
NDBC Test Bed facilities, and the WFO.  NOAA is in the process of preparing 
separate NEPA documentation from this FAA EIS that will contain an evaluation of 
NOAA/NWS facility relocation alternatives, a detailed analysis of environmental 
impacts, selection of a Preferred Alternative, and description of mitigation measures. 

Construction of the projects associated with Build Alternative 3 would not significantly affect any on-
airport infrastructure, since both proposed runways would be located within existing airport property in 
areas that have been planned for future aviation growth and development.  The existing Smithsonian 
National Air and Space Museum hangar will impact the ATCT line-of-sight to the proposed de-icing pad 
for future Runway 12R/30L and will have to be modified or demolished.  Some facilities located at the 
NOAA/NWS Weather Forecasting Office and Sterling Research and Development Facility (NOAA/NWS 
Sterling) such as the WFO, UA launch facility, UA operational support pads and support buildings, NDBC 
Test Bed facilities, and the NWS WSR-88D, would require relocation due to RPZ airspace and radar 
interference (SRI International, 2004).  The construction and operation of Runway 1W/19W would result 
in the acquisition of approximately 448 acres of property to accommodate FAR Part 77 surfaces, a RPZ, 
and buffer area.  No residences would need to be relocated as a result of Build Alternative 3.  The cost for 
Build Alternative 3, including property acquisition; construction of two parallel runways, taxiways, and 
NAVAIDS; and Tier 3 Concourse development is estimated to be $1.49 billion1. 

 
1  Costs associated with relocation of NOAA/NWS facilities are not included in the FEIS. 



 

A complete discussion of environmental impacts associated with this alternative is contained 
in Chapter 5.0, Environmental Consequences, of the FEIS2.  Development associated with Build 
Alternative 3 would result in 286.1 acres of wetlands impacts.  Also, 39 acres of 100-year floodplain would 
be impacted. 

Development associated with Build Alternative 3 would result in no direct or indirect impacts to 
Section 106 or Section 4(f) historic architectural resources.  Fourteen archaeological sites would be 
directly impacted by Build Alternative 3.  One site (44FX2840) has been determined to be eligible for 
listing in the NRHP and concurrence has been received from the Virginia SHPO.  Three sites (44LD538; 
44LD539; and 44LD1042) have been determined by the FAA and MWAA to be eligible for listing in the 
NRHP and consultation with the Virginia SHPO for these sites is ongoing.  The remaining 10 sites have 
been determined to be ineligible for listing in the NRHP.  FAA, MWAA, and the SHPO are entering into a 
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) regarding the treatment of these sites.  The Draft MOA is included in 
Appendix C-4 of the FEIS.  The fully executed MOA will be included in FAA’s ROD. 

Build Alternative 4 - Build Alternative 4 would provide a new airfield layout to safely accommodate 
existing and projected aviation activity levels, the ability to provide triple simultaneous independent 
approach capabilities in the future, and redundant runways.  The proposed improvements associated with 
Build Alternative 4, illustrated on Figure S-3, include the following elements: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

                                                     

Construction of a new north-south oriented runway (1W/19W) approximately 
9,218 feet long located 5,000 feet west of existing Runway 1L/19R; 

Construction of a new 10,500-foot east-west oriented runway (12R/30L) located 
4,300 feet south of existing Runway 12/30; 

Acquisition of 480 acres of property on the west side of the airport to accommodate 
FAR Part 77 clearance surfaces, a RPZ, and buffer area; 

Construction and operation of a new full-length parallel taxiway on the east side of 
new Runway 1L/19R; 

Construction and operation of taxiway connectors between new Runway 1W/19W 
and existing Runway 1R/19L; 

Construction and operation of a new full-length parallel taxiway on the north side of 
new Runway 12R/30L; 

Construction and operation of taxiway connectors between new Runway 12R/30L 
and existing Runway 12/30; 

Construction and operation of crossfield taxiways between existing Runway 30 and 
Taxiway “J5”; 

Installation and operation of NAVAIDS for new Runways 1W/19W and 12R/30L 
including localizer antennas, glide slope antennas, PAPI, RVR equipment, IM, FFM, 
ALSF-2, and TDZL; 

Tier 3 Concourse development; 

 
2  The impacts of relocation of NOAA/NWS are being addressed by NOAA in a separate NEPA document. FAA and 

NOAA/NWS are coordinating their respective decisions regarding any required property transfer to MWAA and 
relocation of NOAA/NWS facilities. 
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• 
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• 
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Construction and operation of the APM from the Tier 2 Concourse to the Tier 3 
Concourse; 

Obtain State Water Quality Section 401 certification and USACE Section 404 wetland 
fill permit prior to start of construction and implementation of mitigation measures; 

Changes to air traffic procedures; 

Implementation of new flight procedures for arrival and departure operations on the 
new runways; 

Support facility improvements; and 

Relocation of NOAA/NWS Sterling facilities, including the WSR-88D, WFO, NDBC 
Test Bed facilities, and the UA Testing Facilities Group.  NOAA is in the process of 
preparing separate NEPA documentation that will contain an evaluation of 
alternatives, a detailed analysis of environmental impacts, selection of a Preferred 
Alternative, and description of mitigation measures to compensate for unavoidable 
impacts.  NOAA’s NEPA document is being prepared separate from this FAA EIS. 

The east-west runway would be built entirely on airport property, and the north-south runway would be 
built partially off existing airport property.  Construction of the projects associated with Build Alternative 4 
would not significantly affect any on-airport infrastructure.  The existing Smithsonian National Air and 
Space Museum hangar will impact ATCT line-of-sight to the proposed de-icing pad for future 
Runway 12R/30L and will have to be modified or demolished.  Construction of the projects associated 
with Build Alternative 4 would result in the acquisition of approximately 480 acres of property.  No 
residences would need to be relocated as a result of Build Alternative 4.  However, the same NOAA/NWS 
facilities as in Build Alternative 3 would have to be relocated.  The cost for Build Alternative 4, including 
property acquisition; construction of two parallel runways, taxiways, NAVAIDS; and Tier 3 Concourse 
development; is estimated to be $1.51 billion.3   

A complete discussion of environmental impacts associated with this alternative is contained 
in Chapter 5.0, Environmental Consequences, of the FEIS.4  Development associated with Build 
Alternative 4 would result in 307.6 acres of wetlands impacts.  Also, 35 acres of 100-year floodplain would 
be impacted. 

Development associated with Build Alternative 4 would result in no direct or indirect impacts to 
Section 106 or Section 4(f) resources.  Fourteen archaeological sites would be directly impacted by Build 
Alternative 4.  One site (44FX2840) has been determined to be eligible for listing in the NRHP and 
concurrence has been received from the Virginia SHPO.  The remaining three sites (44LD538; 44LD539; 
and 44LD1042) have been determined by the FAA and MWAA to be eligible for listing in the NRHP and 
consultation with the Virginia SHPO for these sites is ongoing.  The remaining 10 sites have been 
determined to be ineligible for listing in the NRHP.  FAA, MWAA, and the SHPO are entering into a MOA 
regarding the treatment of these sites.  The Draft MOA is included in Appendix C-4 of the FEIS.  The fully 
executed MOA will be included in FAA’s ROD. 

 
3  Costs associated with relocation of NOAA/NWS facilities are not included in the FEIS. 
4  The impacts of relocation of NOAA/NWS facilities are being addressed by NOAA in a separate NEPA document. 

FAA and NOAA/NWS will be coordinating their respective decisions regarding any required property transfer to 
MWAA and relocation of NOAA/NWS facilities. 
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TIER 3 CONCOURSE DEVELOPMENT 

The Tier 3 Concourse development is proposed to accommodate the forecasted passenger demand at 
IAD through 2010.  According to Washington Dulles International Airport Updated Activity Forecasts and 
Simulation (HNTB Corporation, November 2003) and shown in Table 1.3-1 of the FEIS, enplaned 
passengers are forecasted to increase from 8,515,498 in 2002 to 15,350,500 in 2010 (an 80 percent 
increase). 

Preliminary layout and design of the Tier 3 Concourse (as shown on the ALP in Figure 1.2-1a of the 
FEIS) shows the building would be approximately 3,300 feet long and 142 feet wide, located south of the 
existing Concourses C and D, and the future Tier 2 Concourse.  Approximately 40 gates are anticipated 
with the proposed Tier 3 Concourse, depending on the airline tenants and fleet mix. Although the Tier 3 
layout has not been determined, the footprint of the concourse and its associated apron and taxiways are 
not expected to extend beyond the limits shown in Figures S-2 and S-3.  The only other concourse 
development planned at IAD during the project time period is the Tier 2 Concourse improvements.  The 
Tier 2 Concourse is intended to replace the temporary Concourse C/D and enhance services currently 
provided by IAD (EA Engineering, August, 2002).  No additional gate capacity will be developed as a 
result of the Tier 2 Concourse improvements. 

The No-Action Alternative would not include the Tier 3 Concourse development.  Although forecasted 
passenger growth would occur at the same pace as the Build Alternatives’ forecast through 2010, IAD 
would experience unacceptable airside delays and decreased passenger services within the airside 
terminals. 

All of the Build Alternatives would include the Tier 3 Concourse and related improvements.  Development 
items would include the Tier 3 Concourse, an extension of the APM system (with a possible extension of 
the “sterile” international arrivals APM), and baggage tug and conveyor tunnels. 

NOAA/NWS FACILITIES RELOCATION 

Early coordination with NOAA/NWS was conducted during the EIS process to determine potential impacts 
to facilities at NOAA/NWS Sterling as a result of the construction and operation of a new north-south 
runway (1W/19W).  Due to the interaction of facilities and the number of different facilities at the complex, 
NOAA/NWS requested that FAA and MWAA perform additional studies with the assistance of 
SRI International.  The results of this study are contained in Analysis of Potential Effects of Dulles 
International Airport Proposed Runway Expansion Project on the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration (NOAA)/National Weather Service (NWS) Weather Forecast Office and Sterling Research 
and Development Center, Sterling, Virginia, Revised Final Report, SRI International, February 2004 
(see Volume 4, Supplemental Technical References, of the FEIS). 
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The SRI International study concluded that the construction and operation of MWAA’s proposed 
Runway 1W/19W (runway centerline separation distance of 4,300 feet) would require the relocation of the 
WFO, UAIB and operational support pads, and support buildings outside of the RPZ for the proposed 
runway.  Also, Buildings 15, 16, and 17 (supporting the Surface Testing equipment and UAIB) are within 
the proposed area of acquisition by MWAA and would need to be relocated.  Relocation of the WSR-88D 
is required to avoid penetration of the proposed runway’s transitional surface (see FAR Part 77 contained 
in Volume 4, Supplemental Technical References, of the FEIS) to decrease the potential for aircraft to 
block the radar beam, and to avoid the potential for radar returns from aircraft to harm WSR-88D 
electronic components. 

Although the SRI International study analyzed the effects of MWAA’s Preferred Alternative 
(Build Alternative 3), it was assumed for the purposes of the EIS that the relocations would occur as a 
result of Build Alternative 2, Build Alternative 4, and Build Alternative 5, as well as Build Alternative 3. 

NOAA is in the process of preparing separate NEPA documentation from this FAA EIS that will contain an 
evaluation of NOAA/NWS facility relocation alternatives, a detailed analysis of environmental impacts, 
selection of a Preferred Alternative, and description of mitigation measures.  FAA and NOAA/NWS are 
coordinating their respective decisions regarding any required property transfer to MWAA and relocation 
of NOAA/NWS facilities.  As of the publication of this FEIS, the NOAA/NWS Extended Site Survey (ESS) 
is underway.  The preliminary survey has identified four potential on-site and off-site relocation sites.  The 
four sites being evaluated may accommodate all or part of the facilities to be relocated.  In addition, two 
sites have been identified as possible sites for the relocation of the NEXRAD only.  All of the identified 
sites are in Loudoun County within 16 miles of the existing NOAA/NWS facility.  The selection of a 
Preferred Alternative and the ultimate relocation decision is entirely up to NOAA/NWS.  NOAA/NWS 
anticipates completing the Final ESS in October 2005, with the Draft EA following shortly thereafter in 
November 2005, and the Final EA expected in March 2006.   

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

The Sponsor of the proposed project, MWAA, approached FAA with a proposed airport development 
program (proposed project) for IAD, which would provide airside and landside improvements.  Build 
Alternative 2, depicted on MWAA’s 2002 ALP, was the proposed project that MWAA originally submitted 
to the FAA for review.  However, it was determined that Build Alternative 2 would only partially fulfill the 
purpose and need for the proposed project because it would not provide for the ability to conduct triple 
simultaneous instrument operations during IMC in the future.  As a result, MWAA revised their ALP in 
2003 and 2004 and resubmitted it to FAA depicting a new north-south runway with a separation distance 
of 4,300 feet.  This revised development concept is evaluated in the FEIS as Build Alternative 3.  MWAA 
has identified to FAA that the development of Build Alternative 3 is the proposed project and the 
Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative. 



 

The three alternatives considered in detail in the FEIS have clear advantages and disadvantages.  The 
No-Action Alternative has fewer adverse environmental impacts, but it does not meet the Level 1 
screening criteria including a new north-south parallel runway immediately capable of dual simultaneous 
independent operations during IMC while reserving the capability of triple simultaneous independent 
operations during IMC in the future, a new east-west parallel runway capable of dual simultaneous 
independent operations during IMC, or redundant runways.  The two Build Alternatives meet all of the 
Level 1 screening criteria.  However, each of these Build Alternatives is costly and would result in 
unavoidable adverse environmental impacts. 

The No-Action Alternative is the environmentally Preferred Alternative; however, it would not provide the 
facilities necessary to meet the project purpose and need, therefore it is not a reasonable alternative to 
the Proposed Project.  Two of the Build Alternatives meet the purpose and need for the project. Build 
Alternative 3 would result in approximately 286.1 acres of wetland impacts, 39 acres of 100-year 
floodplain impacts, 3,485.6 acres of Biotic Community impacts, and 448 acres of land acquisition.  In 
addition, Build Alternative 3 would result in two homes experiencing a significant noise impact in the year 
2025, and less than significant impacts associated with water quality.  In comparison, Build Alternative 4 
would result in 307.6 acres of wetland impacts, 35 acres of 100-year floodplain impacts, 3,658.7 acres of 
Biotic Community impacts and the acquisition of 480 acres of land. Build Alternative 4 would result in two 
homes experiencing a significant noise impact in the year 2025 (the same two homes as impacted under 
Build Alternative 3) and less than significant impacts associated with water quality.  FAA has determined 
that Build Alternatives 3 and 4 would directly impact fourteen archaeological sites.  One site (44FX2840) 
has been determined to be eligible for listing in the NRHP and concurrence has been received from the 
Virginia SHPO.  Three sites (44LD538; 44LD539; and 44LD1042) have been determined by the FAA and 
MWAA to be eligible for listing in the NRHP and consultation with the Virginia SHPO for these sites is 
ongoing.  The remaining 10 sites have been determined to be ineligible for listing in the NRHP. 

Based on careful evaluation of the analyses included in the DEIS, and on comments provided by Federal, 
state and local agencies as well as the public and elected officials, FAA has determined that Build 
Alternative 3 is the Preferred Build Alternative for the development of IAD.  The FEIS documentation 
supports this conclusion, and identifies mitigation measures in Chapter 6.0 that would be included as part 
of the Preferred Build Alternative. 

Build Alternative 3 was selected by FAA as the Preferred Build Alternative because it meets the project 
purpose and need, it has a lower cost ($1.49 billion), and overall has the least adverse environmental 
impacts as discussed above. 

Build Alternative 4 was not selected as the preferred build alternative because it has a higher cost 
($1.51 billion), and has greater adverse environmental impacts in terms of wetlands and biotic 
communities. 

Build Alternative 3, FAA’s Preferred Build Alternative, would not result in impacts to the following 
environmental impact categories evaluated in the FEIS: 

• 

• 

Social, Environmental Justice, or Child Health and Safety; 

Section 4(f) or 6(f) Resources; 
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• Rare, Threatened, or Endangered Species; 

• Coastal Zone Management Program; 

• Wild and Scenic Rivers; 

• Farmlands and Soils; 

• Energy Supply and Natural Resources; 

• Light Emissions; 

• Solid Waste; 

• Hazardous Materials; and 

• Surface Transportation Impacts. 

Build Alternative 3, FAA’s Preferred Build Alternative, would result in less than significant impacts to the 
following environmental impact categories evaluated in the FEIS: 

• Land Use, 

• Socioeconomic, 

• Air Quality, and 

• Biotic Communities. 

Build Alternative 3, FAA’s Preferred Build Alternative, would result in impacts warranting the development 
and implementation of a mitigation program for environmental impacts to the following impact categories: 

• Noise, 

• Water Quality, 

• Cultural Resources, 

• Wetlands, 

• 100-Year Floodplains, and 

• Temporary Construction Impacts. 

Chapter 6.3 of the FEIS contains a detailed description of the Mitigation Program that will be 
implemented by MWAA to offset the environmental impacts associated with Build Alternative 3.  MWAA 
has entered into the Section 404 permitting process with the USACE.  MWAA submitted a Draft Joint 
Permit Application (JPA) to the USACE and the Commonwealth of Virginia Department of Environmental 
Quality (VDEQ) in the spring of 2005, and is working with both agencies to obtain a signed permit prior to 
the start of construction activities at IAD.  The permit requirements will compensate for both wetland and 
floodplain impacts.  It is important to note that there are no practicable alternatives to the wetland and 
floodplain encroachment impacts.  FAA believes that Build Alternative 3 would result in less overall 
impacts than Build Alternative 4 and, therefore, could be considered the least environmentally damaging 
practicable alternative for Section 404 purposes, pending concurrence by the USACE. 



 

With the implementation of MWAA’s mitigation program, the Preferred Alternative will be in compliance 
with the following Executive Orders and DOT Orders: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Floodplain Management, Executive Order 11988; 

Order DOT 5650.2, Floodplain Management and Protection; 

Protection of Wetlands, Executive Order 11990; and 

Order DOT 5660.1A, Preservation of the Nations Wetlands. 

Comments on the proposed project were submitted to FAA throughout the course of the EIS process, 
starting with Scoping and proceeding through the Public Hearings held on the DEIS.  A complete listing of 
comments received during the EIS process is contained in Appendix L of the FEIS. 

In terms of the alternatives analysis, the majority of comments supported the development of Build 
Alternative 3 in terms of its ability to result in decreased delay, ability to allow for flexible aircraft 
operations, and provide continued regional economic benefits.  

Many comments were submitted based on noise concerns associated with the operation of the proposed 
two new runways, and the routing of aircraft over their homes and neighborhoods, including impacts to 
schools, care facilities, outdoor/indoor speech interference, and nighttime sleep disturbance.  FAA’s 
analysis of potential noise impacts, as discussed in Section 5.1 of the FEIS, concluded that only two 
homes would be significantly impacted by the implementation of Build Alternative 3.  Noise mitigation for 
impacts to these two homes is included in MWAA’s mitigation program for the Preferred Alternative.  

The potential for impacts to local and regional air quality from increased emissions of airborne 
contaminants was also commented on by numerous residents.  The results of FAA’s analysis contained 
in Section 5.5 of the FEIS concluded that Build Alternative 3 would actually reduce airport-related 
emissions when compared to the No-Action Alternative. 

Regulatory agencies most frequently commented on the issue of wetland impacts associated with both 
Build Alternatives.  A detailed discussion of the wetland impacts associated with Build Alternative 3 is 
contained in Section 5.11 of the FEIS.  FAA’s analysis concluded that Build Alternative 3 would impact 
approximately 286 acres of wetlands, and MWAA has entered into the Section 404 process with the 
USACE and has submitted a JPA to the USACE and VDEQ.  The JPA provides details on the amount 
and type of impacts and sets forth a mitigation plan that would be implemented by MWAA to compensate 
for the unavoidable loss of on-site wetlands.   

Some residents and local governments commented on traffic and surface transportation impacts as a 
result of the two new runways.  FAA’s analysis, contained in Section 5.21 of the FEIS, concluded that 
neither of the Build Alternatives would result in a significant impact to IAD area surface transportation 
facilities.  A copy of all comments submitted to FAA, along with FAA’s responses to the comments is 
provided in Appendix L of the FEIS.  
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In order for MWAA to implement Build Alternative 3, several issues would need to be resolved after the 
issuance of the FEIS, and prior to either FAA’s issuance of the ROD or MWAA’s beginning of construction 
activities.  These issues consist of the completion of the Section 106 process by execution of a project 
MOA between FAA, MWAA and the Virginia SHPO to identify the treatment of NRHP eligible resources 
that would be impacted by Build Alternative 3 (resolved after the publication of the FEIS and before 
publication of the ROD and included in the ROD); the development of the Final Mitigation Plan for the 
Preferred Alternative to identify when, where and how the significant impacts associated with Build 
Alternative 3 will be compensated for (resolved during the JPA process and prior to the initiation of 
construction activities); and completion of the JPA process with the USACE and VDEQ for the 
quantification and compensation of project-related wetland and stream impacts (resolved after the ROD 
and prior to the initiation of construction activities).   

Implementation of Build Alternative 3 would require MWAA to obtain the following permits: 

• 

• 

• 

Section 404 Joint Permit that combines Federal USACE CWA Section 404 Individual 
Permit and VDEQ Individual Permit; 

Individual Virginia Water Protection Permit (VWPP), which will provide 
Commonwealth of Virginia 401 Certification (will be part of the JPA process); and 

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit for Stormwater 
Discharges Associated with Construction Activities (IAD’s existing permit may require 
modification). 

No sooner than 30 days following the release of the FEIS, FAA will publish its findings and decisions on 
the proposed project in the ROD.  The ROD will document the FAA’s decision on the Federal actions 
necessary to implement the Preferred Alternative at IAD. 

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

A comprehensive inventory of the existing natural, physical, and social environmental conditions within 
the EIS study areas was performed by FAA and is contained in Chapter 4.0, Affected Environment, of the 
FEIS.  The inventory and evaluation of the existing environment provided the groundwork necessary to 
determine the potential impacts of the airport development, which were accomplished as part of the 
environmental consequences analysis.  

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

A detailed environmental analysis of the potential impacts resulting from the construction and operation of 
the No-Action Alternative and Build Alternatives 3 and 4 was accomplished by FAA as part of the FEIS.  
The year 2010 was used as the threshold year for the implementation of the proposed improvements. 

Due to agency comments received after publishing the DEIS and guidelines contained in 40 CFR Part 
93.159(a) and (d)(2), FAA also analyzed potential air quality impacts in 2015, which provided a 
reasonably foreseeable forecast of future operations past the year 2010 in which the total of direct and 
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indirect emissions from the proposed project is expected to be greatest on an annual basis. In 
accordance with FAA Order 1050.1E, paragraph 14.4g, analyses of future noise conditions was prepared 
for the year of anticipated project implementation (2010) and 2025.  The year 2025 was evaluated in 
order to compare current planning policies of Loudoun and Fairfax counties and to be consistent with 
long-term planning efforts by MWAA for IAD. 

The following presents an overview of the environmental impacts associated with each of the alternatives. 

NOISE 

FAA Orders 1050.1E and 5050.4A establish the Threshold of Significance for noise impacts to be a 
1.5 Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL) or greater increase in noise at any noise-sensitive areas 
within the 65 DNL contour (U.S. Department of Transportation [DOT], FAA, 1985, 2004).  FAA Order 
1050.1E considers that if an increase in the DNL of 1.5 dBA occurs at any noise-sensitive area within the 
65 DNL contour, further analysis is warranted.  To comply with FAA’s guidance provided in 1050.1E and 
the recommendations of the 1992 Federal Interagency Committee on Noise (FICON), noise-sensitive 
areas between 60 and 65 DNL should be evaluated for increases of 3.0 DNL or greater if an increase of 
1.5 DNL occurs at any noise-sensitive area within the 65 DNL.  To comply with guidance provided in FAA 
Order 1050.1E, for proposed air traffic actions above 3,000 feet above ground level (AGL), potential noise 
impacts resulting from changes in airport arrivals and departures should be disclosed.  Noise-sensitive 
areas between 45 and 60 DNL should be evaluated for increases of 5.0 DNL or greater. 

In 2010, off-airport aviation-related noise impacts are not anticipated with any of the alternatives.  
Off-airport acreage would consist of approximately 235, 206, and 216 acres of non-noise-sensitive land 
within the 65 DNL contour for the No-Action Alternative, Build Alternative 3, and Build Alternative 4, 
respectively.  No residences in Loudoun or Fairfax County and no noise-sensitive receptors would exceed 
the 1.5 DNL Threshold of Significance within the 65 DNL contour. 

Even though no residences or other noise-sensitive facilities would exceed the 1.5 DNL Threshold of 
Significance within the 65 DNL contour in 2010, for the purposes of fully disclosing potential effects of the 
Build Alternatives, difference contours were generated to identify noise-sensitive areas that would be 
exposed to increases of 3.0 dB or greater between the 60 and 65 DNL, and 5.0 dB or greater between 
the 45 and 60 DNL. 

In 2010, increases of 3 DNL or greater between 60 and 65 DNL, as well as increases of 5 DNL or greater 
between 45 and 60 DNL would occur for both Build Alternatives 3 and 4.  These increases do not exceed 
FAA’s Threshold of Significance for noise impacts, and MWAA is not proposing mitigation within these 
areas.  These slight to moderate changes in noise exposure may increase the level of annoyance within 
the communities experiencing the change under Build Alternatives 3 and 4 in 2010.  Mitigation is not 
warranted for noise-sensitive areas that exceed the 5.0 DNL increase between 45 and 60 DNL. 

In 2025, off-airport aviation-related noise impacts are anticipated for both Build Alternatives 3 and 4.  Two 
single-family detached residences in Loudoun County would exceed the 1.5 DNL Threshold of 
Significance within the 65 DNL contour.  No residences in Fairfax County and no noise-sensitive 
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receptors in either Loudoun or Fairfax County would exceed the 1.5 DNL Threshold of Significance within 
the 65 DNL contour.  Since both of the alternatives would result in significant noise impacts to two 
residences in 2025, mitigation measures are warranted.  MWAA has committed to a mitigation program 
for these two homes if the land is still in residential use prior to the opening of proposed 
Runway 12R/30L. 

For Build Alternative 3 in 2025, 1,358 residential units in Loudoun County would experience increases 
greater than 3.0 dBA between the 60 and 65 DNL, relative to the No-Action Alternative.  For Build 
Alternative 4 in 2025, 1,367 residential units in Loudoun County would experience increases greater than 
3.0 dBA between the 60 and 65 DNL, relative to the No-Action Alternative.  In 2025, no residences in 
Fairfax County or any noise-sensitive receptors in Loudoun or Fairfax County would exceed the 3.0 DNL 
criteria between the 60 and 65 DNL.  In 2025, increases of 3 DNL or greater between 60 and 65 DNL, as 
well as increases of 5 DNL or greater between 45 and 60 DNL would occur for both Buid Alternatives 3 
and 4.  These increases do not exceed FAA’s Threshold of Significance for noise impacts, and MWAA 
is not proposing mitigation within these areas.  These slight to moderate changes in noise exposure 
may increase the level of annoyance within the communities experiencing the change under Build 
Alternatives 3 and 4 in 2025.  Mitigation is not warranted for noise-sensitive areas that exceed the 
5.0 DNL increase between 45 and 60 DNL. 

There are no improvements to local roads, highways, or railroads associated with the Build Alternatives 
that would not also occur under the No-Action Alternative.  Therefore, the Build Alternatives would not 
result in non-aviation-related noise impacts when compared to the No-Action Alternative. 

LAND USE 

No property acquisitions would be required for the No-Action Alternative.  The No-Action Alternative year 
2010 65 DNL contour covers a total of 5,106.2 acres of which 95.4 percent is located over IAD.  The 
remaining 4.6 percent consists of 234.8 acres of land that is being used for commercial, industrial, office, 
governmental, or agricultural purposes or is vacant land, and 0.5 acre designated single-family residential 
land use, where the single-family structures are outside the contour.  All of these land uses are 
compatible with aircraft noise levels.  There are no noise-sensitive receptors located within the 65 DNL 
contour.  Fairfax and Loudoun counties recognize the importance of IAD to their local economy and 
support the airport’s expansion in their Comprehensive Plans and land use ordinances; therefore, the 
No-Action Alternative is inconsistent with land use policies of both counties. 

Although most of the development would occur on existing airport property, both Build Alternatives would 
result in off-airport land use impacts.  For Build Alternative 3, a combined total of 448 acres would be 
acquired for construction and buffer purposes.  This area consists of 40 acres of the NOAA/NWS Sterling 
property, a 95.9-acre sod farm, and portions of 3 tracts owned by corporations.  No residential properties 
would be acquired.  The year 2010 65 DNL contour for Build Alternative 3 covers 5,926.1 acres of which 
96.5 percent is located over IAD.  The remaining 3.5 percent consists of 206.2 acres that predominantly is 
being used for commercial, industrial, governmental, or agricultural purposes or is vacant.  Build 
Alternative 3 is consistent with land use policies of Fairfax and Loudoun counties. 
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Build Alternative 4 would have similar impacts as reported for Build Alternative 3, but more of the 
NOAA/NWS Sterling property would need to be acquired.  A combined total of 480 acres would be 
purchased consisting of 72.0 acres of the NOAA/NWS Sterling property and the same portions of the 
other 4 tracts affected by Build Alternative 3.  The Build Alternative 4 year 2010 65 DNL contour covers 
5,902.9 acres of which 96.3 percent is located over IAD.  The remaining 3.7 percent consists of 
216.2 acres that predominantly is being used for commercial, industrial, governmental, or agricultural 
purposes or is vacant.  Build Alternative 4 is consistent with land use policies of Fairfax and Loudoun 
counties. 

The two homes that would experience significant noise impacts in 2025 are located in an area that is 
zoned commercial/industrial.  Therefore, neither Build Alternatives 3 or 4 would result in residential land 
use impacts. 

Most of the proposed new runways and related improvements would be built on the existing airport 
property.  These on-site improvements are not under the jurisdiction of local county land use planning and 
zoning because it is Federal property.  The proposed new runways are consistent with the original IAD 
Master Plan as well as the local governments’ Comprehensive Plans and land use regulations.  Both 
Fairfax and Loudoun counties have adopted comprehensive plan policies and land use controls to ensure 
that development patterns will be compatible with airport improvements as well as to mitigate the impact 
of these improvements to the surrounding area.  The local governments are supportive of the proposed 
project and are striving to ensure consistency of local land use planning and zoning with the proposed 
airport improvements. 

SOCIAL IMPACTS AND ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 

The No-Action Alternative would not result in the acquisition or relocation of any homes, businesses, or 
community facilities.  Ninety-five percent of year 2010 65 DNL noise contour lies over existing airport 
property and the remaining 5 percent encompass commercial, industrial, agricultural, or vacant land.  All 
of these uses are considered compatible land uses in terms of FAA Land Use Compatibility Guidelines.  
No residences exist in the 0.5 acres of single-family residential land use within the 65 DNL noise contour. 

There would be no noise-sensitive receptors such as residences, churches, or day care centers located 
within the year 2010 65 DNL noise contours for any of the alternatives. 

Build Alternatives 3 and 4 would have similar social impacts in terms of acquisitions and relocations.  
Neither alternative would result in acquisition or relocation of any homes or community facilities or 
impacts to noise-sensitive receptors.  Build Alternative 3 would include the acquisition of 448 acres 
consisting of 40 acres of NOAA/NWS Sterling property, a 95.9-acre sod farm, and portions of three other 
vacant and agricultural tracts owned by corporations.  Build Alternative 4 would have similar impacts as 
reported for Build Alternative 3.  All of the affected tracts (those that would be acquired) are zoned 
“PDGI - Planned Development General Industry.  A total of 72 acres of the NOAA/NWS Sterling property 
would be acquired for a combined land acquisition total of 480 acres. 
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Approximately 96.5 percent of year 2010 65 DNL for Build Alternative 3 would lie over existing airport 
property and the remaining 3.5 percent would encompass mostly commercial, industrial, governmental, 
agricultural, or vacant land.  All of these land uses are considered compatible land uses in terms of FAA 
Land Use Compatibility Guidelines. 

Build Alternative 4 would have similar impacts as reported for Build Alternative 3.  About 96.3 percent of 
year 2010 65 DNL contour would lie over existing airport property and the remaining 3.7 percent would 
encompass predominantly commercial, industrial, governmental, agricultural, or vacant land.  All of these 
land uses are considered compatible land uses in terms of FAA Land Use Compatibility Guidelines. 

Several factors help minimize potential social impacts for the No-Action and Build Alternatives.  First, the 
original IAD Master Plan assumed that the two proposed new runways would eventually be built to 
provide IAD with a five-runway configuration.  As a result, land was originally purchased to accommodate 
the operation of 5 runways.  This foresight reduces the amount of land now proposed to be acquired as 
well as avoids any relocation impacts.  Moreover, MWAA and the local governments have been planning 
for these two additional runways as exemplified by the current Airport Noise Impact Overlay Districts 
(ANIODs), which are based on previously forecasted noise contours for the five-runway configuration.  

Both Fairfax and Loudoun counties have enacted land use policies and ordinances promoting compatible 
land uses in areas affected by aircraft noise as discussed in Sections 4.2 and 5.2 of the FEIS.  The 
forecasted year 2010 noise contours are smaller than the ultimate build-out contours as developed for the 
1993 FAR Part 150 Study (assumed 740,000 annual aircraft operations) that now serve as the basis for 
the local government airport-related land use policies and ordinances.  Consequently, land use planning 
by the local governments over the years has minimized the potential social and land use impacts 
associated with the Build Alternatives. 

Neither the No-Action nor the Build Alternatives would cause any disruption to established travel patterns 
or to any planned developments.  Moreover, none of the alternatives are anticipated to increase 
environmental health and safety risks or exposures to children in the surrounding community or result in 
disproportionate adverse impacts to minorities, ethnic groups, or low-income households. 

INDUCED SOCIOECONOMIC IMPACTS 

The level of IAD activity as measured by total enplanements and aircraft operations is projected to be the 
same for the No-Action and Build Alternatives through 2010.  Consequently, the rate and quantity of 
population and employment growth for Fairfax and Loudoun counties linked to airport expansion would be 
the same for the Build Alternatives as reported for the No-Action Alternative thereby minimizing indirect 
and secondary effects related to induced growth.  Moreover, there would be no additional demand for 
public services resulting from the Build Alternatives. 

The economic analysis evaluates three distinct foreseeable contributions of IAD and the Build 
Alternatives to the local and regional economies in the year 2010: the potential impact of IAD operations, 
the probable economic impact of the construction of the proposed projects, and the potential cost savings 
to passengers and airlines resulting from the reduction in operational delay attributed to the Build 
Alternatives. 
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For both the No-Action and Build Alternatives, IAD would continue to be a major contributor to the 
regional economy in 2010 and beyond.  By 2010, total employment attributed to airport operations 
including both on-site and visitor-generated is expected to reach nearly 156,000.  Labor income is 
projected to exceed $6.2 billion and total business revenues are projected to exceed $14.4 billion.  In 
addition, total taxes including corporate, transfers, Federal government, and state and local government 
(non-educational) are projected to exceed $2.51 billion by 2010. 

There would be no construction impacts associated with the No-Action Alternative.  For the Build 
Alternatives, economic impacts of construction are measured for both of the components of the proposed 
improvement program and then combined into a total impact measure.  The two components include 
construction of two new runways, and construction of the Tier 3 Concourse facilities.  Construction costs 
for each of the Build Alternatives include material, engineering, and associated administration and 
contingency costs but exclude property acquisition, relocation, and other transfer costs.  Acquisition and 
relocation costs are transfer costs that do not generate significant changes in economic activity. 

Both elements of Build Alternative 3 are projected to cost approximately $1.47 billion (excluding any 
potential land acquisition and relocation costs), increasing local business revenues by more than 
$2.21 billion.  This alternative would produce more than 18,250 construction-related and induced jobs 
over the five-year construction period with labor income exceeding $907 million.  There would be a total 
tax impact of nearly $286.7 million, including nearly $54.6 million indirect business taxes. 

Both elements of Build Alternative 4 are projected to cost approximately $1.49 billion (excluding any 
potential land acquisition and relocation costs), increasing local business revenues by nearly $2.25 billion.  
This alternative is expected to produce more than 18,530 construction-related and induced jobs over the 
five-year construction period with labor income exceeding $921 million.  For this alternative, there would 
be a total tax impact of $290.9 million including $55.3 million in indirect business taxes. 

Operational delay increases travel time for passengers and causes higher fuel and operating costs for 
airlines.  In 2010, the average delay per operation and average taxi and delay per operation for the 
No-Action Alternative is projected to be 14.6 minutes (HNTB, November 2003).  Year 2010 passenger 
delays for the No-Action Alternative would be total 7.47 million hours, an average of 29.2 minutes per 
passenger per round trip, and cost an estimated $281.5 million.  Operational delay at IAD would result in 
more than 138,300 hours of delay for the airlines with an estimated cost of $292.5 million because of 
higher fuel and operating costs.  Both Build Alternatives would result in more efficient operations and time 
savings for both passengers and the airlines.  With the Build Alternatives, the average taxi and delay per 
operation is projected to be 11.9 minutes.  Year 2010 passenger delays for both Build Alternatives would 
be total 6.1 million hours, an average of 23.8 minutes per passenger per round trip, and cost an estimated 
$229.4 million.  Operational delay at IAD would result in more than 112,700 hours of delay for the airlines 
with an estimated cost of $238.4 million.  The average taxi and delay is projected to be reduced by 
2.7 minutes per operation for the Build Alternatives, resulting in annual cost savings of $52.1 million for 
passengers and $54.1 million for the airlines. 
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AIR QUALITY 

IAD is located in an area that is designated as “attainment” for all U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) criteria air pollutants, with the exception of ozone (O3) for which the area is designated as 
“moderate nonattainment” for the 8-hour standard and as “nonattainment” for PM2.5.  These 
designations signify that the air quality in this area does not meet the National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS) for O3 and PM2.5 and that a State Implementation Plan (SIP) is or will be in place to 
bring the area into compliance with the standards.  SIPs must be submitted by June 2007 for the 8-hour 
O3 standard and by April 2008 for PM2.5.  EPA revoked the 1-hour ozone standard on June 15, 2005 and 
required that current emissions control measures for the 1-hour standard remain in place until the area 
attains the 8-hour standard.  

The principal sources of air emissions associated with IAD are aircraft, ground support equipment (GSE), 
and motor vehicles and the primary types of pollutants include carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen oxides 
(NOx) volatile organic compounds (VOCs), and PM2.5.  When compared to existing (2002) conditions, the 
total amounts of air emissions at IAD are expected to increase in the future (2010 and 2015) with or 
without the planned airport and airfield improvement projects.  This outcome is largely attributable to the 
forecasted increased aircraft operations at IAD over the same timeframe. 

The implementation of Build Alternative 3 would result in a slight decrease in total operational emissions 
at IAD when compared to the future year No-Action Alternative in both 2010 and 2015.  This is mostly due 
to the improved airfield operating characteristics and reduced delay times associated with this alternative.  
Build Alternative 4 would result in a slight increase in total IAD operational emissions when compared to 
the No-Action Alternative and Build Alternative 3 in both future years.  This is due to the combined effects 
of the improved airfield operating characteristics relative to the No-Action Alternative and the slightly 
longer aircraft taxi distances compared to Build Alternative 3.  A temporary increase in air emissions is 
also associated with the construction of the proposed projects associated with Build Alternatives 3 and 4. 

An important outcome of the air quality analysis is that the total project-related, operational emissions of 
NOx and VOCs (two of the primary precursors to the formation of O3) are below the Federal Clean Air Act 
(CAA) General Conformity Rule de minimis levels.  This signifies that the operation of the planned airport 
and airfield improvement projects at IAD conform to the SIP.  At this time, there are no de minimis levels 
for PM2.5.  The SIP for PM2.5 must be submitted by April 2008. 

The results also show that construction-related emissions would exceed de minimis thresholds.  This 
indicates that the General Conformity Rule applies to the construction emissions and that further 
demonstration was required to show that they conform to the SIP.  Accordingly, a General Conformity 
Determination was prepared.  The results of the analysis indicate that the emissions associated with the 
contribution of Build Alternative 3 as well as the cumulative projects are fully accounted for in the current 
SIP.  Therefore, conformity with the SIP has been demonstrated, and Build Alternative 3 would not result 
in air quality impacts.  The emissions associated with Build Alternative 4 would exceed the IAD budget 
included in the SIP; therefore, this alternative does not demonstrate conformity with the SIP, and 
mitigation measures would be required.  Since there are no off-site (i.e., off airport) roadway 
improvements connected with the two Build Alternatives, the CAA Transportation Conformity Rule does 
not apply. 
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WATER QUALITY 

Both surface water and groundwater resources within the Cub Run and Broad Run sub-basins would be 
affected with the implementation of Build Alternatives 3 and 4.  Water supply and wastewater treatment 
would also be impacted by all of the alternatives. 

Impacts to surface water quality could potentially occur from stormwater runoff during construction and 
operation of the new runways and facilities.  As discussed in Section 4.3.3.1 of the FEIS, there is a 
topographic divide in the center of the IAD property, with the Broad Run sub-basin draining to the north 
and the Cub Run sub-basin draining to the south.  Surface water impacts would be slightly greater in the 
Cub Run sub-basin than in the Broad Run sub-basin from both Build Alternatives 3 and 4.  The majority of 
disturbed area during construction and the greatest amount of added impervious area would occur in the 
Cub Run sub-basin under both Build Alternatives.  Stormwater runoff from areas cleared of vegetation 
during construction could result in temporary increases in turbidity within surface waters of both 
sub-basins.  However, Best Management Practices (BMPs) will be implemented during construction to 
minimize erosion and sediment transport into surface waters.  Some of the permanent BMPs 
implemented to minimize long-term impacts would include stormwater detention ponds, oil water 
separators, deicing storage tanks and spill prevention. 

Groundwater recharge and discharge areas within the Broad Run and Cub Run sub-basins would be 
covered with additional impervious surfaces as a result of implementation of either Build Alternative 3 
or 4, with Build Alternative 4 resulting in a greater amount of new impervious surface encroaching on the 
groundwater discharge sites than Alternative 3.  Groundwater recharge areas within both the Broad Run 
and Cub Run sub-basins would experience impacts from additional impervious surfaces; however, the 
specific impacts are localized and would not affect any major groundwater supplies.   

Potable water and wastewater treatment demands are expected to be the same for the No-Action 
Alternative and the two Build Alternatives.  The forecasted increase in operations, with or without the 
additional runways, are expected to increase the number of passengers to approximately 30 million by 
2010, which would increase the potable water demand to approximately 886 gallons per minute (gpm) 
(1.28 million gallons per day [mgd]).  The forecasted number of enplanements in 2010 is 15,350,500 for 
each of the alternatives, which would increase the wastewater treatment demand to 510 million gallons 
annually (1.4 mgd). 

SECTION 4(f) AND LAND AND WATER CONSERVATION ACT 6(f) RESOURCES 

An inventory of the Generalized Study Area (GSA) (see Section 4.2.1.3 of the FEIS) was conducted to 
determine if any public parks and recreation areas, wildlife refuges, or historic structures would be 
impacted, either directly or indirectly, by the proposed project.  These resources are protected under both 
Section 4(f) of the DOT Act of 1966 and Section 6(f) of the Department of the Interior Land and Water 
Conservation Fund Act (LWCA) of 1965 and are referred to as Section 4(f) and 6(f) resources, 
respectively.  While there are a substantial number of Section 4(f)/6(f) resources that were identified 
within the GSA, for this Section 4(f)/6(f) analysis, detailed resource investigations were limited to the Area 
of Potential Effect (APE) (see Section 4.2.4.2 of the FEIS) developed for the historic and archaeological 
resources inventory (refer to Section 4.2.3 of the FEIS). 
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The No-Action Alternative would not involve the construction of airside and landside improvements; 
therefore, no Section 4(f)/6(f) resources would be directly or indirectly impacted. 

The results of the analysis indicated that no public parks and recreation areas, wildlife refuges, or historic 
architectural resources would be directly or indirectly impacted by Build Alternatives 3 or 4.  Fourteen 
archaeological sites within the APE would be impacted by Build Alternatives 3 and 4.  Of these fourteen 
sites, one site has been determined eligible by SHPO and three sites have been determined eligible by 
FAA (SHPO concurrence pending).  As of the publication of the FEIS, none of these sites are considered 
Section 4(f) resources.  Refer to Section 5.8 of the FEIS for a detailed description of these resources.  In 
addition, there are no Section 6(f) resources located within the APE; therefore, no 6(f) resources would be 
directly or indirectly impacted by Build Alternatives 3 or 4. 

HISTORIC ARCHITECTURAL AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

An evaluation of each Build Alternative’s effects on historic and archaeological resources was 
accomplished in accordance with the requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 
Act of 1966 (NHPA), as amended.  In consultation with the Virginia SHPO, FAA has developed an APE 
for direct and indirect effects to historic and archaeological resources.  Of the 10 architectural resources 
described in Section 4.2.4, only Sully Plantation (VDHR #029-0037) is listed in the NRHP and one 
resource, the Dulles Airport Historic District (VDHR #053-0008), has been previously determined to be 
eligible for listing in the NRHP by the SHPO.  FAA and MWAA have determined that the remaining eight 
historic resources are not eligible for listing in the NRHP and have received concurrence on seven of 
these resources from the SHPO in their July 1, 2005 letter to the FAA.  The McCulloch Farm Ruins 
(VDHR # 053-5264 and 44LD543) was determined to be ineligible for listing in the NRHP under 
Criteria A, B, or C by the SHPO in October 2004.  Phase II evaluation of the site, which was completed in 
July 2005, determined that the site is not eligible for the NRHP under Criterion D.  SHPO concurrence 
with FAA and MWAA’s determination is pending. 

On the basis of this APE, it was determined that Build Alternatives 3 and 4 would have no direct effects 
on either the Dulles Airport Historic District or Sully Plantation, and have the potential for one or more 
indirect effects on the Dulles Airport Historic District.  Fourteen archaeological sites that would be 
impacted were evaluated for their eligibility for listing in the NRHP.  FAA and MWAA have determined that 
four archaeological sites eligible for listing in the NRHP will be adversely affected by Build Alternatives 3 
and 4.  One site (44FX2840) has been determined to be eligible for listing in the NRHP and concurrence 
has been received from the Virginia SHPO.  Three sites (44LD538; 44LD539; and 44LD1042) have been 
determined by FAA and MWAA to be eligible for listing in the NRHP and consultation with the Virginia 
SHPO for these sites is ongoing.  The remaining 10 sites have been determined to be ineligible for listing 
in the NRHP.  For each of the eligible sites, Phase III Data Recovery and/or Preservation-In-Place will be 
undertaken in accordance with stipulations outlined in the MOA.  Since no development would occur 
under the No-Action Alternative, no historic or archaeological resources would be impacted. 
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BIOTIC COMMUNITIES 

Both Build Alternatives 3 and 4 would result in unavoidable direct and indirect impacts to biotic 
communities (i.e., natural vegetative communities and wildlife).  Direct impacts to biotic communities 
would result from activities such as clearing vegetation, altering hydrology, filling wetlands, and grading 
for construction activities.  Indirect impacts would result from human-induced effects that would occur 
post-development, such as changes in plant community dominants due to alteration of hydrology.  
Both Build Alternatives would have a similar magnitude of development; however, their impacts to specific 
vegetative communities would vary.  The No-Action Alternative, Build Alternative 3, and Build 
Alternative 4 would impact a total of 0, 3,523.2, and 3,692.1 acres of biotic communities, respectively 
(including natural and altered, upland, and wetland biotic communities).  For natural upland vegetative 
community cover types, Build Alternatives 3 and 4 would impact a total of 1,639 and 1,684 acres, 
respectively.  For wetland communities, Build Alternatives 3 and 4 would impact a total of 286.1 acres 
and 307.6 acres, respectively.  Additionally, 1,598.1 and 1,700.6 acres of altered vegetative communities 
would be impacted by Build Alternatives 3 and 4, respectively.  In a letter dated March 23, 2005, the 
VDEQ stated that the project would not significantly affect the forests of the Commonwealth of Virginia. 

In their comments on the DEIS, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) recommended that FAA 
prepare a Habitat Evaluation Procedure (HEP) analysis to further evaluate upland community impacts, 
particularly with regard to protected species habitat impacts.  FAA considered this comment and 
determined that a HEP analysis is not warranted.  This determination was based on the consideration that 
MWAA has already undertaken comprehensive habitat characterization and wildlife surveys throughout 
the IAD property as part of this EIS as well as for other NEPA documentation for other MWAA actions.  
The surveys go beyond the descriptive value of HEP; they not only describe habitat structure but also 
provide information on actual use by wildlife.  This information will be submitted to FWS as well as VDEQ 
under separate cover, as part of the JPA process.  FAA believes that it has already quantified and 
evaluated habitat types at IAD in these documents and has adequately addressed impacts in both the 
FEIS and JPA.  A HEP analysis would not provide any substantial additional information than that 
provided in the survey documents.  The data provided in the FEIS and JPA contains sufficient information 
to allow an informed decision about the magnitude of the impacts and selection of a Preferred Alternative. 

THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 

The No-Action Alternative would not impact any habitat types.  Coordination with the USFWS indicates 
that the Build Alternatives are not likely to adversely affect any Federally-listed or proposed species or 
adversely modify critical habitat (see Appendix J of the FEIS, USFWS letters dated July 3, 2001, 
March 19, 2004, and March 7, 2005).  Build Alternatives 3 and 4 would impact habitats that have the 
potential to support state-listed species.  Build Alternative 3 would impact slightly less acreage of habitat 
types than Build Alternative 4.  Cub Run, located in the southern portion of the Detailed Study Area 
(DSA), has been designated a Threatened or Endangered Species’ Water by the Commonwealth of 
Virginia due to the documented occurrence of the state threatened wood turtle (Virginia Department of 
Game and Inland Fisheries [VDGIF], 2003).  The wood turtle was not observed during surveys conducted 
by MWAA in 2003 and 2004 (MWAA, 2003d).  VDGIF concluded that no adverse impacts to the wood 
turtle are expected, provided BMPs for work along wetlands are implemented (see Appendix J of the 
FEIS, VDGIF response dated March 25, 2004). 
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WETLANDS 

Both Build Alternatives 3 and 4 would result in unavoidable impacts to wetlands and streams located 
within and adjacent to the Limits of Disturbance (LOD).  Direct impacts to wetlands and streams would 
result from activities such as clearing vegetation, altering hydrology, filling wetlands, and grading for 
construction activities.  Indirect impacts would potentially result from alterations in hydrology.  The 
No-Action Alternative, Build Alternative 3, and Build Alternative 4 would directly and indirectly impact a 
total of 0, 286.1, and 307.6 acres of jurisdictional wetlands, and 0, 124,045, and 129,781 linear feet of 
streams, respectively.  The actual loss of wetlands and streams by fill is estimated to be 174.7 acres of 
wetlands and 60,858 linear feet of streams for Build Alternative 3, and 180.5 acres of wetlands and 
63,500 linear feet of streams for Build Alternative 4.  The remainder of identified impacted wetlands and 
streams, which are not directly impacted by fill, would continue to remain in place.  However, clearing of 
vegetation, routine mowing, and potential alterations of hydrology would result in a change of the 
dominant plant species and wetland functions and values.  The two Build Alternatives are the only 
practicable alternatives for the proposed project; therefore, impacts to wetlands and streams are 
unavoidable.  The estimates of wetland and stream impacts and loss are preliminary and subject to 
revision through the CWA Section 401/404 permit process.   

The MWAA has initiated Section 401/404 coordination with the Commonwealth of Virginia and the 
USACE to obtain the required certification and permit and implement a mitigation program for impacts to 
wetlands and streams associated with the proposed project.  The USACE and the Commonwealth are 
currently reviewing a Draft JPA submitted by MWAA for the Preferred Alternative. 

FLOODPLAINS 

A floodplain evaluation was conducted to determine the effect of each alternative on 100-year floodplains.  
For the purposes of this FEIS, only floodplains established by the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA) (those shown on the Flood Insurance Rate Maps [FIRMs]) were used to quantify impacts.  
Build Alternatives 3 and 4 would both result in new development within the 100-year floodplain, resulting 
in lost floodplain storage volume, and the Alternatives Analysis (Chapter 3.0) shows that no other 
practicable Build Alternatives exist.  Since no development would occur with the No-Action Alternative, it 
would not result in impacts to areas within the 100-year floodplain.  The total area of the 100-year 
floodplain encroached upon by Build Alternative 3 would be approximately 39 acres.  Build Alternative 4 
would encroach upon 35 acres.  For both Build Alternatives, the encroachment would occur within the 
100-year floodplains of Stallion Branch and its tributaries.  This encroachment is considered 
non-significant encroachment with the implementation of mitigation measures and the public has been 
advised of the floodplain impacts through FAA’s Public Involvement Program.  Streams such as Cub Run 
and its tributaries are also impacted by the Build Alternatives, but these streams do not have FEMA 
established floodplains within the IAD property boundary. 

Mitigation measures would be required for both Build Alternatives due to the resulting increased 
runoff volumes and floodplains encroachment.  Mitigation measures to minimize floodplain impacts 
can be accomplished for the Build Alternatives so that floodplain impacts would not be considered 
significant.  Measures to mitigate impacts have been identified and are contained in Chapter 6.0, 
Mitigation, of the FEIS. 



 

COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM AND COASTAL BARRIERS 

The No-Action Alternative would not result in impacts to a Coastal Zone Management Program or Coastal 
Barriers.  Build Alternatives 3 and 4 would each impact approximately 323 acres of Resource 
Management Areas (RMAs) and 21 acres of Resource Protection Areas (RPAs) in Fairfax County.  Since 
Loudoun County is not located within the designated Virginia Coastal Zone, neither of the Build 
Alternatives would result in Coastal Management Zone or Coastal Barrier impacts in Loudoun County.  
FAA prepared a Federal Consistency Determination for the portions of the Preferred Alternative that are 
within the Fairfax County RMAs and RPAs (see Appendix C-3 of the FEIS).  VDEQ has reviewed the 
Federal Consistency Determination and concurs that the proposed activity is consistent with the Virginia 
Coastal Resource Management Program (VCRMP) provided that MWAA and all associated contractors 
comply with the regulations set forth in the VCRMP and the Fairfax County Chesapeake Bay Preservation 
Ordinance (CBPO) (VDEQ, March 3, 2005). 

WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS 

The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968 provides for the protection and preservation of free-flowing 
national rivers that are considered to possess outstandingly remarkable scenic, recreational, geologic, 
fish and wildlife, historic, cultural, or other similar values.  The Act restricts development within 1,000 feet 
of rivers designated as “Wild and Scenic.”  According to the National Wild and Scenic Rivers Inventory, 
there are no national wild and scenic rivers located within the GSA.  Therefore, the No-Action Alternative 
and Build Alternatives 3 and 4 would not have an adverse effect on national wild and scenic rivers. 

The 2002 Virginia Outdoors Plan identifies Goose Creek, from the Loudoun-Fauquier county line to the 
Potomac River, as a state scenic river.  Goose Creek is located approximately six miles northwest of the 
proposed improvements.  Due to the distance between Goose Creek and IAD, the No-Action Alternative 
and Build Alternatives 3 and 4 would not have an adverse effect on Goose Creek nor would they 
contribute to a cumulative impact on Goose Creek.  Build Alternatives 3 and 4 would not result in an 
increase in the number of aircraft operations or overflights of the portions of Goose Creek located within 
the GSA.  As a result, no visual quality impacts to Goose Creek would occur with either of the Build 
Alternatives, in accordance with the Loudoun County General Plan (Chapter 5, Section B). 

FARMLANDS AND SOILS 

The No-Action Alternative would not impact prime or statewide important soil types.  The LOD associated 
with the implementation of Build Alternatives 3 and 4 would result in disturbance of prime and statewide 
important soil types as designated by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) Natural Resources 
Conservation Service (NRCS).  The LOD for Build Alternative 3 would disturb 40.28 acres of prime 
farmland soils and 42.53 acres of statewide important soils.  The LOD for Build Alternative 4 would 
disturb 41.35 acres of prime farmland soils and 53.49 acres of statewide important soils.  However, since 
Build Alternatives 3 and 4 would occur on land that is either dedicated to urban development or was 
purchased prior to August 6, 1984 for purposes other than agriculture, the provisions of the Farmland 
Policy Protection Act (FPPA) would not apply, the Build Alternatives would not result in impacts to prime 
or unique farmlands, and no further coordination with the USDA NRCS is necessary. 
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ENERGY SUPPLY AND NATURAL RESOURCES 

Fuel consumption during a landing-and-takeoff cycle (LTO) is based on the power settings of the engine 
and time spent in each mode (i.e., approach, taxi/idle, takeoff, and climbout), as well as the number of 
engines for each aircraft.  The two types of fuel that are dispensed at IAD are Avgas and Jet A, with 
current (2002) consumption totaling approximately 17.2 million gallons per year (gal/yr) for LTO cycles.  
Fuel consumption would increase at a similar rate within the EIS study timeframe in the future with or 
without the proposed project because of forecasted growth in operations at IAD.  When compared to the 
No-Action Alternative, fuel consumption would decrease slightly due to lower aircraft taxi delays 
associated with Build Alternative 3.  Fuel demand would increase slightly over No-Action Alternative 
levels with Build Alternative 4 due to greater taxiing distance to the new Runway 1W/19W.  Demand for 
electrical and heating energy would increase with the implementation of both of the Build Alternatives due 
to the development of additional lighted airfield surfaces and the Tier 3 Concourse.  However, this 
demand for fuel and electrical power can be met without resulting in significant impacts to the region’s 
resources. 

There are no known sources of mineral or energy resources in the DSA that would be adversely affected 
by Build Alternatives 3 or 4.  Development of any of these alternatives would not require the use of 
unusual materials or those that are in short supply in the IAD region.  Since all of the alternatives would 
result in less than significant energy supply and natural resource impacts, mitigation is not required. 

LIGHT EMISSIONS 

An evaluation of aviation-related lighting systems for the No-Action Alternative and Build Alternatives was 
conducted to determine potential adverse light emission impacts on sensitive areas.  The results of this 
evaluation indicate future light emission levels from airborne aircraft or taxiing aircraft are not anticipated 
to adversely impact surrounding residential areas. 

In addition, residential areas sensitive to changes in light emissions are not located in the vicinity of the 
ground lighting systems associated with the Build Alternatives.  Therefore, the Build Alternatives would 
not have the potential to create off-airport light emission impacts and mitigation measures are not 
warranted. 

SOLID WASTE 

The No-Action and Build Alternatives were evaluated for their potential to result in solid waste impacts 
associated with the long-term generation of municipal solid waste (MSW) as a result of the operation of 
the airport; the temporary generation of solid wastes due to demolition and construction activities; the 
potential for runway facilities to be operated adjacent to active landfills accepting putrifiable waste where 
a bird strike hazard may be present; and the airport’s ability to comply with the guidelines contained in 
FAA AC 150/5200-33A, Hazardous Wildlife Attractants On or Near Airports.  The results of the analysis 
indicate each alternative would result in an increase in MSW at IAD.  The No-Action Alternative and Build 
Alternatives would generate similar amounts of MSW due to the same forecast of aviation operations at 
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the airport.  However, the Build Alternatives would include temporary construction and demolition waste 
generation at IAD.  These increases (MSW and construction) would be accommodated at the I-66 
Transfer Station, the Energy Resource Recovery Facility, and I-95 Landfill without resulting in a significant 
impact.  Neither of the proposed runways would be located within 10,000 feet of an active landfill; 
therefore, IAD would be in conformance with FAA guidelines found in FAA AC 150/5200-33A. 

CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS 

The No-Action Alternative includes no construction activities and would, therefore, result in no 
construction impacts.  Implementation of either Build Alternative 3 or 4 would result in temporary 
construction impacts on air quality, noise, water quality, and solid waste.  Build Alternative 3 or 4 would 
not visually impact local residents because of a natural vegetative buffer on IAD property; and the 
absence of residential land uses in areas of potential acquisition off of airport property. 

Increased emissions and noise from construction vehicles, water quality impacts, and increased MSW are 
expected as a result of constructing either Build Alternative.  These impacts would be temporary and 
would be minimized through the establishment and use of environmental controls such as BMPs and 
Federal, state, and local construction mitigation guidelines.  Soil erosion and sedimentation control would 
be required for either Build Alternative. 

Construction of both Build Alternatives would result in unavoidable wetland, stream, and floodplain 
impacts.  These impacts would be mitigated through the purchase of wetland and stream mitigation 
banking credits.  Impacts to adjacent wetlands would be minimized through the implementation of 
appropriate construction BMPs.  Mitigation measures for construction impacts are presented in 
Chapter 6.0, Mitigation, of the FEIS. 

All on-airport construction activities would adhere to FAA AC 150/5370-10A, Standards for Specifying 
Construction of Airports and FAA AC 150/5370-7, Controls to Prevent Air and Water Pollution. 

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

The No-Action Alternative would not result in any impacts to sites or facilities that involve hazardous and 
other regulated materials or environmental contamination at IAD.  Similarly, because Build Alternatives 3 
and 4 are planned for locations on the airport that have remained largely undeveloped, they are also not 
expected to involve these areas or conditions. 

It is not expected that the operation of either of the Build Alternatives would substantially alter the types of 
hazardous and other regulated materials used at the airport, although the amounts may vary in the future 
in response to the forecast change in the number of operations at IAD. 

During the construction phases, various forms of materials that are classifiable as hazardous or 
regulated will be used on a temporary basis by the contractors.  Consisting primarily of fuels and other 
petroleum-based substances, these substances will be stored, transported, and disposed of in 
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accordance with applicable regulations and good management practices.  These include MWAA’s 
Consolidated Spill Contingency Plan (CSCP), which contains a wide array of precautionary and incident 
response actions that help to ensure that hazardous materials and other regulated substances at IAD are 
handled, stored, and disposed of properly.   

SURFACE TRANSPORTATION 

Surface transportation improvements are planned to occur at IAD in the No-Action Alternative as well as 
Build Alternatives 3 and 4.  However, there would be no surface transportation improvements included in 
the direct or connected actions in either Build Alternative.  Therefore, no impacts to surface transportation 
are anticipated as a result of Build Alternatives 3 or 4. 

CONSISTENCY WITH PLANS, GOALS, AND POLICIES 

Build Alternatives 3 and 4 do not conflict with the objectives of Federal, regional, state, or local land use 
plans, policies, or controls for the Dulles area.  These alternatives are reasonably consistent with the 
most recently published MWAA planning goals and objectives for IAD including the 1985 Master Plan 
Update, the 1990 Capacity Plan, the 2002 Capacity Review and Alternatives for the Fourth and Fifth 
Runways, the 2003 Updated Activity Forecasts and Simulation, and the 2004 ALP.  In addition, both 
Fairfax and Loudoun counties support the expansion of IAD as reported in their respective 
Comprehensive Land Use Plans.  On a regional level, the Build Alternatives are consistent with the FAA’s 
Eastern Region Airports Division Plan, as well as with the Metropolitan Washington Council of 
Governments’ (MWCOG) Transportation Planning Board document titled, 2000 Update to the Fiscally 
Constrained Long-Range Transportation Plan for the National Capital Region, approved in May 2002. 

INCONSISTENCY WITH LOCAL PLANS AND LAWS 

The No-Action Alternative is inconsistent with the 1985 Master Plan Update, the 2004 ALP, the Airport 
Area Land Use Plans developed by both Fairfax and Loudoun counties, and the FAA’s Eastern Region 
Airports Division Plan because it does not include the development of new runways at IAD.  Build 
Alternatives 3 and 4 are consistent with all of these planning guidelines and the intent of local planners to 
ensure the development of compatible land uses in the Dulles area.  

Both Fairfax and Loudoun counties recognize the importance of IAD to their local economies and these 
counties support as well as have been planning for the airport’s expansion from three to five runways as 
discussed in Section 5.2.3.1 of the FEIS.  Both Build Alternatives 3 and 4 are consistent with the local 
Comprehensive Plans and their respective Airport Noise Overlay Districts, which include noise contours 
for the existing three runways as well as the planned two new runways.   

W:\12005535_Dulles EIS\Summary.doc\7/29/2005  Summary S-52



 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

In accordance with CEQ guidelines, the FEIS was prepared to consider the overall cumulative impact of 
the proposed project and the consequences of subsequent related actions.  According to CEQ, 
cumulative impacts represent the “impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact 
of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, regardless of 
what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such other actions.  Cumulative impacts can 
result from individual minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time.” 

AIRPORT-RELATED PROJECTS 

The FEIS was specifically designed to meet the above requirements regarding cumulative impacts.  The 
FEIS considered, to the extent reasonable and practical, the possible impacts of the proposed project and 
other developments on the airport that are related in terms of time or proximity.  These airport-related 
projects included: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Tier 2 Concourse and Associated Projects, 

IAD North-Area Roadway Improvements, 

Reconstruction of Runway 12/30, 

Construction and Operation of a New ATCT, 

Midfield Truck Refueling Station, 

Stallion Branch Sanitary Sewer, 

Dedicated Fire Water System, 

Dulles General Aviation Fixed Base Operator Facilities Expansion (Signature FBO), 

IAD Metrorail Line Link (Dulles Corridor Metrorail Project), and 

Smithsonian Air and Space Museum. 

A thorough environmental evaluation of these projects indicated that cumulative impacts would be 
minimal.  No significant impacts to cultural resources, Section 4(f) properties, biotic communities, 
endangered species, or floodplains would occur with the implementation of these projects.  These 
projects would result in impacts to a total of 26 acres of wetlands.  MWAA has already developed a 
mitigation program for these impacts and obtained the required permits from the USACE and VDEQ. 
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NON AIRPORT-RELATED PROJECTS 

The FEIS also considers the cumulative impacts of other non-airport related actions together with the 
proposed improvements at IAD to the extent they are known.  Coordination with Loudoun and Fairfax 
counties indicates that there are planned projects that are either under construction or proposed for 
development in the near future in the GSA.  The following non-airport related projects are considered on a 
cumulative basis in the FEIS: 

• NOAA/NWS Facilities Relocation, 

• Surface Transportation Improvements (Route 28 interchange improvements), and 

• Dulles Corridor Rapid Transit Project. 

Environmental evaluation of the NOAA/NWS facilities relocation and the Route 28 surface transportation 
improvements has not been completed by NOAA/NWS; therefore, impacts cannot be quantified at this 
time.  However, based on the urban setting of these projects, cumulative impacts to cultural resources, 
Section 4(f) properties, biotic communities, endangered species, floodplains, and wetlands are 
anticipated to be minimal.  The Metrorail project environmental evaluation has been completed.  This 
project is anticipated to result in impacts to 5 acres of wetlands. 

A more detailed discussion of cumulative projects and impacts is presented in Section 5.23 of the FEIS. 

MITIGATION 

Section 6.2 of the FEIS describes potential mitigation measures for all of the Build Alternatives.  These 
general measures were initially identified as possible options to mitigate for adverse impacts that could 
apply to an airport development program such as the one proposed by MWAA.  These measures were 
evaluated for preliminary consideration only and may or may not result in practicable mitigation for the 
impacts associated with the Build Alternatives.  Section 6.3 of the FEIS describes MWAA’s mitigation 
program for the Preferred Alternative (Build Alternative 3) for the development of IAD that will be 
implemented by MWAA.  In all cases, the mitigation measures will be implemented prior to or in 
conjunction with the realization of the actual impacts. 

The mitigation program was developed to comply with pertinent laws and regulations, after consideration 
of public comments, and through coordination with affected parties and applicable agencies.  The 
mitigation program outlines specific mitigation program elements for each environmental impact category 
for which mitigation is warranted.  A summary of MWAA’s program is provided in Table S-3.  Several of 
the mitigation measures assume the opening of the runway as a scheduling benchmark for 
implementation.  For purposes of this mitigation program, the opening of the project is considered to be 
the first day that the runway is used for air carrier service. 

The following is a summary of the mitigation program for the Preferred Alternative. 
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TABLE S-3 

SUMMARY OF MITIGATION PLAN - PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE (BUILD ALTERNATIVE 3) 
 

Element 
Environmental 

Impact Category 
Element 
Number Recommended Mitigation Elements Estimated Schedule 

FEIS 
Section 

1 Noise 1.1 Acquisition of two residences south of IAD. Concurrent with construction of 
Runway 12R/30L. 6.3.1 

2.1 Create airport-compatible stormwater detention 
areas for attenuation of stormwater runoff. 

Concurrent with construction of 
new impervious areas. 6.3.2 

2.2 Install oil/water separators. Concurrent with construction of 
new impervious areas. 6.3.2 

2.3 Glycol deicing treatment. Concurrent with construction of 
new impervious areas. 6.3.2 

2 Water Quality 

2.4 Erosion and sediment control. Concurrent with all construction 
activities. 6.3.2 

3.1 Project MOA. Execute MOA prior to FAA’s 
issuance of the ROD. 6.3.3 

3 Cultural 
Resources 3.2 

Phase III data recovery and/or Preservation-in-
Place of NRHP eligible archaeological 
resources. 

Prior to construction phase of 
the airport expansion. 6.3.3 

4 Wetlands 4.1 Wetland and stream mitigation program. Initiate upon Section 404/401 
permit approvals. 6.3.4 

5.1 Limit fill within floodplain areas. Concurrent with airport 
expansion. 6.3.5 

5 Floodplains 
5.2 

Provide airport-compatible stormwater 
detention areas for peak discharge attenuation 
and floodplain storage compensation. 

Concurrent with airport 
expansion. 6.3.5 

6 Construction 
Impacts 6.1 Construction and environmental control 

provisions (BMPs). 

Develop concurrently with plans 
and specifications for each 
airport development project. 

6.3.6 

Source:  URS Corporation, 2005. 



 

ELEMENT 1:  NOISE 

Element 1.1:  Acquisition of Two Residences South of IAD 

MWAA has committed to appropriate mitigation, in terms of acquisition, of the two residential parcels 
significantly impacted by noise due to the Preferred Alternative according to the year 2025 noise analysis.  
The residences are located south of IAD along Vance Road.  MWAA is committed to this mitigation 
program as long as these properties remain in residential use when Runway 12R/30L is constructed. 

ELEMENT 2:  WATER QUALITY 

Element 2.1: Create Stormwater Detention Areas for Attenuation and Treatment of Stormwater 
Runoff (This element of the mitigation program will be implemented during the construction phase 
and maintained during the operational phase of the Preferred Alternative) 

Based on the stormwater management design plans, which are currently being developed by MWAA, the 
stormwater management system will include the stormwater collection system, stormwater BMPs, which 
comprise drainage channels, or water quality swales, and stormwater treatment wetlands, referred to as 
Biological Treatment Units (BTUs).  The purpose of the water quality swales and the BTUs is to treat 
deicing fluid in stormwater runoff not otherwise contained at centralized deicing pads, and to remove total 
phosphorus from stormwater, as required by VDEQ.  

Low Impact Development (LID) concepts are being developed to meet VDEQ water quality requirements.  
The principles of LID require that runoff be minimized by promoting infiltration and treatment as near as 
possible to where runoff is generated 

Based on MWAA’s preliminary design, six different drainage systems are being developed, each 
comprising drainage inlets in the infield areas between runway and taxiway, drain pipes carrying flows 
under the runway or taxiway, followed by a water quality treatment system.  The BTUs are located offline 
from the water quality swales, with diversion provided by a weir in the channel and connecting pipe.  The 
water quality swales discharge to the nearest existing stream.  

In addition to the water quality swale and BTU systems providing water quality capture and treatment of 
runoff from half-inch rainfall, water quantity control is being evaluated for the 1- and 10-year storm events, 
per the Virginia Stormwater Management Handbook, through two regional dry detention ponds.  A 
requirement for the detention facility is that it must be sited on IAD property.  The detention facility will be 
split into two separate facilities in order to support this requirement.  The westernmost of the two facilities 
receives flow from three of the BTUs.  It is located at the southern edge of the airport property at the 
headwaters of an unnamed tributary to Cub Run.  

Element 2.2:  Oil/Water Separators (This element of the mitigation program will be implemented 
during the operational phase of the Preferred Alternative) 

Runoff from maintenance areas is anticipated to be the largest potential source of oil and grease 
contamination of area surface waters.  MWAA’s drainage design contains provisions for the location and 
installation of oil/water separators that will serve to minimize, if not virtually eliminate, the potential for oil 
and grease contamination to enter receiving surface waters. 
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Element 2.3:  Deicing Runoff (This element of the mitigation program will be implemented during 
the operational phase of the Preferred Alternative) 

As described in detail in the Comprehensive Deicing Concepts for Washington Dulles International Airport 
(MWAA, 2002c), MWAA is developing a centralized deicing area at IAD that will increase the capture of 
spent aircraft deicer fluid (ADF) and increase the glycol concentration of the recovered ADF so that more 
of it will be suitable for recycling.  This system will be designed concurrently with the design of the runway 
and taxiway areas.  Currently, there are no regulations in effect that are specific to the treatment of glycol 
that is released into the environment.  In the event that regulations are established, MWAA is committed 
to fully complying with the requirements established in the regulations. 

Element 2.4:  Erosion and Sediment Control (This element of the mitigation program will be 
implemented during the construction phase of the Preferred Alternative) 

MWAA’s design documents incorporate the Virginia requirements for erosion and sediment control as 
specified in the State of Virginia Sediment and Erosion Control Handbook.  The design will ensure that 
properties and waterways downstream from the proposed project will be protected from erosion due to 
increases in the volume, velocity, and peak flow rate of stormwater runoff.  

Prior to construction activities, MWAA will submit a permit application for coverage under a VPDES 
Construction Permit to VDEQ.  The permit will include the site’s construction plans and specifications and 
will provide minimum requirements for stormwater management and sediment and erosion control during 
construction activities. Erosion and sediment controls such as silt fences, bank stabilization, and 
stormwater runoff control will be included in the construction plans and specifications. 

ELEMENT 3:  CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Element 3.1:  Project MOA (This element of the mitigation program will be implemented prior to 
the publication of FAA’s ROD) 

FAA and MWAA are in the process of entering into a MOA with the Virginia SHPO for the Preferred 
Alternative (Build Alternative 3).  This document will specify the process for continued consultation 
regarding the planned Tier 3 Concourse Improvements and measures to mitigate adverse effects to 
archaeological resources due to the construction and operation of the FAA’s Preferred Alternative.  A 
copy of the Draft MOA is contained in Appendix C-4 of this EIS and a copy of the executed MOA will be 
included in the ROD. 

Element 3.2:  Archaeological Resource Phase III Data Recovery and/or Preservation in Place of 
NRHP Eligible Archaeological Resources. 

FAA and MWAA have determined that four archaeological sites eligible for listing in the NRHP will be 
adversely affected by the Preferred Alternative.  For each of these sites, Phase III Data Recovery and/or 
Preservation-In-Place will be undertaken in accordance with stipulations outlined in the MOA.  A copy of 
the Draft MOA is contained in Appendix C-4 of this FEIS and a copy of the executed MOA will be 
included in the ROD. 
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ELEMENT 4:  WETLANDS 

Element 4.1:  Create, Restore, Enhance, and Preserve Wetlands and Streams (This element of the 
mitigation program will be implemented during the construction phase and maintained during the 
operational phase of the Preferred Alternative) 

As discussed in Section 6.2.4, to comply with CWA Section 401/404 compensatory mitigation 
requirements for unavoidable wetland and stream impacts, MWAA has purchased credits from mitigation 
banks whose service area includes the airport property, but is located outside of the FAA AC 150/5200-
33A 5-mile hazardous wildlife attractant restriction zone.  In anticipation that the intended use of the IAD 
property would eventually be fulfilled by expanding the airport operations to accommodate the projected 
demand for aviation services, MWAA proactively submitted a Request for Proposal (RFP) for the 
development of mitigation bank credits.  Subsequently, MWAA entered into agreement to develop two 
mitigation banks, whose service areas include IAD: Cedar Run Wetlands Mitigation Bank and Licking Run 
Mitigation Bank. 

Cedar Run Wetlands Mitigation Bank 

The Cedar Run Wetlands Mitigation Bank is located in Prince William County, Virginia, and its service 
area includes HUCs 02070008, 02070010, and portions of 02070011.  The banking instrument for 
mitigation site was signed by representatives of the USACE, USEPA, USFWS, and VDEQ, all of whom 
participated on the Mitigation Bank Review Team (MBRT) (see Appendix I-4 of the FEIS).  The Cedar 
Run Wetlands Mitigation Bank has proven to be successful and is currently contributing wetland functions 
and values within its service area, which includes IAD.  MWAA currently holds a bill of sale for 
112 wetland acre-credits from this bank (see Appendix I-4 of the FEIS). 

Licking Run Mitigation Bank 

The Licking Run Mitigation Bank is located in Fauquier County, Virginia, and its service area includes 
HUCs 02070008, 02070010, and portions of 02070011.  The banking instrument for mitigation site was 
signed by representatives of the USACE, USEPA, and VDEQ, all of whom participated on the Mitigation 
Bank Review Team (MBRT) (see Appendix I-4 of the FEIS).  The Licking Run Mitigation Bank has 
proven to be successful and is currently contributing wetland functions and values within their service 
area, which includes IAD.  MWAA currently holds a bill of sale for 88 wetland acre-credits from this bank 
(see Appendix I-4 of the FEIS). 

MWAA believes the Wetland and Stream Mitigation Plan summarized above is consistent with USACE, 
EPA, and VDEQ regulations and policies.  Further, the proposed mitigation meets VDEQ recommended 
compensation ratios as outlined in their permit guidance documents.  Off-site location of wetland and 
stream replacement, restoration and enhancement within Cedar Run and Licking Run represents the 
MWAA’s intent to fully address Section 404 and 401 requirements.  The USACE/VDEQ Section 404 JPA 
was submitted to the respective agencies by MWAA on April 20, 2005.  Submittal of the JPA documents 
to the jurisdictional agencies represents full commitment by MWAA that the proposed Wetland and 
Stream Mitigation Plan will be implemented.  
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ELEMENT 5:  100-YEAR FLOODPLAINS 

Element 5.1: Limit Fill Within Floodplain Areas and Element 5.2: Provide Stormwater Detention 
Areas for Peak Discharge Attenuation and Floodplain Storage Compensation (This element of the 
mitigation program will be implemented during the construction phase and maintained during the 
operational phase of the Preferred Alternative) 

As part of this mitigation measure, MWAA has committed to undertake a detailed hydraulic analysis of the 
pre- and post-development conditions to ensure flood stages and flows will be maintained as required by 
applicable regulation.  This analysis will be conducted during the design stage for the proposed project 
and its associated drainage system.  The proposed stormwater management system described in 
Section 6.3.2 of the FEIS will be effective in maintaining peak flow rates below existing rates and making 
up for some of the floodplain storage volume lost in the on-site floodplain. 

As stated previously, the stormwater management design analyses are not yet completed.  The proposed 
floodplain mitigation measures will be designed so that the 100-year water surface elevations do not 
increase by more than is allowable under applicable regulations.  The exact design will be determined 
through the permitting process, which is still underway. 

ELEMENT 6:  CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS 

Element 6.1: Construction and Environmental Control Provisions (BMPs) (This element of the 
mitigation program will be implemented during the design and construction phase of the 
Preferred Alternative) 

Mitigation measures included in this element, which will be used by MWAA to minimize impacts during 
construction, include BMPs such as erosion control and stormwater runoff control and drainage and 
crossing structures.  To compensate for unavoidable impacts to wetlands, mitigation through creation, 
restoration, enhancement, and preservation have been proposed.  Wetland mitigation measures, 
coordinated with the USACE and VDEQ, are discussed in Section 6.3 of the FEIS. 

In terms of construction-related air quality and noise mitigation, all on-airport construction activities will 
adhere to FAA AC 150/5370-10, Standards for Specifying Construction of Airports and Virginia 
Department of Transportation Standard Specifications for Roads and Structures.  Numerous control 
measures to mitigate construction impacts are available should construction activities warrant mitigation, 
as described in Section 6.3 of the FEIS.  

Mitigation Program Responsibility 

The primary responsibility for implementation of the mitigation program element lies with MWAA. Where 
appropriate, approval and concurrence from agencies having jurisdiction will be obtained.  These 
agencies include: 

• Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), 

• Virginia Department of Environment Quality (VDEQ), and 

• Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). 
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FAA will oversee MWAA’s implementation of the mitigation program and will put conditions in the grant 
agreements as necessary upon completion of the mitigation program elements by MWAA.  It should be 
noted that MWAA is in the process of designing the proposed project at IAD.  Since the design is in the 
preliminary stage, sufficient data is not available to identify and fully describe all mitigation measures that 
will be implemented by MWAA, particularly with regard to water quality, wetlands, and floodplains.  Since 
the construction of the proposed project will include the requirement for MWAA to obtain multiple Federal, 
state and local permits, the details of the specific mitigation measures including their quantity, location, 
and performance characteristics will not be finalized until the actual permits are granted. More detailed 
information of the mitigation program for the Preferred Alternative is presented in Section 6.3 of the FEIS.  

UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS AND IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT 
OF RESOURCES 

The construction and operation of the proposed project and reasonable alternatives will result in the use 
of resources and environmental impacts that are unavoidable.  However, all the impacts can be mitigated.  
The impacts associated with the proposed improvements are disclosed for specific impact categories in 
Sections 5.1 through 5.22 of the FEIS.  Potential Mitigation Measures for all of the alternatives are 
presented in Section 6.2 of the FEIS.  A Mitigation Plan for impacts associated with those categories 
significantly affected by the Preferred Alternative is presented in Section 6.3 of the FEIS. 

Irreversible and irretrievable commitment of resources consist of construction materials such as rock, 
lumber, petroleum products, water, soil and minerals that would be used as building products for the 
proposed project.  These materials are not limited resources and their use will not result in a shortage of 
natural resources. 

MAN’S RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LOCAL SHORT-TERM USES OF HIS ENVIRONMENT AND 
MAINTENANCE AND ENHANCEMENT OF LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY 

All of the reasonable alternatives will require use of man’s environment during construction to achieve the 
long-term goals of improved aviation capacity, economic vitality, and traffic flows. 

Traffic delays, fugitive dust, and increased emissions from construction vehicles; visual and aesthetic 
impacts; and additional construction noise are expected as a result of all the reasonable alternatives.  
These impacts would be short-term in nature, and temporary, and would be minimized through the 
establishment and use of environmental controls, such as BMPs, and Federal, state, and local 
construction mitigation guidelines.  Refer to Section 5.19, Construction Impacts, of the FEIS for additional 
information associated with short-term use of man’s environment and Section 6.2 and Section 6.3 of the 
FEIS for information concerning mitigation measures during construction. 

As discussed in Chapter 2.0, Purpose and Need, of the FEIS, it was determined that two new 
widely-spaced Transport Category runways are needed at IAD in order for the airport to efficiently 
accommodate future aircraft operational levels with minimal operational delay.  These improvements 
would meet the short-term needs of the airport by providing for the immediate capability of conducting 
dual, simultaneous independent operations at IAD in IFR conditions on both the north-south and east-
west runway systems, and achieve the long-term operational goals and needs by providing for the future 
capability of conducting triple, simultaneous independent operations in IFR conditions on the north-south 
runway system at IAD.  Long-term benefits of all of the Build Alternatives would ultimately be the airport 
having facilities that would safely and efficiently accommodate increased aircraft operations at IAD and 
enhance the country’s regional and national airspace system. 
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