


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

Measures to achieve NLR of 25 dB must be incorporated into the design and construction of 
portions of these buildings where the public is received, office areas, noise-sensitive areas, 
or where the normal noise level is low.

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

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

Land use compatible provided special sound reinforcement systems are installed.

Residential buildings require a NLR of 25.

Residential buildings require a NLR of 30.

Residential buildings not permitted.

Source: 14 CFR Part 150, Appendix A, Table 1.

KEY

Y (Yes) Land Use and related structures compatible without restrictions.

N (No) Land Use and related structures are not compatible and should be prohibited.

NLR Noise Level Reduction (outdoor-to-indoor) to be achieved through incorporation  
 of noise attenuation into the design and construction of the structure.

25, 30, 35 Land Use and related structures generally compatible; measures to achieve NLR 
 of 25, 30, or 35 dB must be incorporated into design and construction of structure.
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those in a new, well-insulated, energy-
efficient home. 
 
Experience has shown that new resi-
dential development should be prohib-
ited in areas subject to noise exceeding 
65 DNL, unless local conditions indi-
cate that soundproofing residences 
would prevent homes from being ad-
versely impacted.  The most obvious 
exception would be the presence of 
high background noise levels which 
are often found in high-density urban 
areas or adjacent to major arterial 
streets or highways. 
 
Exhibit B3 depicts the anticipated 
noise contours for the airport in the 
year 2012.  These contours were de-
veloped based on the potential ulti-
mate runway length and the future 
forecasts of aviation activity prepared 
for this planning study.  As indicated 
on the exhibit, the 65 DNL noise con-
tour extends off airport property to the 
north and south.  Land uses contained 
within this contour of significance in-
clude industrial uses to the north and 
recreational uses (Line Creek Linear 
Park) to the south.   No noise-sensitive 
development, such as homes, religious 
institutions, or schools, is located 
within this significant noise impact 
area. 
 
 
SECTION 4(f) PROPERTIES 
 
Section 4(f) of the Department of 
Transportation (DOT) Act, which was 
recodified and renumbered as Section 
303(c) of 49 USC, provides that the 
Secretary of Transportation will not 
approve any program or project that 
requires the use of any publicly owned 

land from a historic site, public park, 
recreation area, or waterfowl and 
wildlife refuge of national, state, re-
gional, or local importance unless 
there is no feasible and prudent alter-
native to the use of such land, and the 
project includes all possible planning 
to minimize harm resulting from the 
use. 
 
A significant impact to a Section 4(f) 
property would occur if a project in-
volves either more than a minimal use 
of a Section 4(f) property or is deemed 
a “constructive use,” thereby substan-
tially impairing the Section 4(f) prop-
erty, and mitigation measures do not 
eliminate or reduce the effects.  Sub-
stantial impairment would occur when 
impacts to Section 4(f) lands are suffi-
ciently serious so that the value of the 
site in terms of its prior significance 
and enjoyment are reduced or lost. 
 
As described within Chapter One, the 
Fish Creek Linear Park is located im-
mediately south of the airport. Aviga-
tion easements have been acquired for 
most of the portions of the park that 
fall within the RPZ for Runway 16-34; 
however, as indicated on Exhibit B1, 
there is an area east of South Collins 
Street which is contained within the 
RPZ, but not within the existing avi-
gation easement coverage area.  It is 
proposed that this portion of the RPZ 
be included within the current ease-
ment.  Additionally, as part of the 
proposed airport development, it is 
recommended that portions of this 
park be acquired to allow for the pro-
posed medium intensity approach 
lighting system with runway align-
ment lights (MALSR) system.  Further 
coordination with the City of Arlington 
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Parks and Recreation Department 
should be undertaken to determine 
whether these projects would result in 
more than a minimal use of the park, 
thereby requiring additional Section 
4(f) documentation and analysis. 
 
 
FISH, WILDLIFE, AND PLANTS 
 
A number of acts and executive orders 
have been put into place to protect 
threatened or endangered species and 
their habitat.  Following is a brief de-
scription of these various levels of pro-
tection: 
 
• Section 7 of the Endangered Spe-

cies Act (ESA), as amended, ap-
plies to federal agency actions and 
sets forth requirements for consul-
tation to determine if the proposed 
action “may affect” a federally en-
dangered or threatened species.  If 
an agency determines that an ac-
tion “may affect” a federally pro-
tected species, then Section 7(a)(2) 
requires each agency to consult 
with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (FWS) or the National Ma-
rine Fisheries Service (NMFS), as 
appropriate, to ensure that any ac-
tion the agency authorizes, funds, 
or carries out is not likely to jeop-
ardize the continued existence of 
any federally listed endangered or 
threatened species, or result in the 
destruction or adverse modifica-
tion of critical habitat.  If a species 
has been listed as a candidate spe-
cies, Sec. 7 (a)(4) states that each 
agency must confer with the FWS 
and/or NMFS. 

 

• The Sikes Act and various 
amendments authorize states to 
prepare statewide wildlife conser-
vation plans, and the Department 
of Defense (DOD) to prepare simi-
lar plans, for resources under their 
jurisdiction.  Airport improvement 
projects should be checked for con-
sistency with the State or DOD 
Wildlife Conservation Plans where 
such plans exist. 

 
• The Fish and Wildlife Coordina-

tion Act requires that agencies 
consult with the state wildlife 
agencies and the Department of 
the Interior concerning the con-
servation of wildlife resources 
where the water of any stream or 
other water body is proposed to be 
controlled or modified by a federal 
agency or any public or private 
agency operating under a federal 
permit. 

 
• The Migratory Bird Treaty Act 

(MBTA) prohibits private parties 
and federal agencies in certain ju-
dicial circuits from intentionally 
taking a migratory bird, their 
eggs, or nests.  The MBTA prohib-
its activities which would harm 
migratory birds, their eggs, or 
nests unless the Secretary of the 
Interior authorizes such activities 
under a special permit. 

 
• Executive Order 13112, Invasive 

Species, directs federal agencies to 
use relevant programs and au-
thorities, to the extent practicable 
and subject to available resources, 
to prevent the introduction of in-
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vasive species and provide for res-
toration of native species and 
habitat conditions in ecosystems 
that have been invaded.  The FAA 
is to identify proposed actions that 
may involve risks of introducing 
invasive species on native habitat 
and populations.  “Introduction” is 
the intentional or unintentional 
escape, release, dissemination, or 
placement of a species into an eco-
system as a result of human activ-
ity.  “Invasive Species” are alien 
species whose introduction does, or 
is likely to, cause economic or en-
vironmental harm or harm to hu-
man health. 

 
According to FAA Order 1050.1E, a 
significant impact to listed threatened 
or endangered species would occur 
when the FWS or NMFS determines 
that the proposed action would likely 
jeopardize the continued existence of 
the species in question, or would re-
sult in the destruction or adverse 
modification of critical habitat for the 
species.  However, an action need not 
involve a threat to extinction to feder-
ally listed species to result in a signifi-
cant impact; lesser impacts, including 
impacts on non-listed species, could 
also constitute a significant impact. 
 
As described within Chapter One, a 
number of federally and state-listed 
species are present within Tarrant 
County.  Previous coordination under-
taken with the FWS for runway devel-
opment projects and the installation of 
the airport’s instrument landing sys-
tem (ILS) determined that impacts to 
listed species are not anticipated 
within the airport environs.  As addi-
tional development is undertaken at 

the airport, these findings will need to 
be revisited, especially in areas which 
are previously undeveloped. These ar-
eas could include those on the west 
side of the airport, the area for the 
proposed MALSR, and the area which 
contains the extended runway safety 
area. 
 
 
FLOODPLAINS 
 
Executive Order 11988 directs federal 
agencies to take action to reduce the 
risk of flood loss, minimize the impact 
of floods on human safety, health, and 
welfare, and restore and preserve the 
natural and beneficial values served 
by the floodplains.  DOT Order 5650.2 
contains DOT=s policies and proce-
dures for implementing the executive 
order.  Agencies are required to make 
a finding that there is no practicable 
alternative before taking action that 
would encroach on a base floodplain. 
 
Floodplain impacts would be consid-
ered significant if the encroachment 
would result in either: (1) a high prob-
ability of loss of human life; or (2) sub-
stantial encroachment-associated 
costs or damage, including interrupt-
ing aircraft service or loss of a vital 
transportation facility; or (3) adverse 
impacts on natural and beneficial 
floodplain values. 
 
As depicted on Exhibit B1 and dis-
cussed within Chapter One, a desig-
nated 100-year floodplain is present in 
western and southern portions of air-
port property.  The only development 
proposed with these floodplain areas is 
the installation of the MALSR system.  
Further analysis may be needed to de-



 B-7

termine potential impacts to natural 
and beneficial floodplain values result-
ing from this installation. 
 
 
HISTORICAL, ARCHITECTURAL, 
AND CULTURAL RESOURCES 
 
Determination of a project=s environ-
mental impact to historic and cultural 
resources is made under guidance in 
the National Historic Preservation Act 
(NHPA) of 1966, as amended, the Ar-
chaeological and Historic Preservation 
Act (AHPA) of 1974, the Archaeologi-
cal Resources Protection Act (ARPA), 
and the Native American Graves Pro-
tection and Repatriation Act 
(NAGPRA) of 1990.  In addition, the 
Antiquities Act of 1906, the Historic 
Sites Act of 1935, and the American 
Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978 
also protect historical, architectural, 
archaeological, and cultural resources. 
 
Section 106 of the NHPA of 1966, as 
amended, requires federal agencies to 
take into account the effects of their 
undertakings on historic properties 
and determine if any properties in, or 
eligible for inclusion in, the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) are 
present in the area.  In addition, it af-
fords the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation a reasonable opportunity 
to comment.  The historic preservation 
review process mandated by Section 
106 is outlined in regulations issued 
by the council. 
 
The ARPA is triggered by the presence 
of archaeological resources on federal 
or Indian lands.  The AHPA describes 
the process when consultation with 
resource agencies indicates that there 

may be an impact on significant scien-
tific, prehistoric, historic, archaeologi-
cal, or paleontological resources.  The 
process provides for the preparation of 
a professional resource survey of the 
area.  Should the survey identify sig-
nificant resources, the National Regis-
ter process described above will be fol-
lowed.  Should the survey be inconclu-
sive, a determination is made whether 
it is appropriate to provide a commit-
ment to halt construction if resources 
are recovered, in order for a qualified 
professional to evaluate their impor-
tance and provide for data recovery, as 
necessary. 
 
The NAGPRA is triggered by the pos-
session of human remains or cultural 
items by a federally funded repository 
or by the discovery of human remains 
or cultural items on federal or tribal 
lands and provides for the inventory, 
protection, and return of cultural 
items to affiliated Native American 
Groups.  The Act includes provisions 
that, upon inadvertent discovery of 
remains, the action will cease in the 
area where the remains were discov-
ered and the appropriate agency will 
be notified. 
 
The Antiquities Act of 1906 was the 
first general law providing protection 
for archaeological resources.  It pro-
tects all historic and prehistoric sites 
on federal lands and prohibits excava-
tion or destruction of such antiquities 
without the permission of the Secre-
tary of the department having juris-
diction. 
 
The Historic Sites Act of 1935 declares 
as national policy the preservation for 
public use of historic sites, buildings, 
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objects, and properties of national sig-
nificance.  It gives the Secretary of the 
Interior authority to make historic 
surveys, to secure and preserve data 
on historic sites, and to acquire and 
preserve archaeological and historic 
sites.  This Act also establishes the 
National Historic Landmarks program 
for designating properties having ex-
ceptional value in commemorating or 
illustrating the history of the United 
States. 
 
The American Indian Religious Free-
dom Act of 1978 requires consultation 
with Native American groups concern-
ing proposed actions on sacred sites, 
on federal land, or affecting access to 
sacred sites.  It establishes federal pol-
icy to protect and preserve for Ameri-
can Indians, Eskimos, Aleuts, and Na-
tive Hawaiians their right to free ex-
ercise of their religion.  It allows these 
peoples to access sites, use and pos-
sess sacred objects, and freedom to 
worship through ceremonial and tradi-
tional rites.  The Act requires federal 
agencies to consider the impacts of 
their actions on religious sites and ob-
jects that are important to Native 
Americans regardless of the eligibility 
for the NRHP.  Executive Order 
13175, Consultation and Coordination 
with Indian Tribal Governments, and 
the Presidential Memorandum of April 
29, 1994, Government to Government 
Relations with Native American Tribal 
Governments, outline the government-
to-government consultation process 
between the federal agency and the 
potentially affected tribe. 
 
Development of projects would affect a 
property that is on or eligible for in-
clusion in the NRHP if it has the po-

tential to alter the characteristics of 
the property which make it eligible for 
listing.  Federal agencies can make 
one of three types of “effects findings” 
for an action: “no properties affected,” 
“no adverse effect,” and “adverse ef-
fect.”  The level of finding depends 
upon how severely a project would al-
ter the characteristics of a property 
that make it eligible for the NRHP.  
Although the FAA works closely with 
the State Historic Preservation Officer 
(SHPO) and/or the Tribal Historic 
Preservation Officer (THPO), the FAA 
is ultimately responsible for the effect 
decision, not the SHPO or THPO. 
 
The Section 106 consultation process 
includes consideration of alternatives 
to avoid adverse effects on National 
Register listed or eligible properties; of 
mitigation measures; and of accepting 
adverse effects.  The FAA makes the 
final determination on the level of ef-
fect, and advice from the SHPO/THPO 
may assist the FAA in making that 
determination. 
 
As discussed within Chapter One, no 
cultural or historic resources have 
been identified on existing airport 
property; therefore, development 
within the existing property bounda-
ries of the airport will likely not im-
pact historic, architectural, or cultural 
resources.  As property is acquired at 
the airport and development is under-
taken, cultural resource surveys will 
likely be needed to determine poten-
tial impacts.  Projects which are being 
undertaken on previously undisturbed 
land have a higher likelihood of im-
pacting these resources; therefore, the 
development of the MALSR system 
and the west side hangar facilities 
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may require field surveys prior to de-
velopment. 
 
 
LIGHT EMISSIONS 
AND VISUAL EFFECTS 
 
Airport lighting is characterized as ei-
ther airfield lighting (i.e., runway, 
taxiway, approach and landing lights) 
or landside lighting (i.e., security 
lights, building interior lighting, park-
ing lights, and signage).  Generally, 
airport lighting does not result in sig-
nificant impacts unless a high inten-
sity strobe light, such as a Runway 
End Identifier Light (REIL), would 
produce glare on any adjoining site, 
particularly residential uses. 
 
Visual impacts relate to the extent 
that the proposed development con-
trasts with the existing environment 
and whether a jurisdictional agency 
considers this contrast objectionable.  
The visual sight of aircraft, aircraft 
contrails, or aircraft lights at night, 
particularly at a distance that is not 
normally intrusive, should not be as-
sumed to constitute an adverse im-
pact. 
 
It is not anticipated that the proposed 
airport development will result in sig-
nificant lighting or visual impacts, 
with the exception of the MALSR in-
stallation.  The MALSR installation 
will cross through an area which is 
currently in an undeveloped, “natural” 
state.  The MALSR will result in the 
installation of flashing lights on 
stands.  These lights may be visible to 
some of the homes located south of the 
airport.  The remaining proposed air-
port development is planned to occur 

in areas which are either already de-
veloped for aviation purposes (east) or 
is buffered from residences through 
the presence of trees and the 100-year 
floodplain (west). 
 
 
SOCIOECONOMIC, 
ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE, 
AND CHILDREN’S HEALTH 
AND SAFETY RISKS 
 
Socioeconomic impacts known to re-
sult from airport improvements are 
often associated with relocation activi-
ties or other community disruptions, 
including alterations to surface trans-
portation patterns, division or disrup-
tion of existing communities, interfer-
ences with orderly planned develop-
ment, or an appreciable change in em-
ployment related to the project.  Social 
impacts are generally evaluated based 
on areas of acquisition and/or areas of 
significant project impact, such as ar-
eas encompassed by noise levels in ex-
cess of 65 DNL. 
 
Executive Order 12898, Federal Action 
to Address Environmental Justice in 
Minority Populations and Low-Income 
Populations, and the accompanying 
Presidential Memorandum, and Order 
DOT 5610.2, Environmental Justice, 
require FAA to provide for meaningful 
public involvement by minority and 
low-income populations as well as 
analysis that identifies and addresses 
potential impacts on these populations 
that may be disproportionately high 
and adverse. 
 
Pursuant to Executive Order 13045, 
Protection of Children from Environ-
mental Health Risks and Safety Risks, 
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federal agencies are directed to iden-
tify and assess environmental health 
and safety risks that may dispropor-
tionately affect children.  These risks 
include those that are attributable to 
products or substances that a child is 
likely to come in contact with or in-
gest, such as air, food, drinking water, 
recreational waters, soil, or products 
they may be exposed to. 
 
The thresholds of significance for this 
impact category are reached if the pro-
ject negatively affects a disproportion-
ately high number of minority or low-
income populations or if children 
would be exposed to a disproportionate 
number of health and safety risks.  
Significant socioeconomic impacts 
would result if an extensive number of 
residents need to be relocated and suf-
ficient replacement housing is un-
available; if extensive relocation of 
business is required and this reloca-
tion would create a severe economic 
hardship for the affected communities; 
if disruptions of local traffic patterns 
would substantially reduce the level of 
service of the roads serving the airport 
and the surrounding community; or, if 
there would be a substantial loss in 
the community tax base. 
 
It is not anticipated that the proposed 
airport development projects would 
result in significant impacts within 
this impact category.  The airport is 
not located within an area which 
would be considered an “environ-
mental justice” area; no residences or 
businesses are proposed for acquisi-
tion; and, potential risks to children 
from the development of the airport 
will be minimized through the use of 
standard security measures such as 

fencing and locks on cabinets or struc-
tures which contain hazardous mate-
rials. 
 
 
WATER QUALITY 
 
The Clean Water Act provides the au-
thority to establish water quality stan-
dards, control discharges, develop 
waste treatment management plans 
and practices, prevent or minimize the 
loss of wetlands, and regulate other 
issues concerning water quality.  Wa-
ter quality concerns related to airport 
development most often relate to the 
potential for surface runoff and soil 
erosion, as well as the storage and 
handling of fuel, petroleum products, 
solvents, etc. 
 
Water quality regulations and issu-
ance of permits will normally identify 
any deficiencies in the proposed devel-
opment with regard to water quality 
or any additional information neces-
sary to make judgments on the signifi-
cance of impacts.  Difficulties in ob-
taining needed permits for the project, 
such as National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) or Sec-
tion 404 permits, typically indicate a 
potential for significant water quality 
impacts. 
 
Two creeks which would likely be 
deemed jurisdictional by the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers are present 
within the proposed development ar-
eas of the runway extension and 
MALSR installation.  Line Creek is 
located south of the airport and bisects 
the MALSR system.  A tributary to 
Fish Creek parallels the airport’s 
northern boundary and is contained
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within the runway safety area of the 
extended runway.  Further analysis is 
needed to assess potential impacts to 
these water resources. 
 
 
WETLANDS 
 
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(COE) regulates the discharge of 
dredged and/or fill material into wa-
ters of the United States, including 
adjacent wetlands, under Section 404 
of the Clean Water Act. 
 
Wetlands are defined by Executive 
Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands, 
as those areas that are inundated by 
surface or groundwater with a fre-
quency sufficient to support, and un-
der normal circumstances does or 
would support, a prevalence of vegeta-
tion or aquatic life that requires satu-
rated or seasonally saturated soil con-
ditions for growth and reproduction.  
Categories of wetlands include 
swamps, marshes, bogs, sloughs, pot-
holes, wet meadows, river overflows, 
mud flats, natural ponds, estuarine 
areas, tidal overflows, and shallow 
lakes and ponds with emergent vege-
tation.  Wetlands exhibit three charac-
teristics: hydrology, hydrophytes 
(plants able to tolerate various degrees 
of flooding or frequent saturation), and 
poorly drained soils. 
 
As outlined within FAA Orders 
1050.1E and 5050.4B, a significant 
impact to wetlands would occur when 
the proposed action causes any of the 
following. 

• The action would adversely affect 
the function of a wetland to protect 
the quality or quantity of munici-
pal water supplies, including sole 
source, potable water aquifers. 

 
• The action would substantially alter 

the hydrology needed to sustain the 
functions and values of the affected 
wetland or any wetlands to which it 
is connected. 

 
• The action would substantially re-

duce the affected wetland’s ability 
to retain floodwaters or storm-
associated runoff, thereby threaten-
ing public health, safety, or welfare. 

 
• The action would adversely affect 

the maintenance of natural systems 
that support wildlife and fish habi-
tat or economically important tim-
ber, food, or fiber resources in the 
area or surrounding wetlands. 

 
• The action would be inconsistent 

with applicable state wetland 
strategies. 

 
As described within Chapter One, and 
depicted on Exhibit B1, a number of 
potential wetland areas are present 
on, and in close proximity to, airport 
property.  Development of the MALSR 
and the proposed runway extension 
may impact these resources; therefore, 
further field studies and analysis are 
needed to assess potential impacts. 
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