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l. STATEMENT OF FACTS

A. The Airport.

Ann Arbor Municipal Airport (ARB) is a general aviation airport located entirely within
the boundaries of Pittsfield Charter Township, Michigan (“Pittsfield”). According to
AirNav.com, ARB has two runways, a concrete runway 3,505 feet long and 75 feet wide, and a
turf runway 2,750 feet long and 110 feet wide. Exhibit 1. AirNav also notes that ARB is the
base for 166 aircraft, consisting of 137 single engine airplanes, 16 multi-engine airplanes, 1 jet
airplane, 11 helicopters and 1 ultralight. 1d. ARB averages 161 operations per day, 64% of
those operations are local general aviation, and 36% are transient general aviation operations.*
Id. Although located outside the city limits of Ann Arbor, the City of Ann Arbor (the “City”)
owns and operates the airport.” Despite the fact that ARB is located entirely within the
boundaries of Pittsfield, the township has no voting representation on any committee, council or
board tasked with the management or the operation of ARB.*

B. The Petitioners.

1. Pittsfield Charter Township.

Pittsfield is a “charter township.” Under Michigan law, a “charter township” is a
municipal corporation that has been granted a charter, allowing it certain rights and
responsibilities of home rule that are generally intermediary in scope between those of a city and

a village. A charter township has greater protections against annexation of a township’s land by

1

These figures are for the 12-month period ending December, 2011.
2

Official FAA records actually list “Roger W. Fraser” as the owner of ARB without noting that Roger W.
Fraser was the City Administrator for the City until 2011. Exhibit 2. The fact that the Airport is actually owned by
the City, however, is noted on ARB’s website:
http://www.a2gov.org/government/publicservices/fleetandfacility/Airport/Pages/default.aspx.

3 Both Pittsfield and Lodi Township have a non-voting ex officio member on the “Ann Arbor Municipal
Airport Advisory Committee.” See Exhibit 3. However, “the purpose of the [Ann Arbor Municipal Airport
Advisory Committee] is to make recommendations to the Ann Arbor City Council regarding the construction and
operation of the Airport.” Id.
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cities and villages. As a charter township, Pittsfield has established a variety of municipal
services, such as a police force, fire department, assessors and is governed by a comprehensive
zoning ordinance. Since ARB is within Pittsfield’s corporate jurisdiction, the township provides
services to ARB, as well as being subject to the township’s ordinances limited only by the
agreements between Pittsfield and the City.

The City, in the past, expressed an interest in annexing the property on which ARB sits.
This resulted in the 1978 agreement between the City and Pittsfield Township regarding the
airport. Exhibit 4. This agreement was modified in 2010. Exhibit 5.

2. Committee for Preserving Community Quality, Inc.

The Committee for Preserving Community Quality, Inc. (CPCQ) is a not-for-profit
corporation consisting of approximately 400 residents of the Pittsfield and Lodi Townships and
the cities of Ann Arbor and Saline. CPCQ was incorporated in April, 2010, as a community
action group for residents of the communities surrounding ARB who feel the airport expansion is
“both dangerous and unjustified.”

C. The Proposed Project.

According to the draft Environmental Assessment* ARB has several issues that impact
aviation safety. First, there is a “line of sight” issue whereby aircraft waiting to take off in the
holding area for Runway 24 may pass out of sight of the control tower. In addition, because the
northeast end of Runway 24 is a few hundred feet from State Road, a busy Township road,
aircraft have to approach at slope of 20:1 instead of a more optimal 34:1. Moreover, according
to the draft EA, State Road will only get bigger and wider, thereby exacerbating the problem.”

Thus, according to ARB and MDQOT, one goal of the proposed project is to move Runway 24

N The City of Ann Arbor issued a draft Environmental Assessment in March, 2010. Exhibit 26.
> The FAA, in its comments to MDOT, noted that the draft EA does not seem to substantiate the need for “a
clear 34:1 approach surface to the east end of the runway.” Exhibit 18, pp.4-5.
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150 feet to southwest, resolving both the line-of-sight issue and the slope issue. The current 150
feet of runway at the northeast end of Runway 24 would remain as a displaced threshold.

If the project had ended there, Pittsfield and CPCQ (collectively, “Petitioners”) may not
have objected to it since it has a vested interest in the safe operation of the airport. However, the
City also wanted to tack on an additional 800 feet at the southwest end of Runway 24 to make
the runway 4,300 feet long. This runway extension, ARB and MDOT have argued, is necessary
to “[e]nhance interstate commerce by providing sufficient runway length to allow the majority of
critical aircraft to operate without weight restrictions.” Thus, all told 950 feet of runway would
be added to the southwest end of Runway 24 and 150 feet of the current runway would remain as
a displaced threshold. However, there is no aviation safety issue connected to the extension of
the runway.®

This extension of the Runway 24 qualifies as a “major runway extension” as that term
has been defined by the FAA and the courts. The runway extension will permit the
accommodation of aircraft that would result in an increase in noise of three decibels. See
Suburban O’Hare Commission, 787 F.2d at 199-200; and Town of Stratford v. FAA, 285 F.3d 84,
(D.C. Cir. 2002).

D. Petitioners’ Opposition to the Proposed Project.

Petitioners’ opposition to the proposed project dates back to the first time Ann Arbor
proposed to extend the runway to allow bigger and noisier aircraft into ARB. On January 22,
2007, the Ann Arbor City Council unanimously approved Resolution R-31-1-07, formally

adopting the airport’s previous Airport Layout Plan (ALP) and called for “staff to bring back a

6 The draft EA attempts to attach a safety concern to the extension, mentioning that aircraft had a tendency

to overrun the runway at ARB. Ultimately, though, each of the runway overruns was found to be unrelated to the
length of the runway and due to pilot error, a fact that ARB and MDOT admit in their response to FAA’s comments.
Exhibit 19, pp.14-15.
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separate proposal regarding extending the runway within the next 60 days and that notification of
the proposal be sent out to citizens in the surrounding area.” Exhibit 6; see also Exhibit 31.
Unfortunately, not only did the City’s staff not return to a public council meeting within 60 days
with an expanded runway plan, the City’s staff also failed to inform “citizens in the surrounding
community” of its actions for twenty months. Instead, on February 28, 2007, just 37 days after
its initial City Council Resolution order, the City Staff, citing that Resolution as a basis,
submitted a proposal for an 800-foot extension of primary Runway 6/24 at ARB to the Michigan
Department of Transportation — Aeronautics Division (MDOT). Exhibit 7. No corresponding
notice was given to Pittsfield or to the “citizens in the surrounding area.”

On September 12, 2007, the proposed ALP was amended at the request of MDOT to
allow for the 150-foot southwesterly movement of the entire primary runway,’ to provide for the
widening of State Street-State Road, which MDOT conceded could not be funded for decades.®
Neither Pittsfield nor the “citizens in the surrounding community” had yet been informed by the
applicant or MDOT about the proposed ALP, which calls for an extension of Runway 6/24 on
land within Pittsfield’s jurisdiction. The ALP finally was approved by MDOT on April 23, 2008,
and presented to the Federal Aviation Administration for approval on June 4, 2008.

In a June 23, 2008, letter from David L. Baker, Manager, AIP Programs of MDOT’s
Airports Division of the Bureau of Aeronautics and Freight Services, MDOT indicated to the
City that the FAA concurred with the approval of the ALP. Yet neither MDOT nor FAA
informed Pittsfield or the citizens of the surrounding communities of either MDOT’s or the

FAA’s approval of the ALP. In fact, it was not until August 22, 2008, that the City first

! In the end, then, the Project consisted of adding 950 feet of runway to the southwestern end of existing

Runway 6/24: 150 feet to move the runway away from State Road and 800 for extending the runway to 4,300 feet.
The existing 150 feet of runway at the northeastern end of the runway would remain as a displaced threshold.
At this point in time, it is unclear whether the road will be widened at all or, if so, to the west or to the east.
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officially provided Pittsfield with the plans and notification of the proposed ARB expansion and
detailed proposed changes in the ALP. These documents were required to be provided to
Pittsfield more than 18 months earlier under both the January, 2007, Ann Arbor City Council
Resolution and under a separate 1979 Policy Statement.’ See Exhibit 6 and 4, respectively.
This is also contrary to the grant assurances that the City agreed to, which indicate that prior to
receiving any federal funds for the Airport Layout Plan, it must give “fair consideration to the
interest of communities in or near where the project may be located” (Grant Assurance 7). See
also Grant Assurance 6. It is noteworthy, that this first notification from Ann Arbor to Pittsfield
is dated 59 days after the FAA approved the revised Ann Arbor Airport ALP. Under 49 U.S.C.
8 46110, routine appeals of final agency “orders” are barred after 60 days. Thus, Pittsfield was
effectively barred from legally objecting to the Ann Arbor ALP before even being notified by
Ann Arbor about its revised ALP.

Unable to file a legal action to stop the City from moving forward with its illegal ALP,
Pittsfield responded to Ann Arbor’s August notice, objecting to the proposed expansion, citing
the (1) increased noise that would be generated, (2) larger aircraft that would be attracted, and (3)
and greater use by heavier aircraft that could result.’® Despite Pittsfield’s opposition to the
proposed expansion of ARB, the Ann Arbor City Council approved the revised Ann Arbor ALP
on September 22, 2008, without considering Pittsfield’s objections, or those of Lodi Township,

another township close to ARB.

o The 1979 policy states, inter alia, that “[p]lans for municipal construction on Airport lands must be

submitted to the Township for review and comment.” Exhibit 4, p.3. The 1979 Policy was amended after the
modification of the ALP. Exhibit 5. The amendment makes clear what Pittsfield already thought was plainly
obvious under the 1979 policy - that the City must notify Pittsfield prior to modifying the ALP. See Exhibit 5, p.2, {
4,

10 It should also be noted that the new ALP raises the weight limit of aircraft at ARB to 45,000 (single axle)
and 70,000 (double axle). Exhibit 31. This change was never discussed by the Ann Arbor City Council, who still
believes that the weight limit at ARB is 20,000 pounds.
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On March 24, 2009, Pittsfield unanimously approved a Resolution Opposing Proposed
Expansion of the Ann Arbor Municipal Airport Runway. Exhibit 8. That Resolution cites
several reasons why the runway at ARB should not be expanded. Primary among those reasons
is the fact that ARB is “immediately adjacent to a residential area” and that the existing “width
and length” of the runway “has not posed any substantial safety concerns in the past.” 1d. In
addition, the Resolution states that:

) The proposed changes would shift the runway dangerously close to a busy
township road (Lohr Road) and closer to dense residential subdivisions;

° The runway expansion will significantly increase air traffic volumes and noise
pollution experienced by residential subdivisions in the vicinity of ARB, thereby
resulting in a decline of residential home property values and impacting
Pittsfield’s tax base;

) The City has not fully demonstrated the economic and safety justifications for
undertaking the proposed runway expansion;

° The City has not taken into consideration the negative safety implications such a
runway expansion may impose on surrounding residential subdivisions by
expanding a runway closer to residential subdivisions.

Id. Lodi Township, which is adjacent to Pittsfield on the west side and also impacted by ARB,
passed a similar resolution on May 12, 2009. Exhibit 9. Ann Arbor, MDOT and the FAA did
not respond to either Pittsfield or Lodi Township’s resolution, despite repeated requests to
consider the communities’ input into the proposed revision of the ALP and the proposed
expansion of ARB.

On June 17, 2009, the FAA issued a Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental

Assessment and Conduct Citizen Advisory Meetings. Exhibit 10. Although the Notice of Intent
stated that “[d]uring development of the draft EA, a series of meetings to provide for public input

will be held to identify potentially significant issues or impacts related to the proposed action

that should be analyzed in the EA” (id. (emphasis added)) the only real opportunity for any
10



public discussion -- with elected public officials present -- about the proposed expansion plan

was before the Ann Arbor City Council, where speakers must call-in to register in advance. Only

the first ten callers on the day of Council meetings are permitted to speak. Speakers are limited

to three minutes. Such a process typically has a stifling effect on open and candid discussions

for subjects as complex as an airport ALP and runway expansion proposal.

Prior to the FAA’s issuance of the Notice of Intent, in the Spring of 2009, a “Citizens

Advisory Committee” (CAC) was appointed to advise the preparers of the Environmental

Assessment. The CAC was initially comprised of:

The Ann Arbor Airport manager;
The chairman of Ann Arbor’s Airport Advisory Committee;

An Ann Arbor 4th Ward resident, who is also a member of the Airport Advisory
Committee;

An Ann Arbor 3rd Ward resident, who is also a flight instructor at the airport;

Another pilot based at the airport, who is also chief pilot of Avfuel, which stands
to be the single greatest beneficiary from the runway extension;

Another airport flight instructor, who is also a member of the airport-based FAA
Safety Team;

A citizen member from Ann Arbor’s 5th Ward:;

A representative from Ann Arbor’s 2nd Ward, who is also a member of the Ann
Arbor City Council;

A representative of the Washtenaw Audubon Society, which conducted a previous
study that found no Canada geese among 38 other species on the airport;

Lodi Township Supervisor Jan Godek; and,

Pittsfield Township Deputy Supervisor Barbara Fuller.

11



Only after extensive political pressure was applied were two additional outside members added

to the CAC:
° Shlomo Castell, a commercial passenger airline pilot from the Stonebridge
Community Association in Pittsfield Township, and
° Kristin Judge, Washtenaw County Commissioner from District 7, which includes

Pittsfield.

For an airport located in Pittsfield Township that most dramatically impacts Pittsfield and Lodi
Townships and Ward 4 of Ann Arbor, the CAC was dominated by the City and airport members
who stood to benefit from the expansion. It was apparent that ARB intended the CAC to under-
represent those immediately outside the airport perimeter whose safety could be placed at greater
risk by any expansion. Ultimately, however, the CAC was a powerless committee intended only
to provide the fagade of public participation in an essentially authoritarian decision-making
process. The CAC only met three times, with no opportunity for public participation. According
to records available to Petitioners, CAC first met on May 4, 2009, to receive information about
the proposed project. Exhibit 11. The second meeting was held on July 20, 2009, at which some
of the initial findings were presented by ARB’s consultants. Exhibit 12. No members of the
public were allowed to attend or ask questions. Id. Instead, members of the CAC were expected
to interact with their “constituencies” and express to the committee their comments and concerns
outside of the CAC. 1d. The final meeting was held on February 22, 2010, when the executive
summary of the draft EA was presented to the CAC. Exhibit 13.

This was not the “series of meetings to provide for public input ... held to identify
potentially significant issues or impacts related to the proposed action that should be analyzed in
the EA” that MDOT and the FAA promised. The public was not invited to participate at the CAC

meetings. Instead, the members of the CAC received information from ARB’s consultants and
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were expected to relay it back to their “constituencies.” When the CAC had suggestions or
recommendations, they were often ignored by ARB staff and consultants. For example, Shlomo
Castell, a Delta 747-400 pilot and the only commercial pilot who was a member of the CAC,
asked that the consultants request bird strike information from the FAA and study it prior to
submitting the draft Environmental Assessment, since he himself had experienced a bird strike
and since there is a substantial Canada goose population at and around ARB. However, ARB’s
consultants ignored that request. In the end, the CAC did not come up with any
recommendations or findings to be presented to ARB’s consultants. Instead, it operated solely as
a method for ARB’s consultants to disseminate propaganda about the importance of the
expansion, while giving the FAA, MDOT, and the City the cover they needed to state that they
were providing “public participation.”**

The other avenue for the public to influence ARB’s and MDOT’s decision was through
the AAC. But the AAC is also heavily weighted in favor of ARB’s interests. Although both
Pittsfield and Lodi Township have “ex officio” members on the AAC, they have no voting
power, and the Mayor of Ann Arbor appoints the remaining members. Even if Pittsfield and/or
Lodi Township did have voting powers, the AAC has no decision-making authority, and can
only recommend actions be taken. During the period in between the FAA’s Initial Notice and
the publication of the draft EA, the AAC met five times. However, the AAC also limits the time
that the public can speak to only three minutes. Thus, it was impossible for the AAC to receive

all of the information it needed to make well-reasoned decisions and recommendations with

respect to the extension of Runway 6/24 at ARB.

1 In fact, public access to the CAC was so limited and tightly controlled that Mr. Castell was falsely accused

of using his laptop to record the CAC meeting and broadcast it over Skype, which the rules of the CAC prohibited.
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On March 19, 2010, the FAA issued its Notice of Availability of Draft Environmental
Assessment concerning the expansion at ARB. Exhibit 14. The FAA’s Notice of Availability
indicated that written comments would be received by MDOT until 5:00 p.m. EST April 12,
2010. In addition, the FAA’s Notice of Availability indicated that there would be a “public
hearing to provide information on the draft EA and accept comments from the public” on March
31, 2010. However, the “public hearing” actually was a three-hour “open house” held during the
dinner hour period between 4-7 pm, during which individuals could assemble and provide public
comments in response to the Environmental Assessment. Local media announcements of the
event (AnnArbor.com) encouraged citizens to send comment letters directly to the Airport
Manager, rather than MDOT, until Petitioners intervened and requested that MDOT correct the
process to restore a semblance of fairness. At the session itself, there was no dais of public
officials impaneled to answer the public’s numerous questions. There were no open, public
statements with the media present. All testimony was given in private rooms to court reporters,
to be forwarded to MDOT for later evaluation and, presumably, incorporation into the final EA.

That citizens, not public officials, needed to police the process was the ultimate insult to
ensure any semblance of fairness and equity. Because this public hearing process was so
restrictive, members of the public were effectively deprived of their due process rights under the
14th Amendment of the U.S. Constitution. Pittsfield and its citizens have not had an opportunity
to speak in an open and fair forum for a reasonable amount of time in opposition to the extension
of Runway 6/24 at ARB before a public body on an issue that directly impacted their physical
and economic well-being. That is because, if the extension proposal goes forward, the Ann Arbor
City Council generally restricts all outside speakers to three minutes, which is hardly an adequate

time to offer an organized and coherent argument against such a complex proposition as an
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airport expansion. At the same time, city officials and their surrogates are afforded unlimited
time to speak to the City Council to advocate in favor of the runway extension, in clear violation
of due process protections. Thus, by closing off the fairness and balance intended by holding this
only federally-mandated forum, ARB and MDOT were able to stifle the only open public
commentary and dissent regarding the airport in violation of the law.

Both Pittsfield and CPCQ submitted comments to the draft EA on April 19, 2010,
outlining in great detail the inadequacy of the draft EA and the need for a proper Environmental
Impact Statement instead of an Environmental Assessment. See Exhibits 15 and 16. The
Washtenaw County Water Commissioner also submitted comments to the draft EA, expressing
serious concerns regarding inaccurate statements and the failure of the draft EA to address
critical water resources issues with respect to the proposed project. Exhibit 17.

The Washtenaw County Water Commissioner was not alone is having reservations about
the Project. On May 13, 2010, the Federal Aviation Administration also submitted
comprehensive comments on the draft EA, raising a whole host of serious issues that the draft
EA left unaddressed. See Exhibit 18. In particular, the FAA expresses its doubts of the Project’s
qualifying as a “safety” project, when the draft EA does not present any evidence for the need for
the safety improvements detailed in the draft EA. These relate to the shifting of the runway 150
feet to the southwest so that sight lines between the Air Traffic Control Tower and the aircraft on
the taxiway could be improved as well as allowing for the implementation of 34:1 approach
instead of the current 20:1 approach. In its November 15, 2010, response, MDOT seems to

abandon all of the safety improvements to the airport as being part of the “purpose and need,”

12 MDOT and FAA extended the comment period from April 12, 2010, until April 19, 2010.
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while still maintaining that 950 feet of impervious surface needs to be added to the southwest
end of the Runway 6/24. See Exhibit 109.

The issue of lighting at ARB also raised FAA’s concern. Since the FAA owns and
controls the lighting at ARB, the relocation or replacement of the current approach lighting
system as well as the development for future approach procedures for the new runway end
locations is solely a federal action not within the scope of MDOT’s block grant authority. Yet,
the FAA points out, the draft EA fails to cover the environmental impact of the relocation and/or
replacement of the approach lighting would have. Exhibit 18, p.1. Because of this fact, an
additional environmental assessment has been ordered, but has yet to be completed.

Finally, the FAA requested that additional information be submitted regarding the
number of critical aircraft using ARB and how ARB arrived at its conclusion that there were
over 500 itinerant operations of the critical aircraft at ARB to justify the extension of the runway.
The FAA concluded its comments by stating:

Since there are several updates/clarifications requested by the FAA contained in this

letter and the sponsor’s responses may be substantial, it would be prudent to afford the

public an additional opportunity to review and comment on the changes that are
anticipated to be made for the final draft publication. Most specifically, the document
will need to clearly outline the requested local, state and federal actions. Since this was
not clearly presented in the initial draft EA, the FAA may consider these changes and
clarifications as a material change to the document that should result in solicitation of
additional public comment.

Exhibit 18, p.9.

But the story does not end there. There is a growing lack of support by the Ann Arbor
City Council for the extension of the runway. The Ann Arbor City Council has removed ARB’s
expansion project from its Capital Improvement Project list for both 2011 and 2012. In addition,

despite the fact that the City’s portion of additional consulting work to be performed amounts to

the relatively small sum of $1,125, the resolutions approving these expenditures were met with

16



considerable skepticism and opposition by the City Council on the utility of the expansion. One
City councilman remarked that he would “vote no on everything. It’s taxpayer dollars, whether
it’s local or federal.” Exhibit 20. He continued, stating that his constituents do not want the
runway extension and he would vote no on that, too. Id. Another Council member allowed that
the city’s portion of the bill was very small but “what the council would be doing is spending
money on something that won’t move forward” reiterating the fact that the City Council had
removed the project from the CIP, which, the Council member said, “translated into a decision

that the council wouldn’t move forward [with the extension of the runway].” Id.

1. LEGAL BASIS FOR PETITION
A. Statutory Basis for Pittsfield Petitioning the Secretary of Transportation.
Federal law gives communities®® the right to petition the Secretary of Transportation
about proposed airport development projects in their communities. 49 U.S.C. §
47106(c)(1)(A)(ii), states in pertinent part, that:
(1) The Secretary [of Transportation] may approve an application under this subchapter
[49 U.S.C. 88§ 47101 et seq.] for an airport development project involving the location of

an airport or runway or a major runway extension —

(A) only if the sponsor certifies to the Secretary that —

(ii) the airport management board has voting representation from the
communities in which the project is located or has advised the communities that
they have the right to petition the Secretary about a proposed project* . . . .

B Federal law does not define the term “communities.” Thus, for purposes of this petition, Petitioners

consider both Pittsfield and CPCQ to have standing to petition the Secretary of Transportation under federal law
since they are both community organizations.

1 This does not mean that the right to petition the Secretary does not exist for “communities” that have voting
representation on the airport management board, only that the sponsor is not required to certify that it advised such
communities that they have a right to petition the Secretary.
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49 U.S.C. 8 47106(c) (emphasis added). Congress, as part of the Airport and Airway Safety,
Capacity, Noise Improvement, and Intermodal Transportation Act of 1992 (Pub. L. 102-581),
added subsection (A)(ii) stating “the sponsor of the project certifies to the Secretary that the
airport management board either has voting representation from the communities where the
project is located or has advised the communities that they have the right to petition the Secretary
concerning a proposed project.”

The provision, however, is somewhat of an anomaly, since the provision itself does not
give the communities the right to “petition the secretary,” it states instead that prior to receiving
approval of a grant for an “airport or runway or a major runway expansion,” the sponsor must
advise the communities of their right to petition the secretary “about a proposed project.” This
provision implies that the statutory “right to petition the secretary” exists beyond the scope of the
paragraph, although it is the legal duty of the airport sponsor to inform “the communities” of
their statutory right to petition the Secretary regarding the project prior to the sponsor receiving
funding for the project. That is, this paragraph does not give the communities the right to
petition the Secretary, but instead only requires that the sponsor certify that it has informed the
communities of that pre-existing right. Thus, the communities’ right to petition the Secretary of
Transportation is separate from the sponsor’s duty to inform the communities of that right.

Moreover, the paragraph also implies that the content of the petition need not solely
concern environmental matters. Although the paragraph is entitled “Environmental
Requirements,” as explained above, the right to petition the Secretary exists separate and apart
from the sponsor’s duty to inform “the communities” of that right as part of the “Environmental
Requirements.” Indeed, one of the few cases to pass judgment on this statutory provision came to

a similar conclusion. In Communities Against Runway Expansion, Inc. et al. v. Federal Aviation
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Administration, 355 F.3d 678, 689 (D.C. Cir. 2004), the U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals for the
District of Columbia held that 49 U.S.C. § 47106(c)(1)(A)(ii) was part of the grant application
procedure, not the environmental procedure. On that basis the court rejected petitioners’ claim
that the Environmental Impact Statement was inadequate because the EIS failed to inform the
communities of their right to petition the Secretary of Transportation. Thus, the scope of the
petition to the Secretary goes beyond mere environmental analysis and extends to all reasons and
issues why a proposed project should or should not be undertaken.

In addition, implicit in the language of the paragraph is the scope of the projects about
which “communities” have a right to petition the Secretary. Although the statute states that the
sponsor need only certify to the Secretary that “the communities” have been informed of their
right to petition the Secretary for airport development projects that involve “the location of an
airport or runway or a major extension,” the paragraph states that the communities’ right to
petition extends to “a proposed project.” The preceding clause in the paragraph states the
certification is not necessary if the “airport management board has voting representation from the
communities in which the project is located ...” 49 U.S.C. 8 47106(c)(1)(A)(ii)(emphasis added)
compare “... has advised the communities that they have the right to petition the Secretary about
a proposed project” (emphasis added). Had Congress intended that the right to petition the
Secretary only extend to projects “involving the location of an airport or runway or a major
runway extension,” it would have used the definite pronoun “the” to indicate the project that is
the “location of an airport or runway or a major extension.” Instead, Congress uses the indefinite
pronoun “a” coupled with the further distinction “proposed” to indicate a wider category of

airport development projects. Thus, Congress must have meant to make a distinction between
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“in which the project is located” and “about a proposed project.” And that distinction can only
be that the right to petition the Secretary goes beyond limiting factors expressed in (c)(1).

B. Constitutional and Administrative Procedure Act Bases for Petition.

In addition to the provisions of the Airport and Airway Safety, Capacity, Noise
Improvement, and Intermodal Transportation Act of 1992, the United States Constitution and the
Administrative Procedures Act also give Petitioners a basis for petitioning the Secretary. The
First Amendment of the U.S. Constitution states that “Congress shall make no law . . . abridging
... the right of the people . . . to petition Government for a redress of grievances.” U.S. Const.,
amend. 1. This right has been upheld numerous times by the courts. The right to petition for
redress of grievances is among the most precious of the liberties safeguarded by the Bill of
Rights. United Mine Workers of America, Dist. 12 v. Illinois State Bar Association, 389 U.S.
217, 222 (1967). It shares the “preferred place” accorded in our system of government to the
First Amendment freedoms, and has “a sanctity and a sanction not permitting dubious
intrusions.” Thomas v. Collins, 323 U.S. 516, 530 (1945). “Any attempt to restrict those First
Amendment liberties must be justified by clear public interest, threatened not doubtful or
remotely, but by clear and present danger.” Id. The Supreme Court has recognized that the right
to petition is logically implicit in, and fundamental to, the very idea of a republican form of
government. United States v. Cruikshank, 92 U.S. (2 Otto) 542, 552 (1875).

The purposes of the Administrative Procedure Act (5 U.S.C. 8 551 et seq.) have been
generally described as (1) to require agencies to keep the public informed of their organization,
procedures and rules; (2) to provide for public participation in the rulemaking process; (3) to
establish uniform standards for the conduct of formal rulemaking and adjudication; and (4) to

define the scope of judicial review. Since this petition falls within the definition of “rule

20



making” (5 U.S.C. 8 551), the Administrative Procedure Act applies to the extent that Airport
and Airway Safety, Capacity, Noise Improvement, and Intermodal Transportation Act of 1992
lacks clear direction.

I11.  NEITHER MDOT NOR THE FAA HAS GIVEN THE COMMUNITIES’

INTEREST “FAIR CONSIDERATION” AS REQUIRED UNDER FEDERAL

LAW.

The aviation statutes of the United States make it incumbent on the Federal Aviation
Administration to ensure that communities are given the opportunity to express their frustration
with a process that has explicitly disenfranchised them. See 49 U.S.C. § 47106(b)(2). That
statute requires that before any federal funding of an airport development project takes place, the
“Secretary must be satisfied that ...the interests of the community in or near which the project
may be located have been given fair consideration.” 49 U.S.C. § 47106(b)(2). Thus, Petitioners
ask federal intervention to preserve their due process rights, since local government has been
afforded no voice in the ultimate decision as to whether the Project proceeds within Pittsfield’s
jurisdiction.

A. The Expansion at Ann Arbor Municipal Airport Does Not Comply With
Planning in the Surrounding Communities.

The FAA has a duty under the law to ensure that federal funds are used properly for
airport development projects that are required to fulfill the FAA’s mission. Because of the
substantial authority given to the Secretary of Transportation by Congress with respect to the
development of airports, it is absolutely imperative that the concerns and issues of the
surrounding communities are taken into account prior to approval of a project. This policy is
reflected not only in the statutes that the FAA is bound to uphold, but in its regulations and

guidance documents that it has issued. One place this policy is shown is in the assurances that
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airport sponsors, owners and operators are bound to follow upon accepting federal funds for
airport development. In particular, grant assurances 6 and 7 state:

6. Consistency with Local Plans. The project is reasonably consistent with plans
(existing at the time of submission of this application) of public agencies that are
authorized by the State in which the project is located to plan for the development
of the area surrounding the airport.

7. Consideration of Local Interest. It has given fair consideration to the interest of
communities in or near where the project may be located.

FAA Airport Sponsor Grant Assurances, Exhibit 21. Thus, approval of this project without the

approval by Petitioners would be a violation of ARB’s grant assurances.

B. The City’s Goals Are Not the Same as Petitioners’ Goals.

While Petitioners recognize the safety concerns presented in the draft EA, they are less
sympathetic with growth inducing aspects of the project which would subject both the
government of Pittsfield and the people of Pittsfield to untold potential future damage. This
damage would come in the form of both safety risks and in economic loss because of repeated
flights of low flying, heavy jet aircraft. Pittsfield and its residents would have no choice but to
seek recovery in the event of a tragic accident or inverse condemnation class action proceedings,
from the City potentially leaving Pittsfield victims without an effective remedy at law.

1. The Project would increase safety concerns of low-flying aircraft near
surrounding densely populated communities.

Petitioners would be subjected to a perfect storm of potential risks from low-flying
aircraft in heavily populated neighborhoods that are also occupied by wildlife, including many
Canada geese, during much of the year. See Exhibit 22 for map of ponds surrounding the airport
that support Canada Geese. This is confirmed by a study conducted by MDOT and Ann Arbor’s

own airport architects (URS Corporation), which was excluded from the draft EA, and visualized
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on a projection of what the approach to an expanded Runway 6 would look like relative to the
close proximity to area homes, which was corrected for accuracy. Exhibit 23.

The safety of having an airport so close to a densely populated area is not an unfounded
fear. In June, 2009, a small single-engine plane attempting to land at ARB instead made an
emergency landing 1,200 yards short of Runway 6/24 on a Stonebridge Golf Club fairway in
Pittsfield after its engine died at low altitude on final approach. Exhibit 24. The pilot said if
there had been people on the fairway at the time, he would have *“crashed into the trees,” which
would have probably been fatal for him and his grandson, whom he was instructing at the time.
Id. Moreover, it is not insignificant that between 1973 and 2001 nine people died from accidents
flying in the Ann Arbor Airport traffic pattern within three miles of the airport. Exhibit 25.
With Runway 6/24 extended 950 feet farther to the southwest and even closer to hundreds of
homes, as proposed, and planes still lower on approach — and planes heavier, larger, carrying
greater payloads, and more people — this poses a risk too grave to bring to a heavily populated
community as well as to the users of ARB.

2. As a result of the Project ARB will attract more and heavier aircraft,
which will increase the safety risk to the surrounding community as
well lower their property values.

Extending Runway 6/24 by 950 feet will attract more and heavier jets (as well as larger
multi-engine aircraft) while bringing them closer to heavily populated residential areas. ARB
estimates that jets would be within 600 yards at altitudes of 93 feet above rooftops of homes, or
lower, on a regular basis. Aircraft landing on Runway 6 would pass Lohr Road below 90 feet,
which is the site of a new, planned non-motorized bike path, designated the Lohr-Textile

Greenway Project, for which the Washtenaw County Parks and Recreation Commission has
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awarded Pittsfield a $300,000 Connecting Communities grant. Thus, low-flying, heavy jets
would be landing just feet over people traversing a new non-motorized trail.

This is especially dangerous with heavier aircraft because, in the event of any common
multi-engine aircraft mishaps — such as an engine failure on takeoff, a bird strike on takeoff,
climb out, or approach, or similar incident — with aircraft in very close proximity to homes, the
risk could be grave — a perfect storm of environmental or human risk. For example, a twin-
engine jet losing one of its engines would lose 80 percent of its climb performance. At low
altitudes that could be tragic. Likewise, the loss of an engine in a light twin-engine aircraft would
be catastrophic, since the aircraft would not be able to continue to climb on one engine in takeoff
configuration. Neither could it turn back toward the airport at low altitude in takeoff
configuration.

Such impacts and safety implications on political jurisdictions where airports are located
and where the airport decision-making bodies are devoid of local citizens and local governments
must be investigated carefully and thoroughly by the governmental entities empowered to protect
the safety of all concerned. The Department of Transportation and the FAA must protect the
health and well-being of the people on the ground as well as those in the air from the inherent
risks of aviation.

IV. THERE IS NO AVIATION SAFETY NEED TO EXTEND RUNWAY 6/24 AT
ANN ARBOR MUNICIPAL AIRPORT BY 950 FEET.

The draft EA and the initial statements by ARB and MDOT tend to indicate that the
primary purpose of the Project is to increase the safety at ARB. While parts of the Project may,
in fact, contribute to an increase in aviation safety at ARB, the extension of Runway 6/24 will

not provide any more safety either to those using the airport or to those on the ground.
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A. Not All Alternatives That Would Meet the Stated Objectives for the Airport,
Yet Still Meet the Stated Objectives and Goals, Were Considered.

As part of the National Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”) (42 U.S.C. 88 4321 et seq.)
process, federal agencies are required to examine all reasonable alternatives in preparing
environmental documents. 42 U.S.C. 8 4332(c)(iii). An agency preparing an EA should develop
a range of alternatives that could reasonably achieve the need that the proposed action is
intended to address. The Council on Environmental Quality (“CEQ”) Regulations (“NEPA
Regulations”), which implement NEPA, require that Federal agencies “[u]se the NEPA process
to identify and assess the reasonable alternatives to the proposed actions that will avoid or
minimize adverse effects of these actions upon the quality of the human environment” 40 C.F.R.
§ 1500.2(e), and that “agencies shall . . . (a) Rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all
reasonable alternatives . . .” 40 C.F.R. § 1502.14(a). The Project, as presented by ARB, has
failed to explore all reasonable alternatives to the Preferred Alternative selected.

1. The draft EA utterly fails to give proper consideration to all
reasonable alternatives.

The draft EA on p. 2-5 lists five objectives of the proposed project:

. Enhance interstate commerce by providing sufficient runway length to allow the
majority of critical aircraft to operate without weight restrictions.

. Enhance operational safety by improving the FAA ATCT line-of-sight issues.

. Enhance operational safety in low-visibility conditions by providing a clear 34:1
approach surface to Runway 24, over State Road.

. Reduce the occurrence of runway overrun incidents by small category A-I aircraft
(local objective).

. Relocate and potentially upgrade the Runway 24 Approach Light System.
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Exhibit 26, p. 2-5. To that end, ARB and MDOT dismissed out of hand the alternatives of “use
other airports,” “construct new airport,” and “extend runway to the east.” While Petitioners may
agree that constructing a new airport and extending the runway to the east may not be feasible
either economically or practically, the alternative “use other airports” should have been given
more consideration. In particular, Willow Run Airport (YIP), as the draft EA notes “is capable of
accommodating any of the aircraft that currently fly into ARB” and that it is located a mere 12
miles from ARB, or 20 minutes by surface transportation. But because some corporate magnates
want to be able to fly in on their corporate jets to be 12 miles closer to their offices, federal
taxpayers will have to expend millions of dollars on extending the runway at ARB. Moreover,
ARB and MDOT imply that interstate commerce will be “enhanced” by the extension of the
runway, when, in fact, it will take business away from Willow Run Airport — which already has
the infrastructure and excess capacity in place to accept the larger aircraft that ARB so
desperately desires.

The FAA reached the conclusion that some of the alternatives mentioned in the draft EA
were not given a complete treatment. For example, the FAA stated that: “[b]ased on the
information presented in the draft EA, the FAA has not reached the same conclusion that
alternatives 1 and 2 do not meet the stated needs for the project.”*® Exhibit 18, p.7. If that is the
case, then the draft EA must examine the environmental impacts of alternatives 1 and 2.
Moreover, the FAA pointed out “[a]dditional alternatives that may be considered for evaluation
to address the need statements could include a combination of items such as: alternative modes

of transportation to address enhancing interstate commerce, removal or relocation of obstructions

1 See also “... table [3-1] appears to incorrectly dismiss alternative 1 because it does not meet purpose and

need. The discussion in 3.3.2 does not support that conclusion.” Exhibit 18, p.7.
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that limit ATCT line of sight issues, and raising or constructing a new ATCT to address the line
of sight issues.” Id.
2. Even after ARB and MDOT changed the need for the Project after
the draft EA was published, they have failed to consider all
reasonable alternatives.

However, in response to the FAA’s comments, ARB and MDOT jettison their concern
for the line-of-sight issue and the need for a 34:1 approach on the east end. MDOT and ARB, in
their response to the FAA, specifically state that “[t]here is currently not a ‘need’ for the 34:1
approach.” Exhibit 19, p.10. Indeed, ARB and MDOT restate the need in the November 15,
2010, letter as being “based on the objective of providing a primary runway of suitable length to
safely accommodate critical category aircraft without operational weight restrictions.” 1d., p.8.

If that is the case — then Build Alternative 2, extending the existing runway 800 feet to the west
(instead of 950 feet), should have been more fully examined in the environmental assessment.
According to the draft EA Build Alternative 2 was rejected for further consideration because
“[k]eeping the east runway end in its current location would not address the tower line of sight
issue or the need for a 34:1 approach on the east end.” Exhibit 26, p.3-9. The draft EA is not
sufficient if the need purposed is simply providing “a primary runway of suitable length,” since it
failed to assess properly the environmental impacts of Build Alternative 2. In addition, if the
need is simply to provide “a primary runway of suitable length,” ARB and MDOT have not yet
shown that the need cannot be met by using Willow Run Airport instead of ARB.

On the other hand, if the tower line of sight issue or the need for a 34:1 approach on the
east end are, indeed, issues that should be addressed, then ARB and MDOT have failed to take
into account yet another alternative. The “need” to address the tower line of sight issue and the

“need” for a 34:1 approach on the east end could be met by simply shifting Runway 6/24 150
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feet to the southwest, i.e., removing 150 feet from the approach end of Runway 24 and adding
150 feet to the departure end of Runway 24. Runway length would remain 3,505 feet.

Section 2.2.1 of the draft EA states that a 150-foot shift of the Runway 24 threshold to
the west would (1) enhance the safety of ground operations by taxiing aircraft; (2) enhance
operational safety, and possibly prevent runway incursions, by expanding the view of the hold
area and parallel taxiway to ATCT personnel; (3) allow for a clear 34:1 approach surface to the
east end of the runway, providing an added margin of safety between approaching aircraft and
ground-based obstacles, which is particularly beneficial when aircraft are operating in low-
visibility conditions; and (4) include relocation and replacement of the existing runway approach
light system with newer Medium Intensity Approach Lighting System with Sequenced Flashers
(MALSF). Exhibit 26. Shifting Runway 6/24 150 feet to the Southwest without lengthening the
runway would also accommodate future widening of State Road. Nevertheless, this “reasonable
alternative” was not considered in the draft EA. An Environmental Assessment “shall include
brief discussions of . . . alternatives . . .” 40 C.F.R. § 1508.9(b).1. Absent an analysis of an
alternative based on a 150-foot southwesterly shift of the runway, without lengthening the
runway, the EA is inadequate and the Project should not be approved.

B. Resolving ARB and MDOT’s “Need” Through the Extension of Runway 6/24
Is Unsupported by the Evidence.

An Environmental Assessment must include a discussion of the purpose and need for the
proposed action that must “specify the underlying purpose and need to which the agency is
responding in proposing the alternatives including the proposed action.” 40 C.F.R. § 1502.13.
In addressing the “purpose and need” section of an EA, FAA Order 1050.1E provides that:
“[t]his discussion identifies the problem facing the proponent (that is, the need for an action), the

purpose of the action (that is, the proposed solution to the problem), and the proposed timeframe
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for implementing the action.” FAA Order 1050.1E, { 405c. The draft EA accomplishes none of
these goals and ARB and MDOT have not discussed or examined what exactly the need for the
Project is. Although the draft EA never specifies the need for the Project, it does identify the
purpose along with various “objectives.” See supra pp.25 — 26.

1. The Project is not supported by any reasonable and independent
evidence and does not solve the problem it purports to solve.

First, the draft EA defines the purpose of the Project as “to provide facilities that more
effectively and efficiently accommodate the critical aircraft that presently use the airport, as well
as to enhance the operational safety of the airport.” Exhibit 26. After being taken to task by the
FAA for its lack of a clear definition of a “need” in the draft EA, ARB and MDOT responded
that the need (although nowhere to be found in the draft EA) “for the project is based on the
objective of providing a primary runway of suitable length to safely accommodate critical
category aircraft without operational weight restrictions.”*® Exhibit 19, p.8. The draft EA
defines “critical aircraft” as “the most demanding aircraft-type that performs a minimum of 500
annual operations at a particular airport,” and claims that a 2009 MDOT Airport User Survey
“has confirmed that the critical aircraft classification for ARB is ‘B-11 Small Aircraft.”” Exhibit
26, p.2-4. To effectuate the stated purpose, the draft EA purports to support the construction of a
runway extension from 3,505 feet to 4,300 feet. However, the evidence is clear that no “B-1I
Small Aircraft” require a 4,300 foot long runway. All B-11 Small Aircraft are capable of
operating on the existing 3,505 feet long runway without weight restriction. In fact, the
representative B-11 Small Aircraft cited by ARB as justification for the Project, the Beechcraft

King Air 200, requires only 2,579 feet of runway to take-off fully loaded, and 2,845 feet to land.

16 As defined by the FAA in FAA Order 1050.1E, 1 405c, this is not a “need” but simply a restatement of the
purpose. ARB and MDOT have yet to identify and discuss in any reasonable manner “the problem facing the
proponent.”
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See, http://www.hawkerbeechcraft.com/beechcraft/king_airb200gt/specifications.aspx. Thus, the
statement that “[d]evelopment of the primary runway at ARB to the recommended length of
4,300-feet would allow the majority of B-11 Small Aircraft to operate at their optimum
capabilities (without weight restrictions),” although true, is misleading. Exhibit 26.

There is no need to extend Runway 6/24 to allow B-1I aircraft to operate at ARB. They
can operate on a 3,505 foot runway without weight restrictions. Therefore, the statement that
interstate commerce would be negatively impacted by B-11 weight restrictions does not state a
valid need, and the purported purpose of “provid[ing] facilities that more effectively and
efficiently accommodate the critical aircraft that presently use the airport” is an unnecessary
solution to a nonexistent problem.

2. ARB’s justification for the Project incorrectly relies on total annual
operations to support extending Runway 6/24.

The draft EA states, “[t]he critical aircraft, or grouping of aircraft are generally the
largest, most demanding types that conduct at least 500 operations per year at the airport,” and
concludes that the proper Airport Reference Code (“ARC”) for ARB is B-11, based on a total of
“750 actual annual operations by B-II category critical aircraft from survey data year 2007.”
Exhibit 26. However, the draft EA’s use of “annual operations” differs markedly from the
FAA criteria for selecting runway lengths and widths set forth in FAA Order 5090.3C:

3-4. AIRPORT DIMENSIONAL STANDARDS

Airport dimensional standards (such as runway length and width, separation standards,

surface gradients, etc.) should be selected which are appropriate for the critical aircraft

that will make substantial use of the airport in the planning period. Substantial use means
either 500 or more annual itinerant operations, or scheduled commercial service.

FAA Order 5090.3C, p. 21 (emphasis added). It should be pointed out that FAA Order 5090.3C

does not state that critical aircraft must be the “largest.” The FAA divides General Aviation
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operations into two categories, “local” and “itinerant.” Itinerant operations are defined as “an
operation performed by an aircraft, either IFR, SVFR, or VFR, that lands at an airport, arriving
from outside the airport area, or departs an airport and leaves the airport area.” U.S. DOT JO
7210.695, p.5. Local operations are defined as “those operations performed by aircraft that
remain in the local traffic pattern, execute simulated instrument approaches or low passes at the
airport, and the operations to or from the airport and a designated practice area within a 20-mile
radius of the tower.” Id.

The draft EA, without reference to this distinction, relies on “annual operations” and
“total annual operations” not “itinerant operations.” See Exhibit 26, Table 2-1, p. 2-10.
Separating itinerant and local operations at ARB would result in a dramatic reduction in the
number of annual critical aircraft operations at the airport. For example, data from the website
City-Data.com shows that there were 25,064 itinerant operations and 44,174 local operations at
ARB in 2008. See, http://www.city-data.com/airports/Ann-Arbor-Michigan.html. In that
itinerant operations account for approximately 36% of the total operations at ARB, itinerant B-II
operations for 2007 would be in the neighborhood of 300 operations per year (40% of 750 total
operations), substantially below the FAA’s threshold of 500 annual operations to constitute
“substantial use.” Moreover, the Airport User Survey shows only 293 annual B-11 operations at
ARB in 2007. Thus, the FAA Order 5090.3C airport dimensional standards for B-I1 small
aircraft do not apply.

Even if, for argument’s sake, we were to accept the critical aircraft data reported in the
Airport User Survey, a detailed analysis shows that a weighted average of 78 percent of those B-
Il aircraft operations took place within a 450-mile radius of ARB, according to MDOT’s own

data analysis. Exhibit 27. These represent areas that are within the flight range of ARB’s current
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based fleet, according to the User Survey data, from the current-length runway. Thus, by another
means of calculus, itinerant operations beyond the range of need are fewer than 200 and the
Purpose and Need fails.

Further, MDOT’s choice of 2007 as a year of certification for critical aircraft was based
on an arbitrary and capricious decision. The year 2007 represents the greatest number of ARB
operations in the 5-year period 2004-2009 and was selected, according to the MDOT analyst
involved, because “our thoughts were that the current recession could possibly have affected the
2008 operational levels in such a way that 2008 year records would not be a true indicator of a
post-recession return to normal operations at the airport. . ..” Exhibit 26. Even the FAA
suggests ARB will not return to such high operating levels as 2007 for the next 20 years. Thus,
MDOT was showing bias and affording Ann Arbor a huge advantage in not even evaluating
operational data from any other year, particularly one that is more recent than 2007. Objectively,
since its standard is the independent FlightAware data base, MDOT should analyze critical
aircraft operational data for the five years 2007-2012 and base its decision on an average of those
years’ operational data. However, such aircraft operational data should be (1) independent, (2)
verifiable, and (3) operationally detailed.

At the FAA’s request, ARB examined the aircraft operational data for 2009. However,
despite ARB and MDOT’s claim that “there were still over 500 annual itinerant operations
conducted by category B-1l at ARB in 2009” (Exhibit 19, p.13), the data provided by ARB and
MDOT could only support 346 critical aircraft (not necessarily itinerant) flights. These were the
only flights that were (1) independent, (2) verifiable, and (3) operationally detailed, since they
were derived from the FlightAware database. Since this is a critical issue, only operational data

meeting these criteria should be used. MDOT’s analyst, however, allowed purported additional
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critical aircraft flights (again, not necessarily itinerant flights) based on a corporate pilot’s one-
line letter certification. These flights were unsupported by the FlightAware data or other
independent criteria. Because these flights are not verifiable, independent or operational detailed
they must be excluded from the determination of the critical aircraft category at ARB.

3. Shifting Runway 6/24 150 Feet to the Southwest Will Not Achieve an
Additional Margin of Safety.

The draft EA states that part of the Project’s purpose is to “[e]nhance operational safety
in low-visibility conditions by providing a clear 34:1 approach surface to Runway 24, over State
Road.” Exhibit 26. Operational safety in low visibility conditions will not be enhanced by
providing a clear 34:1 approach surface to Runway 24. The draft EA is correct in stating that
shifting the Runway 24 threshold 150 feet west would enhance safety by effectively removing
the current obstruction to line-of-site vision (hangar) of the parallel taxiway for ATCT personnel.
Exhibit 26. However, in the next paragraph the draft EA states, “The proposed shift of the
Runway 24 threshold would also allow for a clear 34:1 approach surface to the east end of the
runway (the current approach surface is the steeper 20:1). By keeping obstructions below the
flatter 34:1 approach surface, an additional margin of safety is provided between approaching
aircraft and any ground-based obstacles.” Exhibit 26. This statement lacks support in either the
Instrument Approach Procedure (IAP) design or Terminal Instrument Procedures (“TERPS”)
Obstruction Standards. Both the 20:1 and the 34:1 surfaces exist simultaneously for every
published IAP, and are defined as “Obstacle Identification Surfaces,” which do not establish
obstacle clearance safety margins, but rather only define instrument approach visibility
minimums. The FAA does not require either of these two surfaces to be free of penetration by
obstacles, and thus “providing an additional margin of safety” as stated in the draft EA does not

apply in the case of these two surfaces. Other TERPS surfaces (Obstacle Clearance Surfaces) are
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established which do ensure clearance from obstructions, and the FAA requires that these
Obstacle Clearance Surfaces be clear of structures and terrain. The current IAPs to Runway 24
were designed by the FAA to accommodate all existing obstructions. Thus, shifting the runway
150 feet to the west would not enhance safety. Even if one were to assume that the draft EA is
correct in the assertion that shifting the Runway 24 threshold would eliminate obstruction
penetrations to the existing 34:1 Obstacle Identification Surface, the effect would not be a safety
improvement, but would result only in a reduction in the required approach visibility minimums.
In its response to the FAA’s comments, ARB and MDOT drop the shifting of Runway 6/24 as a
“need.”

4. ARB and MDOT falsely conveyed the impression that ARB is located
in a rural setting instead of in a densely populated area.

The draft EA intends to deceive readers as to the cosmopolitan location of the airport,
utilizing Figure 2.1, for instance, which depicts unpaved Lohr and Textile Roads and vacant land
and rock pits and gravel pits where developed communities of Pittsfield (Brian Hill, Lake Forest,
Lake Forest Highlands, Lohr Lakes Village, St. James Woods, Silo Ridge, Stonebridge, and
Waterways) and Lodi (Travis Pointe) Townships exist today, with more than 2,000 homes —
making the area appear far more rural and not susceptible to the safety risks from added airport
development that are actually posed.

V. THE EXTENSION OF THE RUNWAY WILL CAUSE SIGNIFICANT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS ON THE SURROUNDING COMMUNITIES.

United States federal law states at 49 U.S.C. § 47101(a)(6) that it is “the policy of the
United States - - that airport development under this subchapter provide for the protection and
enhancement of natural resources and the quality of the environment of the United States.” The

Project will have a significant impact on the environment not only on the airport, but throughout

34



the surrounding community. Since it is Pittsfield’s duty and responsibility to protect the
environment within its boundaries and protect its citizens from significant environmental
impacts, it has serious concerns about the environmental impact the Project will have on the
community.

A. The Data Used to Justify the Project Is Not Current.

Even when the draft EA first came out almost three years ago, Petitioners had issues
about the timeliness of the data presented. The data that the Airport relied upon was almost three
years old when it was used in the draft EA.

Moreover, it is the FAA’s policy to use timely data instead of data that is stale, like the
data used to justify the Project. In particular, { 402a of FAA Order 1050.1E states that

A draft EA may be assumed valid for a period of three years. If the approving official has

not issued an EA/FONSI within three years of receipt of the final draft EA, a written

reevaluation of the draft (see paragraph 410) must be prepared by the responsible FAA
official to determine whether the consideration of alternatives, impacts, existing
environment, and mitigation measures set forth in the EA remain applicable, accurate,
and valid. If there have been changes in these factors that would be significant in the
consideration of the proposal, a supplement to the EA or a new EA must be prepared in
accordance with the procedures of this chapter.

FAA Order 1050.1E. Although it has not yet been three years since MDOT issued the draft EA,

at the very least a written re-evaluation must be issued, particularly since the data used in the

draft EA was stale when the draft EA was first issued.

B. The Project Does Not Take into Account the Noise Impact of the Project on
the Surrounding Community.

It has long been “the policy of the United States - - that aviation facilities be constructed
and operated to minimize current and projected noise impact on nearby communities.” 49
U.S.C. 8§47101(a)(2). Part of the FAA’s mission is to ensure that the communities surrounding

airports are not adversely impacted by noise from aircraft at airports. This mission is expressed
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in 49 U.S.C. § 47101(c), which states that “[i]t is in the public interest to recognize the effects of
airport capacity expansion projects on aircraft noise. Efforts to increase capacity through any
means can have an impact on surrounding communities. Noncompatible land uses around
airports must be reduced and efforts to mitigate noise must be given a high priority.” Thus, to
the extent that noncompatible land uses around airports cannot be reduced, then the capacity of
nearby airports should not be increased or else the FAA and the airport sponsor would be in
violation of federal law. ARB and MDOT seem to be aware of the fact that increases in capacity
at the airport will affect the noise levels in Pittsfield, because they studiously avoid the topic.

1. ARB and MDOT incorrectly assume that extending the runway will
not increase the number of air operations, the fleet mix or other
growth-inducing effects of the Project.

When considering an airport project for federal funding, the FAA is required to evaluate
not merely the direct impacts of a project, but also its indirect impacts, including those “caused
by the action and later in time but still reasonably foreseeable.” 40 C.F.R. § 1508.8(b). Indirect
impacts include a project’s growth-inducing effects, such as changes in patterns of land use and
population distribution associated with the project (40 C.F.R. §8 1508.8(b)) as well as increased
population, increased traffic, and increased demand for services. City of Davis v. Coleman, 521
F.2d 661, 675 (9th Cir. 1975). The “growth-inducing effects of [an] airport project appear to be
its raison d’etre.” Californiav. U.S. D.O.T., 260 F.Supp.2d at 978, citing City of Davis, supra,
521 F.2d at 675. Even though the Project is virtually defined by its growth-inducing impacts,
ARB and MDOT have ignored this requirement completely — not only in the draft EA, but in the
public participation aspects of the Project as well. Although ARB and MDOT claim that the

“percent of night and jet operations would remain constant between the existing condition and
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the future years,” there is substantial evidence to indicate that the Project will cause a large
increase in both types of operations. Exhibit 26, p.4-2.

As indicated above, there are no weight restrictions that must be lifted to allow ARB’s
“critical aircraft” to operate at the airport without weight restrictions. For example, the “load
restrictions” referenced on page 2-12 of the draft EA refer not to category B-I1 aircraft, but to the
fact that higher category aircraft (jets in the C-1 and C-I1 categories) must currently operate at
reduced weights in order to use the current 3,505 foot runway. Operationally, weight is reduced
by carrying fewer passengers, less baggage and/or less fuel, all of which discourage these aircraft
from conducting operations at ARB. A Cessna Citation 11 (Category B-I1), for example, requires
2,990 feet for takeoff at maximum certificated gross weight on a standard day, and can operate at
unrestricted weight from the existing 3,505 foot runway. A Lear 35 (Category C-I), on the other
hand, requires 5,000 feet for takeoff at maximum certificated gross weight on a standard day.
While extending the runway to 4,300 feet would not facilitate unrestricted operations by the Lear
35, the required weight reduction would be less than is currently required. Therefore, the runway
extension to 4,300 feet would operationally benefit the Category C-1 Lear 35, but would provide
no operational benefit to the Category B-I1 Citation jet, which the EA states is a “critical
aircraft.”

The primary reason why ARB and MDOT are so keen on extending the runway is to
facilitate the loading of additional passengers and baggage on high performance jet aircraft
outside of what ARB considers to be its “critical aircraft.” Also, the ability to carry additional
fuel may mean that, in certain cases, costly and time consuming intermediate fuel stops will
become unnecessary. If the runway is lengthened to 4,300 feet, it is reasonably foreseeable that

ARB will become much more attractive to operators of higher performance jet aircraft, such as
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the Lear 25 (Category C-1), Cessna Citation 11l (Category C-11) and Cessna Citation Sovereign
(Category C-I1), who could then operate at ARB instead of driving to and from Willow Run
Airport, a mere 12.3 mile car trip, where there are ample facilities for large aircraft.

2. The fact that night and jet operations will increase as a result of the
Project has not been analyzed by either ARB or MDOT.

Contrary to ARB and MDOT’s unsupported assertions in the draft EA (see e.g. Exhibit
26, p. 4-2; Appendix B-1, p. B-4), it is reasonably foreseeable that the fleet mix at ARB will
change in favor of a higher percentage of jet operations as compared to the current level of light
single and multi-engine propeller driven aircraft operations. The smaller Category A-I/11 and B-I
aircraft account for a high percentage of ARB operations. B-II aircraft account for a low
percentage of ARB operations. Because of the availability of a longer runway, it is therefore
reasonably foreseeable that the number of night operations will increase as the number of arrivals
of longer haul business jets often occur in the evening hours due to the longer time duration of
their trips. Since one of the stated purposes of the Project is to increase interstate commerce, this
is not merely an indirect, but also a direct effect, that the Project will have on the surrounding
community. This will also affect the fleet mix of night operations to reflect a higher percentage
of jet operations than exist under current conditions.

Thus, the evidence is clear that the Project will cause an increase in both jet and night
operations. It is also reasonably foreseeable that these added high-performance jet aircraft
operations and night operations will be accompanied by significant noise and air quality impacts.
Nevertheless, ARB and MDOT have failed to acknowledge, let alone analyze, these reasonably
foreseeable impacts caused by expansion of airport physical facilities and operational profile

and, thus, the Project should not be approved for federal funding.
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3. Increased jet aircraft and nighttime operations were not included in
the noise modeling used by ARB and MDOT.

The sole presentation of the noise modeling performed by ARB and MDOT is presented
in the draft EA. On its face it is insufficient to meet FAA standards. The FAA’s Integrated
Noise Model (INM) was used to model annual operations for the 2009 existing condition in the
draft EA, i.e., April 2008 through March 2009 and develop 65, 70 and 75 DNL noise contours
for the Project. Exhibit 26, Appendix B-1, p.4, p. 4-3. The EA states that “[t]he existing 65
DNL contour does not extend beyond airport property.” Exhibit 26, p. 4-3. However, during the
time modeled, jet operations accounted for approximately 2 percent of total operations at ARB,
and nighttime operations accounted for 4.2 percent of total operations. Exhibit 26, p. 4-2. The
draft EA states: (1) “[t]he percent of night and jet operations would remain constant between the
existing condition and the future years;” (2) “fleet mix between the 2009 Existing Condition and
the 2014 Future Alternatives would remain static”; and (3) “[t]he ARB 2014 proposed project
alternative DNL 65 dBA noise contour does not extend beyond airport property.” Exhibit 26, p.
4-2; Appendix B-1, p. B-4; p. B-6.

None of these assertions are based on facts or the reality of the situation that exists at
ARB. As shown above, because of the increase in the length of the runway the Project will
likely facilitate an increased number of night operations, and a change in fleet mix that will
include higher performance jet aircraft. DNL calculations depend on, among other things,
forecast numbers of operations, operational fleet mix and times of operation (day versus night).
Exhibit 26, Appendix B-2, p. B-16. However, ARB and MDOT have failed to model or assess
future increased night operations and fleet mix changes resulting from the Project.

The FAA requires the use of INM to produce, among other things: (1) noise contours at

the DNL 75 dB, DNL 70 dB and DNL 65 dB levels; (2) analysis within the proposed alternative
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DNL 65 dB contour to identify noise sensitive areas where noise will increase by DNL 1.5 dB ;
and (3) analysis within the DNL 60-65 dB contours to identify noise sensitive areas where noise
will increase by DNL 3dB, if DNL 1.5 dB increases as documented within the DNL 65 dB
contour. FAA Order 1050.1E, Appendix A, p. A-62, & 14.4d. As the noise modeling failed to
take into account the foreseeable increases in nighttime and jet aircraft operations at ARB, the
questions of whether the future DNL 65 dB contour will be increased, and to what extent, and
whether increased noise levels within the DNL 65 dB contour would necessitate designation of a
DNL 60 dB contour remain unanswered.

4, Noise from aircraft, particularly high performance jets, remains a
very real concern for communities that surround ARB.

The FAA last reviewed the technical bases for its noise policies in 1992. For example, 65
DNL as the “threshold of significant impact” under NEPA and the level below which land uses
are deemed compatible has been used by the FAA without substantial change since 1978 (it was
“re-affirmed” by FICAN in 1992). It is safe to say that the FAA’s policy no longer reflects the
best scientific evidence of the effects of aircraft noise exposure. This failure on the part of the
FAA to update its policy undermines the trust that the public places in the FAA in their pursuit to

understand noise exposure and its effects.

This is particularly true since substantial research done on the measurement and effect of
aircraft noise on the communities surrounding airports has come from sources outside the United
States. For example, the Hypertension & Exposure to Noise Near Airports (HYENA) study
evaluated the effects of aircraft noise on 4,861 persons residing near 7 European airports
between 2002 and 2006. The 2002 RANCH study from London studied the effect of aircraft and
road traffic noise on 2,844 children’s cognition and health. Both of these studies came out with

rather startling results concerning the effect aircraft noise has on the quality of human life.
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Finally, WHO Europe issued “Night Noise Guidelines,” which were based on research done by

the European Union. This type of study has largely been absent in the United States.

The emerging research suggests that current standards used by the FAA are outdated and
underestimate the significant health risks posed by aircraft noise. The current understanding of
the health effects of aircraft noise goes beyond mere annoyance and sleep disturbance, which the
current DNL protocols were meant to address. The new research shows a strong correlation
between aircraft noise and significant, serious health outcomes, such as hypertension and heart

disease. Four studies from Europe have shown this connection:

1. Haralabidis AS, Dimakopoulou K, Velonaki V, Barbaglia G, Mussin M,
Giampaolo M, Selander J, Pershagen G, Dudley ML, Babisch W, Swart W, Katsouyanni
K, Jérup L; for the HYENA Consortium. Can exposure to noise affect the 24 h blood
pressure profile? Results from the HYENA study. J Epidemiol Community Health. 2010
Jun 27.

2. Haralabidis AS, Dimakopoulou K, Vigna-Taglianti F, Giampaolo M, Borgini A,
Dudley ML, Pershagen G, Bluhm G, Houthuijs D, Babisch W, Velonakis M,
Katsouyanni K, Jarup L; for the HYENA Consortium. Acute effects of night-time noise
exposure on blood pressure in populations living near airports. Eur Heart J. 2008 Feb 12

3. Jarup L, Babisch W, Houthuijs D, Pershagen G, Katsouyanni K, Cadum E,
Dudley M-L, Savigny P, Seiffert I, Swart W, Breugelmans O, Bluhm G, Selander J,
Haralabidis A, Dimakopoulou K, Sourtzi P, Velonakis M, VignaTaglianti F, on behalf of
the HYENA study team. Hypertension and Exposure to Noise near Airports - the
HYENA study. Environ Health Perspect 2008; 116:329-33

4, Jarup L, Dudley ML, Babisch W, Houthuijs D, Swart W, Pershagen G, Bluhm G,
Katsouyanni K, Velonakis M, Cadum E, Vigna-Taglianti F for the HYENA Consortium.
Hypertension and exposure to noise near airports (HYENA) - Study design and noise
exposure assessment. Environ Health Perspect 2005; 113:1473-8.

This is not to say that there has not been any research done in the United States on this issue. In
March 2007, for example, Lisa Goines and Louis Hagler published their article entitled “Noise
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Pollution: A Modern Plague” in the Southern Medical Journal. While it did not concentrate
solely on aircraft noise, the article concluded that

[n]oise produces direct and cumulative adverse effects that impair health and that degrade
residential, social, working, and learning environments with corresponding real
(economic) and intangible (well-being) losses. It interferes with sleep, concentration,
communication, and recreation. The aim of enlightened governmental controls should be
to protect citizens from the adverse effects of airborne pollution, including those
produced by noise. People have the right to choose the nature of their acoustical
environment; it should not be imposed by others.

ARB and MDOT are imposing the nature of their “acoustical environment” on Pittsfield and its
citizens, rather than having the citizens choosing for themselves.

In addition several “findings” have been issued by governmental or quasi-governmental
sources. The Federal Interagency Committee on Aviation Noise (FICAN) has issued two
findings: FICAN Recommendation for use of ANSI Standard to Predict Awakenings from
Aircraft Noise (2008) and Findings of the FICAN Pilot Study on the Relationship between
Aircraft Noise Reduction and Changes in Standardized Test Scores (2007). Partnership for AiR
Transportation Noise and Emissions Reduction (PARTNER), a collaboration among the FAA,
NASA and TransportCanada, issued in July 2010, its Review of the Literature Related to
Potential Health Effects of Aircraft Noise, (prepared by Hales Swift). That review concluded
that “[p]otentially serious health outcomes have been identified in studies involving
transportation noise exposure in a population. These include heart disease and hypertension and
the observed effects seem to be related especially to nighttime noise exposure although similar
daytime exposure effects have also been identified.” PARTNER 2010, p.62. PARTNER has

also issued several other reports:
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* Sonic Boom and Subsonic Aircraft Noise Outdoor Simulation Design Study. Victor W.
Sparrow, Steven L. Garrett. A PARTNER Project 24 report. May 2010. Report No.
PARTNER-COE-2010-002.

* Passive Sound Insulation: PARTNER Project 1.5 Report. Daniel H. Robinson, Robert J.
Bernhard, Luc G. Mongeau. January 2008. Report No. PARTNER-COE-2008-003.

* Vibration and Rattle Mitigation: PARTNER Project 1.6 Report. Daniel H. Robinson,
Robert J. Bernhard, Luc G. Mongeau. January 2008. Report No. PARTNER-COE-2008-
004.

* Low Frequency Noise Study. Kathleen Hodgdon, Anthony Atchley, Robert Bernhard.
April 2007. (Report No. PARTNER-COE-2007-001) PARTNER Project 1, Low
Frequency Noise Study, final report.

* Land Use Management and Airport Controls: A further study of trends and indicators of
incompatible land use. Kai Ming Li, Gary Eiff. September 2008. Report No. PARTNER-
COE-2008-006

* En Route Traffic Optimization to Reduce Environmental Impact: PARTNER Project 5
Report. John-Paul Clarke, Marcus Lowther, Liling Ren, William Singhose, Senay Solak,
Adan Vela, Lawrence Wong. July 2008. Report no. PARTNER-COE-2008-005

* Land Use Management and Airport Controls: Trends and indicators of incompatible
land use. Kai Ming Li, Gary Eiff, John Laffitte, Dwayne McDaniel. December 2007.
(Report No. PARTNER-COE-2008-001) PARTNER Project 6 final report.

Thus, there is no shortage of relevant, topical information for ARB, MDOT and the FAA to use

in assessing the health risks and impacts of noise on the communities surrounding ARB. 1t is

readily apparent that the current system does not fully account for the increased health risks

communities surrounding airports are subject to due to the increased noise levels. FAA needs to

re-evaluate its noise modeling and insist that health risks to the surrounding communities be

assessed prior to ARB receiving federal funds for any expansion that will result in an increase in

aviation operations.
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C. ARB and MDOT Have Failed to Take Into Account the Effects the Project
Will Have on Air Pollution in the Surrounding Community.

Section 7506 of the Federal Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. § 7401 et seq.) mandates that “[n]o
department, agency, or instrumentality of the Federal Government shall engage in, support in any
way or provide financial assistance for, license or permit, or approve, any activity which does not
conform to [a State Implementation Plan] after it has been approved or promulgated under [42
U.S.C. §7410].” The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has promulgated regulations
implementing § 7506 (the “Conformity Provision”) in 40 C.F.R. 8 93.150 et seq. (“General
Conformity Rule). The General Conformity Rule requires, in part, that federal agencies first
determine if a project is either exempt from conformity analysis or presumed to conform. If it is
neither, the agency must conduct a conformity applicability analysis to determine if a full
conformity determination is required. See Air Quality Procedures for Civilian Airports and Air
Force Bases, p. 13.

The project area, i.e., Washtenaw County, is in attainment for five of the seven criteria
pollutants, and marginal nonattainment for Ozone. Exhibit 28. Washtenaw County is designated
as in nonattainment for PM,s. 1d. Therefore, one of the following applies:(1) the project is
exempt from conformity; (2) the project is presumed to conform; or (3) the agency must conduct
a conformity applicability analysis to determine if a conformity determination for PM, s is
required. Neither ARB nor MDOT has indicated that any of the required actions was performed.

The draft EA does not provide any guidance as to whether the Project is exempt or
presumed to conform. At page C-4, the draft EA states unequivocally that “[f]or this analysis it
will be assumed that the project is neither exempt nor presumed to conform.” (Emphasis added).
However, on the next page, the draft EA states that “. . . a conformity determination is not

required and the proposed project is presumed to conform to the state implementation plan.”
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Exhibit 26, p.C-5, (emphasis added). Under either scenario, however, ARB and MDOT have
failed to meet the “public disclosure” requirement under NEPA.
1. ARB and MDOT have failed to establish that the Project is exempt.

There are two options in determining that a project is exempt from conformity analysis:
(2) if the project is included in the list of exempt actions listed in § 93.153(c)(2); or (2) if the
project’s total of direct and indirect emissions are below the emissions levels specified in §
95.153(b) of the Conformity Regulations (“de minimis”), 8 93.153(c)(1).

The first option does not apply here because none of the actions to be undertaken as part
of the Project are included as “exempt actions” § 93.153(c)(2). Exhibit 26, p. 2-1. Nor does the
Project qualify as exempt because of de minimis emissions under 40 C.F.R. § 93.153(c)(1). The
closest ARB and MDOT come to any type of air quality analysis can be found on pp. 4-17 and 4-
18 of the draft EA. ARB and MDOT, instead of performing a site-relevant analysis, rely on an
outdated study, 1996 MDOT Bureau of Aeronautics Air Quality Study of seven general aviation
airports (which notably do not include ARB), to conclude that “typical GA airports generate a
low level of pollutants.” Exhibit 26, p. 4-17. From there, ARB and MDOT extrapolate that
because ARB is comparable in size and activity to the seven airports studied, it can be assumed
that emissions resulting from the Project will not exceed the conformity threshold levels, and, on
that basis, concludes that a conformity analysis is not required.

This assumption, however, does not comply with federal law for at least two reasons.
First, neither ARB nor MDOT has quantified PM, s emissions from flight operations at ARB.
Even the superannuated 1996 Study makes no mention of ARB. Second, because ARB and
MDOT have failed to quantify the emissions, there can be no comparison with the de minimis

thresholds established in 40 C.F.R. § 93.153(c)(1). While the original version of 40 C.F.R. §
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93.153(c)(1) did not establish explicit thresholds for PM, s, as distinguished from PMy, the
newly implemented revised General Conformity Rule does establish that distinction, and now
serves as the template for the air quality analysis required in the EA. Moreover, FAA Order
1050.1E, Appendix A, p. A3, § 2.16 includes both PMjy and PM; 5 in “particulate matter.”

2. ARB and MDOT have failed to establish that the project is
“presumed to conform.”

The second option, the presumption of conformity, does not apply here either. In order
for a federal action to be “presumed to conform,” the Project has to fall within a category of
actions predetermined by the responsible federal agency to carry a presumption of conformity.
See 40 C.F.R. 8 93.154(f) — (h). In July, 2007, the FAA published its Federal Presumed to
Conform Actions Under General Conformity Final Notice, 72 Fed.Reg. 41,565-580 (July 2007),
in which the FAA listed fifteen Airport Project categories that the FAA presumes to conform to
applicable SIPs. None of the actions to be undertaken by the Project fall within any of those
presumed to conform categories. ARB and MDOT cannot unilaterally presume that the Project
is in conformity and therefore the draft EA’s statement is in error.

3. ARB and MDOT have failed to establish the Project’s conformity
status under the Clean Air Act.

Finally, the antiquated study of General Aviation airports in Michigan other than ARB is
an inadequate substitute for the required analysis. 40 C.F.R. § 93.159 requires that analyses
under the General Conformity Rule be based on, among other things: (1) “the latest planning
assumptions” (§ 93.159(a)); and (2) “the latest and most accurate emissions estimation
techniques available” (8 93.159(b)). The 1996, 17-year old, study patently fails to fall within
either, let alone both, of these parameters. In summary, the EA fails to establish the existence of

any of the necessary components of the required finding of conformity for a project that can be
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supported by federal funds, and, thus, is inadequate under federal aviation statutes, NEPA and
the Clean Air Act.

D. ARB and MDOT Have Failed to Take Into Account the Effect the Project
Will Have on Water Resources in the Surrounding Communities.

Throughout this process ARB and MDOT have consistently understated the significance
of water resources. The principal use of the grounds where the airport is located is for the
collection and pumping of water for the City. However, water quality is something that must be
taken much more seriously than ARB or MDOT has taken it. As FAA Order 1050.1E points out
“[i]f there is the potential for contamination of an aquifer designated by the [EPA] as a sole or
principal drinking water resource for the area, the responsible FAA official needs to consult with
the EPA regional office, as required by section 1424(e) of the Safe Drinking Water Act, as
amended.” FAA Order 1050.1E, pp. A-74, 75, 11 17.1c. Likewise, “[w]hen the thresholds
indicate that the potential exists for significant water quality impacts, additional analysis in
consultation with State or Federal agencies responsible for protecting water quality will be
necessary. Id., pp. A-75, A-76, 1 17.4a. Finally, in situations such as this, “[i]f the EA and early
consultation [with the EPA] show that there is a potential for exceeding water quality standards
[or] identify water quality problems that cannot be avoided or mitigated . . . an EIS may be

required. Id., pp. A-75, 1 17.3.

The Airport is the location of a porous sand/gravel formation that yields a large amount
of water for pumping. Historically, the land where the airport is located was originally acquired
by the City of Ann Arbor for water rights in 1929. Until recently, 15% of Ann Arbor’s water
supply came from the three wells located on Airport property. Exhibit 29, Water Quality Report,

2008, City of Ann Arbor, p. 2. The paving that the Project will require increases not only the
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impervious area on top of the aquifer, but also increases the risk of contamination. This in turn
reduces the infiltration of water that feeds the aquifer/City water supply. Adding 950 feet to the
end of the runway adds another 71,250 square feet of impervious area over an aquifer that is vital
to the City. However, ARB and MDOT have given this issue only passing mention: “[b]ased on
coordination with the City of Ann Arbor, the proposed runway extension would not impact the
water supply wells or the new water supply line (Bahl, 2009).” Exhibit 26, p. 4-20. Notably
absent from their coordination efforts is the EPA or its Regional Office with respect to water
resource issues.

ARB and MDOT’s nonchalance with respect to a principal source of Ann Arbor’s water
supply raised serious issues with the Washtenaw County Water Resources Commissioner —
another entity with whom ARB and MDOT should have been consulting from the very
beginning. In response to the draft EA, the Washtenaw County Water Resources Commissioner
pointed out:

It is noted in the [draft EA] that: “The amount of impervious surface on site would

increase slightly due to the extension of the runway and taxiway from the existing 7

percent of the 837 acres to 7.4 percent.” This slight increase noted equates to an

additional 3.348 acres or 145,839 square feet. This increase in impervious surface is
considered by this office to be significant and not slight particularly knowing that the
additional runoff from this area will discharge to the Wood Outlet Drain.

Exhibit 17, p.2. This, coupled with the fact that the City owns and operates four water wells on

ARB’s property, causes deep concern with the County.

This issue has become even more important since the draft EA was published back in
2010. In May, 2012, it was reported that the water table in the Ann Arbor area, has risen
substantially. As pointed out in the Ann Arbor Chronicle, “[t]he only hard data that the city has

collected on the water table is at the municipal airport, and there the water table measures
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between 2-7 feet below the surface now, compared to 15 feet below the surface 50 years ago.”
Exhibit 30.” This is not an insubstantial problem. With the water table at the airport now being
2-7 feet below the ground surface instead of 15 feet, when the drinking water wells were first
dug, the groundwater is even more vulnerable to contamination because there is much less soil
for any surface pollution to filter through or attach to soil particles before it reaches the water
table. This dramatic change in the water table may also alter ground water data from the past.
That is, the rise in the water table may have altered the direction of groundwater flow, or there
may now be some barrier blocking the traditional pathway for the water to flow, which would

cause Ann Arbor’s principal drinking water supply to be contaminated.

The Washtenaw County Water Resources Commissioner raised additional significant

concerns that have yet to be addressed by either ARB or MDOT.

3. It is indicated that the preferred alternative does not impact the stream that is
existing on the site. [Draft EA, p.4-18]. Using GIS measurements it appears that
the stream is less than 1,000 linear feet from the existing runway. The runway
extension would bring this infrastructure within 50 linear feet or less of the
stream. In addition to this the grading limits shown in Appendix D-7 clearly
extend into and beyond the location of the stream. Based on this information it is
not understood how it has been concluded that there are no impacts to the stream.

4. It is indicated that the preferred alternative does not impact the floodplain for the
stream that is existing on the site. It is indicated that proposed grading for the
expansion would not occur within the designated floodplain boundary. [Draft
EA, p.4-24]. Based on the floodplain boundary shown on FEMA Community-
Panel Number: 260623 0010 C these statements are incorrect. Not only do the
grading limits indicated for the preferred alternative extend into the floodplain
boundary but the runway extension itself will extend into this floodplain
boundary. Based on this information it is not understood how it has been
concluded that there are no impacts to the floodplain.

o By contrast, the draft EA relies on data at least 15 years old. Since there is more current data, that should

be used instead of outdated data. See Exhibit 26, p.4-20.
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6. It is noted in the report that: “Implementation of appropriate best management
practices (BMPs) would continue to control the rate of stormwater runoff and
maintain water quality standards.” [Draft EA, p.4-18]. It is unknown by this
office as to what the control rate of stormwater is currently being implemented or
whether this rate meets county standards. The additional volume created by this
increase in imperviousness is not spoken to at all by the report. The type or
locations of the appropriate BMPs indicated are not identified.

Exhibit 17, pp.1-2 (emphasis added). Petitioners have the same concerns about how water
resources will be managed by ARB and MDOT should this Project move forward. These issues
have not been sufficiently addressed by either ARB or MDOT in the draft EA or at any of the
public hearings.

VI. REDRESS

By this Petition, and for the reasons stated above, Pittsfield Charter Township and the
Committee for Preserving Community Quality, Inc. respectfully request that the Secretary of
Transportation take the following actions with respect to Ann Arbor Municipal Airport, which is
located solely in Pittsfield Charter Township:

1. Halt any further FAA action regarding MDOT and ARB’s proposal to extend the
primary runway at Ann Arbor Municipal Airport pending the resolution of this petition.

2. Vacate the current Airport Layout Plan as being improvidently approved by
MDOT and reinstate the prior Airport Layout Plan.

3. Inform MDOT that federal funds may not be used for the extension of the primary
runway at Ann Arbor Municipal Airport due to the fact that MDOT and ARB have failed to state
a legitimate purpose and need for the extension.

4. Inform MDOT and ARB that should the primary runway be extended without the
agreement or acquiescence of Pittsfield, it will be in violation of its federal grant assurances.

5. If the Secretary of Transportation fails to take the actions described in §{ 3 and 4

above, Pittsfield Charter Township requests that he order that an Environmental Impact
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Statement be conducted that assesses the impact the extension of the runway will have on the
surrounding communities and that addresses the significant environmental impacts detailed in
this Petition.

6. If the Secretary of Transportation declines to order that an Environmental Impact
Statement be conducted, Petitioners request that the Secretary of Transportation direct MDOT to
make federal block grant funds available to Pittsfield to conduct its own Environmental
Assessment and/or Environmental Impact Statement. In addition, Petitioners request that the
Secretary of Transportation inform MDOT and ARB that federal funds will not be available for
the implementation of the extension of the runway until such time as Pittsfield completes its
Environmental Impact Statement.

7. If the Secretary of Transportation declines to take any of the actions described in
the above paragraphs, Petitioners request that the Secretary direct MDOT to conduct a written re-
evaluation of the Project and publish a new draft Environmental Assessment, which would then
be subject to public participation in the form of substantive public hearings and comments.

8. Inform MDOT and ARB that in order to use federal funds for any future airport
actions that will affect the surrounding community in general and Pittsfield in particular, they
must consult and receive approval from Pittsfield prior to commencing any such action.

VII. CONCLUSION

Federal law requires the Secretary of Transportation to give this petition prompt
consideration. Additionally, under the Administrative Procedure Act “agency action” is defined
to include “the whole or part of an agency rule, order, license, sanction, relief, or the equivalent

denial there of or failure to act.” Therefore, Petitioners are requesting a substantive response to
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this petition within one hundred eighty (180) calendar days.*® In the absence of an affirmative
response, Petitioners will be compelled to consider litigation in order to achieve the agency

actions requested.

Dated: January 28, 2013 Respectfully submitted,

TABER LAW GROUP, P.C.

ﬁm%.m

Steven M. Taber

TABER LAW GRouP, P.C.

P.O. Box 60036

Irvine, California 92602-0036
(949) 735-8217 (phone)

(714) 707-4282 (fax)
staber@taberlaw.com

Counsel for Petitioners Pittsfield Charter
Township and Committee for Preserving
Community Quality, Inc.

18 Petitioners note that a response period of 180 days is reasonable under the APA. See 42 U.S.C. § 7604(a)

requiring notice of 180 days prior to commencement of an action for unreasonable delay.
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1/24/13 AirNav. KARB - Ann Arbor Municipal Airport

SIMCOM

-IZI-I'RN'HV. C'Dm DrAI!’redTna. .__..-’

1" King Air Owner/Pilot!
SIMCOM Custorer

I “I'm alive tod ay and so |s my family
because of the tralning | recelved at SIMCOM.~

ﬂ,ﬁs 935 1?55 Watch my story now. 'ﬁ

Py
_[ Mavaids ”A.lrspace lees] Awatmn Fuel 4% AIRBOSS M

1692 users online SIEEIF

Ann Arbor Municipal Airport BE—
KARB Ann Arbor, Michigan, USA —

GOING TO ANN ARBOR? E Ezﬁr;eoim '. g:r:t a

Srtorprisol —AVIS |
Eeszerve Online Rezerye Online

FAA INFORMATION EFFECTIVE 10 JANUARY 2013

Loc | Ops | Rwys | IER | EBO | Links

Location

FAA Identifier: ARB

Lat/Long: 42-13-22.7410N / 083-44-44.1860W
42-13.379017N / 083-44.736433W
42.2229836 /-83.7456072
(estimated)

Elevation: 839 ft. / 256 m (estimated)

Variation: 05W (1985)

From city: 3 miles S of ANN ARBOR, MI
Time zone: UTC -5 (UTC -4 during Daylight Saving Time)
Zip code: 48108

Airport Operations

Airport use: Open to the public
Activation date: 04/1940
Sectional chart: DETROIT
Control tower: yes
ARTCC: CLEVELAND CENTER
FSS: LANSING FLIGHT SERVICE STATION
NOTAMs facility: ARB (NOTAM-D service available)
Attendance: APR-OCT 0800-1800, NOV-MAR 0800-2000
TERMINAL OPEN 0700-DUSK.
Pattern altitude: 1839 ft. MSL
Wind indicator: lighted
Segmented circle: yes

Lights: WHEN ATCT CLSD ACTVT ODALS RY 24 - CTAF.

Beacon: white-green (lighted land airport)
Operates sunset to sunrise.

Airport Communications

CTAF:120.3
UNICOM: 123.0
ATIS: 134.55

www.airnav.com/airport/ KARB

ofiCollective Experience®

Call for @ Quote:
800-331-6101

(855-326-5793)
stewart@richmor.com

We Offer =
AirBoss Discounts

1
An. FE”IJ.I RR.77N

Road maps at: MapQuest MapPoint Yahoo!
Maps Google Rand McNally

Satellite photo at: TerraServer Virtual Earth

Aerial photo

WARNING: Photo may not be current or correct
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http://www.airnav.com/
http://www.airnav.com/ad/click/taHR0cDovL3d3dy5zaW11bGF0b3IuY29tL2N1c3RvbWVyLXRlc3RpbW9uaWFs+IcyBzaW1jb20.
http://www.airnav.com/airports/
http://www.airnav.com/navaids/
http://www.airnav.com/airspace/fix/
http://www.airnav.com/fuel/
http://www.airnav.com/airboss/
http://www.airnav.com/iphoneapp/
http://www.airnav.com/members/login
http://www.airnav.com/reserve/hotel?near=KARB
http://www.airnav.com/reserve/car?in=KARB
http://www.airnav.com/reserve/enterprise?in=KARB
http://www.airnav.com/reserve/avis?in=KARB
http://www.airnav.com/sectionals
http://www.airnav.com/airport/KARB#loc
http://www.airnav.com/airport/KARB#ops
http://www.airnav.com/airport/KARB#rwys
http://www.airnav.com/airport/KARB#ifr
http://www.airnav.com/airport/KARB#biz
http://www.airnav.com/airport/KARB#links
http://www.airnav.com/airport/KARB#com
http://www.airnav.com/airport/KARB#nav
http://www.airnav.com/airport/KARB#svcs
http://www.airnav.com/airport/KARB#stats
http://www.airnav.com/airport/KARB#notes
http://www.airnav.com/adclick?11K
http://www.airnav.com/airboss/
http://www.mapquest.com/maps/map.adp?latlongtype=decimal&zoom=6&latitude=42.222984&longitude=-83.745607&name=KARB
http://mappoint.msn.com/map.aspx?L=USA&C=42.222984%2c-83.745607&A=25&P=|42.222984%2c-83.745607|1|KARB|L1|
http://maps.yahoo.com/maps_result?mag=4&lat=42.222984&lon=-83.745607&name=KARB
http://maps.google.com/maps?ll=42.222984%2C-83.745607&spn=0.0135,0.0135&q=42.222984%2C-83.745607%20(KARB)
http://www.randmcnally.com/rmc/directions/dirGetMap.jsp?T=42.222984&N=-83.745607&z=large&l=8&h=false&c=USA&sLatLongAddr=true&val=CNT&arpt=1&A=KARB
http://www.terraserver-usa.com/image.aspx?w=1&T=1&Lat=42.222984&Lon=-83.745607
http://virtualearth.msn.com/default.aspx?cp=42.222984|-83.745607&style=h&lvl=14&v=1
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WX ASOS: PHONE 313-668-7173
ANN ARBOR GROUND: 121.6 [0800-2000]
ANN ARBOR TOWER: 120.3 [0800-2000]
DETROIT APPROACH: 118.95
DETROIT DEPARTURE: 118.95
CLEARANCE DELIVERY: 121.6
EMERG: 121.5
WX ASOS at YIP (10 nm E): 132.35 (734-485-9056)
WX ASOS at DTW (17 nm E): PHONE 734-941-7848

Nearby radio navigation aids

VOR radial/distance VOR name Freq Var
SVMr214/13.0 SALEM VORTAC 114.30 03W
CRIr312/16.6 CARLETON VORTAC 115.70 03W
DXO0r278/16.8 DETROIT VOR/DME 113.40 06W
PSIr201/30.2 PONTIAC VORTAC 111.00 03W
JXNr099/31.7 JACKSON VOR/DME 109.60 05W
NDB name Hdg/Dist Freq Var ID

TECUMSEH 035/13.0 239 06W TCU - -.-. ..-
ADRIAN 041/25.8 278 06W ADG .- -.. --.
HOWELL 162/26.8 243 05W OZW ..
GROSSEILE 293/27.4 419 07W RYS .-. -.--

Airport Services

Fuel available: 100LL JET-A
Parking: hangars and tiedowns
Airframe service: MAJOR
Powerplant service: MAJOR
Bottled oxygen: HIGH/LOW
Bulk oxygen: HIGH/LOW

Runway Information
Runway 6/24

Dimensions: 3505 x 75 ft. / 1068 x 23 m
Surface: concrete/grooved, in fair condition
Weight bearing capacity: Single wheel: 45.0
Double wheel: 70.0
Runway edge lights: medium intensity
RUNWAY 6
Latitude: 42-13.214628N
Longitude: 083-45.006382W
Elevation: 831.3 ft.
Gradient: 0.1%
Traffic pattern: left
Runway heading: 060 magnetic, 055 true
Markings: nonprecision, in fair condition

www.airnav.com/airport/KARB

AirNav: KARB - Ann Arbor Municipal Airport

Photo by Andrew Thompson.
Photo taken 27-Jun-2009

Do you have a better or more recent aerial photo of Ann
Arbor Municipal Airport that you would like to share? If
so, please send us your photo.

Se ctlonal chart

"'"J SALINE tP«:ﬂn_

1 104C ﬁn‘FHnH
‘. e o

Airport diagram

CAUTION: Diagram may not be current

> ol

AWIATIOMN

AMM ARBOR :

Aviation Center..

2y
RUNWAY 24
-
42-13.549472N o ]
083-44.374113W Download PDF

of official airport diagram from the FAA

826.0 ft.

0.1%

left

240 magnetic, 235 true
nonprecision, in fair
condition

Airport distance calculator

Flying to Ann Arbor Municipal Airport?
Find the distance to fly.
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http://www.airnav.com/cgi-bin/navaid-info?id=SVM&type=VORTAC&name=SALEM
http://www.airnav.com/cgi-bin/navaid-info?id=CRL&type=VORTAC&name=CARLETON
http://www.airnav.com/cgi-bin/navaid-info?id=DXO&type=VOR.DME&name=DETROIT
http://www.airnav.com/cgi-bin/navaid-info?id=PSI&type=VORTAC&name=PONTIAC
http://www.airnav.com/cgi-bin/navaid-info?id=JXN&type=VOR.DME&name=JACKSON
http://www.airnav.com/cgi-bin/navaid-info?type=NDB&id=TCU&name=TECUMSEH
http://www.airnav.com/cgi-bin/navaid-info?type=NDB&id=ADG&name=ADRIAN
http://www.airnav.com/cgi-bin/navaid-info?type=NDB&id=OZW&name=HOWELL
http://www.airnav.com/cgi-bin/navaid-info?type=NDB&id=RYS&name=GROSSE+ILE
http://www.airnav.com/airports/submitphoto.html?id=KARB
http://www.airnav.com/depart?http://www.vfrmap.com/?type=vfrc&lat=42.223&lon=-83.746&zoom=10
http://155.178.201.160/d-tpp/1301/05506AD.PDF
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Visual slope indicator: 4-light PAPI on left (3.00 degrees
glide path)

AirNav: KARB - Ann Arbor Municipal Airport

2-box VASI on left
(3.00 degrees glide

RY 06, PAPI UNUSABLE 7 path)
DEGS LEFT & RIGHT OF
COURSE.

Approach lights:

Runway end identifier lights: yes

Touchdown point: yes, no lights

Obstructions: 33 ft.

370 ft. left of centerline, 21:1 slope
to clear

Runway 12/30

Dimensions: 2750

ODALS:

omnidirectional
approach lighting system

trees, 924 ft. from runway,

to clear

x 110 f. /838 x34 m

Surface: turf, in fair condition
Runway edge markings: 12/30 MKD WITH YELLOW CONES.

RUNWAY 12
Latitude: 42-13.495667N
Longitude: 083-45.050167W
Elevation: 839.0 ft.

Gradient: 0.6%
Traffic pattern: left

Runway heading: 127 magnetic, 122 true

Runway end identifier lights: no
Obstructions: 42 ft.

runway, 23:1 slope to

clear

Airport Ownership and Management from official FAA records

Ownership: Publicly-owned

RUNWAY 30
42-13.254500N
083-44.534500W
822.0 f.

0.6%

left

no

trees, 990 ft. from 60 fi. trees, 768 ft. from runway,
115 ft. left of centerline, 12:1 slope

to clear

Owner: ROGER W. FRASER

100 N, FIFTH AVE
ANN ARBOR, MI 4

8104

Phone 734-994-2650
Manager: MATTHEW KULHANEK

100 N, FIFTH AVE,

P.O. BOX 8647

ANN ARBOR, MI 48107-8647
Phone 734-994-9124

Airport Operational Statistics

Aircraft based on the field: 165
Single engine airplanes: 137
Multi engine airplanes: 16

Jet airplanes: 1

Helicopters: 10

Ultralights: 1

Additional Remarks

www.airnav.com/airport/KARB

Aircraft operations: avg 161/day *
64% local general aviation

36% transient general aviation
* for 12-month period ending 31 December 2011

yes, no lights
59 ft. trees, 1500 ft.
from runway, 22:1 slope

307 magnetic, 302 true

From to KARB

¥ CALCULATE DISTANCE

Sunrise and sunset

Times for 24-Jan-2013
Local Zulu
(UTC-5) (UTC)

Morning civil twilight 07:26 12:26

Sunrise 07:57 12:57
Sunset 17:38 22:38
Evening civil twilight 18:08 23:08

Current date and time

Zulu (UTC) 24-Jan-2013 22:19:29
Local (UTC-5) 24-Jan-2013 17:19:29

METAR

KARB 734-668-7173
2421537 32005KT 10SM CLR
M09/M20 A3053 RMK AO2 SLP357
T10891200 $

KYIP 242153Z AUTO 30005KT 10SM

9nm E CLR M08/M18 A3055 RMK AO2
SLP357 T10831183 TSNO

KDTW 242153Z 27004KT 10SM BKN220

18nm E M08/M19 A3056 RMK AO2 SLP359
T10781194

KYIP 2417267 2418/2518 34009KT

9nm E P6SM FEW060 FM250100
VRBO2KT P6SM BKN100 OVC220
FM250900 15005KT 5SM -SN
BKNO50 OVC100 FM251300
16005KT 3SM -SN BR BKNO10
OVC020 FM251700 16005KT 1SM
-SN BR OVC020

KDTW 241726Z 2418/2524 33009KT

18nm E P6SM FEW025 SCT100 FM250100
VRBO2KT P6SM BKN100 OVC220
FM251000 15005KT 5SM -SN
BKNO50 OVC100 FM251300
16005KT 3SM -SN BR BKNO10
OVC020 FM251700 16005KT 1SM
-SN BR OVC020 FM252100
18006KT 5SM -SN BR OVC030

NOTAMs

¥ Click for the latest NOTAMs
NOTAMs are issued by the DoD/FAA and
will open in a separate window not
controlled by AirNav.
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http://www.airnav.com/airport/KYIP
http://www.airnav.com/airport/KDTW
http://www.airnav.com/airport/KYIP
http://www.airnav.com/airport/KDTW
https://pilotweb.nas.faa.gov/PilotWeb/notamRetrievalByICAOAction.do?method=displayByICAOs&reportType=RAW&formatType=DOMESTIC&retrieveLocId=ARB&actionType=notamRetrievalByICAOs
https://pilotweb.nas.faa.gov/PilotWeb/notamRetrievalByICAOAction.do?method=displayByICAOs&reportType=RAW&formatType=DOMESTIC&retrieveLocId=ARB&actionType=notamRetrievalByICAOs

1/24/13 AirNav: KARB - Ann Arbor Municipal Airport

- BIRDS ON & INVOF ARPT.

- WHEN ATCT CLSD CONFIRM SNOW REMOVAL OPNS & WINTER
CONDS - CTAF.

- RY 24 RUNUP AREA, FIRST 200 FT OF TWY A, & TWY AI BIN TWY A &
RY 24 HOL LINE NOT VSB FM TWR.

- NO SNOW REMOVAL FOR RY 12/30.

- 24 HR RESTROOMS LCTD IN Q-ROW NW HANGARS, COMBINATION
13455.

Instrument Procedures

NOTE: All procedures below are presented as PDF files. If you need a reader for these files, you
should download the free Adobe Reader.

NOT FOR NAVIGATION. Please procure official charts for flight.
FAA instrument procedures published for use between 10 January 2013 at 0901Z and 7 March 2013 at
0900Z.

STARs - Standard Terminal Arrivals

CRUXX FOUR 2 pages: [1] [2] (253KB)
GOHMA TWO download (143KB)
LLEEO TWO download (319KB)
SPRTN THREE download (155KB)

IAPs - Instrument Approach Procedures

RNAYV (GPS) RWY 06 download (221KB)
RNAV (GPS) RWY 24 download (256KB)
VOR RWY 06 download (201KB)
VOR RWY 24 download (206KB)

NOTE: Special Alternate Minimums apply download (26KB)

Departure Procedures

AKRON THREE 2 pages: [1] [2] (272KB)
ERRTH THREE 2 pages: [1] [2] (372KB)
FORT WAYNE FOUR 2 pages: [1] [2] (249KB)
MOONN THREE 2 pages: [1] [2] 362KB)
PALACE SIX **NEW#** 2 pages: [1] [2] (450KB)
RICHMOND FIVE 2 pages: [1] [2] (266KB)
ROSEWOOD THREE 2 pages: [1] [2] (259KB)
ST. CLAIR FIVE **NEW#* download (306KB)

Other nearby airports with instrument procedures:

KYIP - Willow Run Airport (10 nm E)

3TE - Meyers-Diver's Airport (15 nm SW)

1D2 - Canton-Plymouth-Mettetal Airport (15 nm NE)

KDTW - Detroit Metropolitan Wayne County Airport (17 nm E)
Y47 - Oakland Southwest Airport (18 nm N)

FBO, Fuel Providers, and Aircraft Ground Support

Business Name Contact Services / Description

Aviation fuel, Oxygen service, Aircraft parking

www.airnav.com/airport/KARB

Fuel Prices

NMFUEL

Comments
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http://www.airnav.com/depart?http://www.adobe.com/products/acrobat/readstep2.html
http://www.airnav.com/depart?http://155.178.201.160/d-tpp/1301/00467CRUXX.PDF
http://www.airnav.com/depart?http://155.178.201.160/d-tpp/1301/00467CRUXX_C.PDF
http://www.airnav.com/depart?http://155.178.201.160/d-tpp/1301/00467GOHMA.PDF
http://www.airnav.com/depart?http://155.178.201.160/d-tpp/1301/00467LLEEO.PDF
http://www.airnav.com/depart?http://155.178.201.160/d-tpp/1301/00118SPRTN.PDF
http://www.airnav.com/depart?http://155.178.201.160/d-tpp/1301/05506R6.PDF
http://www.airnav.com/depart?http://155.178.201.160/d-tpp/1301/05506R24.PDF
http://www.airnav.com/depart?http://155.178.201.160/d-tpp/1301/05506V6.PDF
http://www.airnav.com/depart?http://155.178.201.160/d-tpp/1301/05506V24.PDF
http://www.airnav.com/depart?http://155.178.201.160/d-tpp/1301/EC1ALT.PDF
http://www.airnav.com/depart?http://155.178.201.160/d-tpp/1301/05506AKRON.PDF
http://www.airnav.com/depart?http://155.178.201.160/d-tpp/1301/05506AKRON_C.PDF
http://www.airnav.com/depart?http://155.178.201.160/d-tpp/1301/05506ERRTH.PDF
http://www.airnav.com/depart?http://155.178.201.160/d-tpp/1301/05506ERRTH_C.PDF
http://www.airnav.com/depart?http://155.178.201.160/d-tpp/1301/05506FORTWAYNE.PDF
http://www.airnav.com/depart?http://155.178.201.160/d-tpp/1301/05506FORTWAYNE_C.PDF
http://www.airnav.com/depart?http://155.178.201.160/d-tpp/1301/05506MOONN.PDF
http://www.airnav.com/depart?http://155.178.201.160/d-tpp/1301/05506MOONN_C.PDF
http://www.airnav.com/depart?http://155.178.201.160/d-tpp/1301/05506PALACE.PDF
http://www.airnav.com/depart?http://155.178.201.160/d-tpp/1301/05506PALACE_C.PDF
http://www.airnav.com/depart?http://155.178.201.160/d-tpp/1301/05506RICHMOND.PDF
http://www.airnav.com/depart?http://155.178.201.160/d-tpp/1301/05506RICHMOND_C.PDF
http://www.airnav.com/depart?http://155.178.201.160/d-tpp/1301/05506ROSEWOOD.PDF
http://www.airnav.com/depart?http://155.178.201.160/d-tpp/1301/05506ROSEWOOD_C.PDF
http://www.airnav.com/depart?http://155.178.201.160/d-tpp/1301/05506STCLAIR.PDF
http://www.airnav.com/airport/KYIP
http://www.airnav.com/airport/3TE
http://www.airnav.com/airport/1D2
http://www.airnav.com/airport/KDTW
http://www.airnav.com/airport/Y47
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ANN ARBOR

Aviation Center.

Sﬁ\tﬂATH&:}N

AirNav: KARB - Ann Arbor Municipal Airport

(ramp or tiedown), Flight training, Aircraft 100LL Jet A
UNICOM 123.00 rental, Aerial tours / aerial sightseeing, Aircraft
734-662-6806  maintenance, . FS $5.69 $4.89
734-662-0559 ¥ More info and photos of Aviation GUARANTEED
web site] Center ¥ MEMBERS
[email L2 ONLY
”“n“ -Q/ Hertz. Discounts

Excellence in Aviation. Frombeginning
student pilots through ATP, Aircraft Sales, NmEL
Full Service Maintenance facility and

professional staff, Solo Aviation is 100LL  Jet A
UNICOM 123.00 ¢6nveniently located at the main terminal. FS $5.75 $4.98
734-994-6651 ¥ More info and photos of Solo GUARANTEED
734-99{1-6671 Aviation "% MEMBERS
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FS=Full service

Where to Stay: Hotels, Motels, Resorts, B&Bs, Campgrounds

not yet rated

5 read write

In this space we feature lodging establishments that are convenient to the Ann Arbor Municipal Airport. If your hotel/inn/B&B/resort is near the
Ann Arbor Municipal Airport, provides convenient transportation, or is otherwise attractive to pilots, flight crews, and airport users, consider listing

it here.

Y FEATURE A LODGING ESTABLISHMENT

AirNav users who flew into KARB have stayed at...

Hotels in other cities near Ann

Arbor Municipal Airport
Miles Price ()
COURTYARD BY MARRIOTT ANN ARBOR 13 159-169
SHERATON ANN ARBOR HOTEL 13 149-160 27 mAm 2 in Chelsea
CLARION HOTEL AND CONFERENCE CENTER 47 75-120 Arbor 3 in Plymouth
RED ROOF INN ANN ARBOR - UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN SOUTH 12 7071 1 in Ypsilanti 27 in Romulus
HOLIDAY INN EXPRESS & SUITES ANN ARBOR 1.2 133-209 I'mMilan 4 in Dundee

CANDLEWOOD SUITES DETROIT ANN ARBOR

SLEEP INN & SUITES

94 80-120 9 in Canton

Other hotels near Ann Arbor Municipal Airport

Miles Price ($)

EXTENDED STAY AMERICA DETROIT - ANN ARBOR 1.1 80-90
THE KENSINGTON COURT 1.2 148-168
COMFORT INN & SUITES ANN ARBOR 12 110-111
HAMPTON INN ANN ARBOR-SOUTH 12 144-145
RESIDENCE ANN ARBOR BY MARRIOTT 1.2 169-179
FAIRFIELD INN BY MARRIOTT ANN ARBOR 13 89-99
EXTENDED STAY DELUXE DETROIT - ANN ARBOR 13 8398
HOLIDAY INN & SUITES ANN ARBOR UNIV MICHIGAN AREA 1.4 137-176
LAMP POST INN 3.0 5473
A VICTORY INN & SUITES - ANN ARBOR 37  50-80
ANN ARBOR REGENT HOTEL & SUITES 3.9 114-144

www.airnav.com/airport/KARB

1.5 103-139 4 in Belleville 2 in Northville
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1/24/13 AirNav. KARB - Ann Arbor Municipal Airport

DAYS INN OF ANN ARBOR 39 59-85
BELL TOWER HOTEL 3.9 199-304
COMFORT INN AND SUITES ANN ARBOR 3.9 8090

Distances are approximate, and may vary depending on the actual route traveled and the location of the
travel start on the airport.

Would you like to see your business listed on this page?

If your business provides an interesting product or service to pilots, flight crews, aircraft, or users of the Ann Arbor Municipal Airport, you should
consider listing it here. To start the listing process, click on the button below

Y ADD Your BUSINESS OR SERVICE

Other Pages about Ann Arbor Municipal Airport

¥ www.ci.ann-arbor.mi.us/...
¥ www.umich.edu/...
¥ Page from the Michigan Airport Directory (PDF)

¥ UPDATE, REMOVE OR ADD A LINK

Copyright © AirNav, LLC. All rights reserved. Privacy Policy Contact
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'l U-S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION

AIRPORT MASTER RECORD

PRINT DATE:
AFD EFF

01/24/2013
01/10/2013

Form Approved OMB 2120-0015

>1 ASSOC CITY: ANN ARBOR
>2 AIRPORT NAME: ANN ARBOR MUNI
3 CBD TO AIRPORT (NM): 03 S

4 STATE: MI

6 REGION/ADO: AGL/DET

LOCID: ARB
5 COUNTY:
7 SECT AERO CHT: DETROIT

WASHTENAW  MI

FAA SITE NR: 09524.*A

GENERAL
10 OWNERSHIP: PU
>11 OWNER: ROGER W. FRASER
>12 ADDRESS: 100 N, FIFTH AVE

ANN ARBOR, MI 48104
734-994-2650

MATTHEW KULHANEK

100 N, FIFTH AVE, P.O. BOX 8647
ANN ARBOR, MI 48107-8647

>16 PHONE NR: 734-994-9124

>17 ATTENDANCE SCHEDULE:

>13 PHONE NR:
> 14 MANAGER:
>15 ADDRESS:

APR-OCT  ALL 0800-1800
NOV-MAR  ALL 0800-2000
18 AIRPORT USE: PUBLIC

19 ARPT LAT:
20 ARPT LONG:
21 ARPT ELEV:
22 ACREAGE:
>23 RIGHT TRAFFIC:
>24 NON-COMM LANDING:
25 NPIAS/FED AGREEMENTS:NGY
>26 FAR 139 INDEX:

42-13-22.7410N ESTIMATED
083-44-44.1860W

839.0 ESTIMATED

837

SERVICES
>70 FUEL: 100LL A
>71 AIRFRAME RPRS: MAJOR
>72 PWR PLANT RPRS: MAJOR

>73 BOTTLE OXYGEN: HIGH/LOW
>74 BULK OXYGEN: HIGH/LOW
75 TSNT STORAGE: HGR, TIE

76 OTHER SERVICES:

AVNCS, CHTR, INSTR, RNTL, TOW

FACILITIES
>80 ARPT BCN: CG
>81 ARPT LGT SKED: SEE RMK
>82 UNICOM: 123.000
>83 WIND INDICATOR: YES-L

84 SEGMENTED CIRCLE: YES

85 CONTROL TWR: YES
86 FSS: LANSING
87 FSS ON ARPT: NO

88 FSS PHONE NR:
89 TOLL FREE NR:

BASED AIRCRAFT

90 SINGLE ENG:
91 MULTI ENG:

92 JET:

TOTAL:

93 HELICOPTERS:
94 GLIDERS:

95 MILITARY:

96 ULTRA-LIGHT:

OPERATIONS

100 AIR CARRIER:
102 AIR TAXI:

103 G A LOCAL:
104 G AITNRNT:
105 MILITARY:

TOTAL:

OPERATIONS FOR 12
MONTHS ENDING

1-800-WX-BRIEF

137
16

154

= O o

0
0
37,511
21,174
0

58,685

12/31/2011

RUNWAY DATA

>30 RUNWAY IDENT: 06/24 12/30
>31 LENGTH: 3,505 2,750
>32 WIDTH: 75 110
>33 SURF TYPE-COND: CONC-F TURE-F
>34 SURF TREATMENT: GRVD

35 GROSS WT: sSwW 45.0

36 (IN THSDS) DW 70.0

37 DTW

38 DDTW
>39 PCN:

LIGHTING/APCH AIDS

>40 EDGE INTENSITY: MED
>42 RWY MARK TYPE-COND: NPI-F / NPI-F - -
>43 VGSI: P4L / V2L /

44 THR CROSSING HGT: 20 /20 /

45 VISUAL GLIDE ANGLE: 3.00 / 3.00 /
>46 CNTRLN-TDZ: N-N/N-N N-N/N-N
>47 RVR-RVV: N/ -N -N/ -N
> 48 REIL: Y/ N /N
>49 APCH LIGHTS: / ODALS /

OBSTRUCTION DATA

50 FAR 77 CATEGORY: A(NP) / A(NP) AV) 1 AV)
>51 DISPLACED THR: / /
>52 CTLG OBSTN: TREES / TREES TREES / TREES
>53 OBSTN MARKED/LGTD: / /
>54 HGT ABOVE RWY END: 33 /59 42 | 60
>55 DIST FROM RWY END: 924 / 1,500 990 / 768
>56 CNTRLN OFFSET: 370L / OB 0B / 115L

57 OBSTN CLNC SLOPE: 211 [ 221 23:1 / 12:1

58 CLOSE-IN OBSTN: N /N N /N

DECLARED DISTANCES

>60 TAKE OFF RUN AVBL (TORA): / /
>61 TAKE OFF DIST AVBL (TODA): / /
>62 ACLT STOP DIST AVBL (ASDA): / /
>63 LNDG DIST AVBL (LDA): / /

'
—_~— = — — — - -
'

B A N T

~ -~

~— — -~ - - - -

—~ — — — — — — — —

~— - —

(>) ARPT MGR PLEASE ADVISE FSS IN ITEM 86 WHEN CHANGES OCCUR TO ITEMS PRECEDED BY >

>110 REMARKS:

A 017 TERMINAL OPEN 0700-DUSK.

A 042 RWY 12 12/30 MKD WITH YELLOW CONES.

A 043 RWY 06 RY 06, PAPI UNUSABLE 7 DEGS LEFT & RIGHT OF COURSE.

A 081 RWY APT WHEN ATCT CLSD ACTVT ODALS RY 24 - CTAF.

A 110 THIS AIRPORT HAS BEEN SURVEYED BY THE NATIONAL GEODETIC SURVEY.
A 110-1 BIRDS ON & INVOF ARPT.

A 110-2 WHEN ATCT CLSD CONFIRM SNOW REMOVAL OPNS & WINTER CONDS - CTAF.

111 INSPECTOR: ( s ) 112 LAST INSP: 0

7/11/2012

113 LAST INFO REQ:

FAA Form 5010-1 (5-91) SUPERSEDES PREVIOUS EDITI

ON




J U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION

AIRPORT MASTER RECORD

PRINT DATE: 01/24/2013
AFD EFF 01/10/2013
Form Approved OMB 2120-0015

>1 ASSOC CITY:
>2 AIRPORT NAME:
3 CBD TO AIRPORT (NM):

*xrkkCONTINUED  +**

4 STATE: MI

6 REGION/ADO: AGL/DET

LOCID: ARB
5 COUNTY:
7 SECT AERO CHT:

FAA SITE NR: 09524.*A

GENERAL
10 OWNERSHIP:
>11 OWNER:
>12 ADDRESS:

>13 PHONE NR:
> 14 MANAGER:
>15 ADDRESS:

>16 PHONE NR:
>17 ATTENDANCE SCHEDULE:

18 AIRPORT USE:

19 ARPT LAT:

20 ARPT LONG:

21 ARPT ELEV:

22 ACREAGE:
>23 RIGHT TRAFFIC:
>24 NON-COMM LANDING:

25 NPIAS/FED AGREEMENTS:
>26 FAR 139 INDEX:

SERVICES
>70 FUEL:

>71 AIRFRAME RPRS:
>72 PWR PLANT RPRS:
>73 BOTTLE OXYGEN:
>74 BULK OXYGEN:
75 TSNT STORAGE:
76 OTHER SERVICES:

FACILITIES

>80 ARPT BCN:
>81 ARPT LGT SKED:
>82 UNICOM:
>83 WIND INDICATOR:
84 SEGMENTED CIRCLE:
85 CONTROL TWR:
86 FSS:
87 FSS ON ARPT:
88 FSS PHONE NR:
89 TOLL FREE NR:

BASED AIRCRAFT
90 SINGLE ENG:
91 MULTI ENG:
92 JET:

TOTAL:

93 HELICOPTERS:
94 GLIDERS:

95 MILITARY:

96 ULTRA-LIGHT:

OPERATIONS

100 AIR CARRIER:

102 AIR TAXI:

103 G A LOCAL:

104 G A ITNRNT:

105 MILITARY:
TOTAL:

OPERATIONS FOR 12
MONTHS ENDING

RUNWAY DATA
>30 RUNWAY IDENT:
>31 LENGTH:
>32 WIDTH:
>33 SURF TYPE-COND:
>34 SURF TREATMENT:

35 GROSS WT: sw

36 (IN THSDS) DW

37 DTW

38 DDTW
>39 PCN:

LIGHTING/APCH AIDS

>40 EDGE INTENSITY:
>42 RWY MARK TYPE-COND:
>43 VGSI:

44 THR CROSSING HGT:

45 VISUAL GLIDE ANGLE:
>46 CNTRLN-TDZ:
>47 RVR-RVV:
>48 REIL:
>49 APCH LIGHTS:

OBSTRUCTION DATA

50 FAR 77 CATEGORY:
>51 DISPLACED THR:
>52 CTLG OBSTN:
>53 OBSTN MARKED/LGTD:
>54 HGT ABOVE RWY END:
>55 DIST FROM RWY END:
>56 CNTRLN OFFSET:

57 OBSTN CLNC SLOPE:

58 CLOSE-IN OBSTN:

DECLARED DISTANCES

>60 TAKE OFF RUN AVBL (TORA):
>61 TAKE OFF DIST AVBL (TODA):
>62 ACLT STOP DIST AVBL (ASDA):
>63 LNDG DIST AVBL (LDA):

~ e~~~ — —~ — —

~— = = = = - -~ -

~ -~ -~

'
~ — — — — — — —
'

—~ — — — — — — — —

T

'
~ o~ — — — — — —
'

~ — — — — — — — —

~ — -~ —

'
~ — — — — — — —
'

—~ — — — — — — — —

T

(>) ARPT MGR PLEASE ADVISE FSS IN ITEM 86 WHEN CHANGES OCCUR TO ITEMS PRECEDED BY >

>110 REMARKS:

A 110-3
A 110-4
A 110-5

111 INSPECTOR: (S )

112 LAST INSP:

07/11/2012

RY 24 RUNUP AREA, FIRST 200 FT OF TWY A, & TWY Al BTN TWY A & RY 24 HOL LINE NOT VSB FM TWR.
NO SNOW REMOVAL FOR RY 12/30.
24 HR RESTROOMS LCTD IN Q-ROW NW HANGARS, COMBINATION 13455.

113 LAST INFO REQ:

FAA Form 5010-1 (5-91)

SUPERSEDES PREVIOUS EDITION
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BY LAWS OF THE
ANN ARBOR MUNICIPAL AIRPORT ADVISORY COMMITTEE

As adopted November 15, 1995
Revised and Approved at the January 25, 2006 Meeting

WHEREAS, the Ann Arbor City Council has created the Airport Advisory
Committee for the purpose of making recommendations to the Council regarding the
construction and operation of the Airport, and

WHEREAS, the Committee size is established at seven (7) members, and

WHEREAS, the Committee finds it desirable to adopt By Laws so that it may
more efficiently fulfill its obligations to the City and Council; and

WHEREAS, the Airport Advisory Committee is playing an increasingly important
part in policy matters regarding the airport; and

WHEREAS, the need of diligence and continuity of effort has increased; and

WHEREAS, the members of the committee have expressed a desire to amend
the By Laws which govern them;

THEREFORE, the Airport Advisory Committee has approved the following By
Laws effective January 18, 1995, as amended April 17, 1996, May 15, 1996, July 17,
1996, June 18, 1997, April 15, 1998, November 18, 1998, June 20,2001, February 19,
2003 and January 25, 2006.

OFFICE
1. The principal office of the Committee shall be at the Ann Arbor Municipal
Airport Administration Building.
2. The Committee may also have offices in such other places as the

Committee may from time to time designate.
Il

MEMBERS AND OFFICERS

1. The voting members of the Committee shall be seven (7) individuals duly
designated by the Mayor and approved by City Council. Each new member shall serve
for a term of three (3) years, and may serve no more than two (2) terms. A member
whose term has expired may serve until a successor is appointed, or sixty days after the
expiration of the term, whichever occurs first.



2. The Airport Manager shall be an ex-officio member without vote. Pittsfield
and Lodi Townships may each name an ex-officio non-voting member to the committee.

3. Members are expected to attend all regularly scheduled and convened
meetings of the Committee. Should a member miss two (2) meetings in succession or
two (2) of four (4) meetings, the Chair may inquire of the absent member concerning
their intention to continue serving on the Committee. Should a member miss three (3)
meetings in succession or three (3) of five (5) meetings, the Chair may refer the name
of the absent member to the Mayor of the City with the suggestion to dismiss the
member and appoint another person to fill the unexpired term.

4. The officers of the Committee shall be a Chair, and Vice Chair. The Airport
Manager shall serve as secretary.

5. The Committee at its November meeting shall choose the Chair and Vice
Chair for one-year terms, effective at its next regularly scheduled meeting.

6. The Chair and Vice Chair shall hold office until their successors are
chosen and qualify in their stead. If the office of Chair becomes vacant the Vice Chair
shall succeed to that office for the unexpired term of that office. If the office of Vice
Chair becomes vacant the Committee shall elect a successor from its membership at
the next regular meeting, and such election shall be for the unexpired term of that office.

[l
MEETINGS

1. Place. All meetings of the Committee shall be held at its offices at the Ann
Arbor Municipal Airport Administration Building or at such other place as the Committee
may from time to time designate.

2. Reqular Meetings. Regular meetings of the Committee shall be held
without notice on the third Wednesday of every other month (January, March, May, July,
September, and November) at the offices of the Committee or such other time and
place as may be designated in accordance with these By Laws.

3. Special Meetings. The Chair of the Committee may, when deemed by the
Chair to be expedient, and shall, upon the request of at least one member of the
Committee, call a special meeting of the Committee for the purpose of transacting any
business designated in the call. The call for a special meeting may be issued to each
member of the Committee no later than two (2) days prior to the date of such special
meeting. At such special meeting, no business shall be considered other than as
designated in the call, but if all of the voting members of the Committee are present at a
special meeting any and all business may be transacted at such special meeting.

4. Quorum. At all meetings of the Committee, a majority of the appointed
voting members of the Committee shall constitute a quorum for the purpose of
transacting business. Ex-officio members of the Committee shall not be counted in
determining a quorum.



5. Order of Business. At the regular meeting of the Committee the following
shall be the order of business:

Roll Call

Approval of Agenda

Reading and approval of minutes of previous meeting
Audience participation

Reports of Airport Manager

Reports of Townships/FAA Tower Manager/Committees
Unfinished business

New Business

Items for Next Agenda

Notice of Next Scheduled Meeting

Adjournment

PooO0oNoUR~LNE

el

The order of business may be changed with the consent of a majority of
members present.

6. Audience Participation. Audience participation in Committee meetings
shall appear near the beginning of the agenda, for the purpose of addressing any item
on the agenda. Speakers shall be limited to three minutes. However, the sole
representative of a group may speak five minutes. Audience participation may also be
permitted later, regarding items not on the agenda.

7. Rules of Parliamentary Procedure. The rules of parliamentary practice
comprised in Roberts Rules of Order shall govern the Committee in all cases to which
they are applicable, provided they are not in conflict with these By-Laws.

8. Minutes of Proceedings. It shall be the responsibility of the secretary to
prepare the minutes of the proceedings of each regular and special meeting of the
Committee. At the option of the secretary, audio or video recordings may be utilized to
assist in the production of written minutes.

v

ANNUAL REPORT

The Committee shall present to the Ann Arbor City Council in the month of
February of each year, a report on the activities of the Committee and the Airport for the
past calendar year. The report may contain recommendations to the Council.

\

AMENDMENT TO THE BY LAWS

The By Laws of the Committee may be amended, added to, or repealed, or new By
Laws may be adopted in lieu hereof by the affirmative vote of a majority of the
Committee, provided that notice thereof shall be in the call of the meeting.
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352 COUNCIL-JULY 6, 1978

Council unanimously agreed with Councilmember Morris to amend Paragraph A of Section 1 (Annexation -

General) of the policy agreement as follows:

A. All land areas in The Township lying west of U.S. 23 Expressway and north of the centesline SOUTH
LINE of Ellsworth Road from U.S. 23 to the west line of Platt STATE Road, thence-southery- to the
Railroad right -of way-adjaeent-to the Gity Landfill; thence- westerby- along-the-landfill dine extended-to-

Stone Scheet Read,-thence- nerthesly- along the east-line of Stone-Sehool-Read to-the south line -of
Fllsworth Road; thenee wosterly 1o-the-west line of State Street-thence northerly to the south line of

1-94,...
The question being the Resolution with the amended Policy Agreement.
On a voice vote, Chair declared the motion carried unanimously.
The Resolution as adopted reads as follows:
R-280-7-78

RESOLUTION TO APPROVE CITY OF ANN ARBOR
AND PITTSFIELD TOWNSHIP AGREEMENT

WHEREAS, the City of Ann Arbor officials and Pittsfield Township officials have spent many months
negotiating an agreement of understanding; and,

WHEREAS, both governments agree to the principle of cooperation and not confrontation; and,
WHEREAS, the agreement is deemed in the best interests of the citizens of both units of government;
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the following agreement of understanding be approved.

CITY OF ANN ARBOR—CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF PITTSFIELD
POSITION PAPER ON PROMULGATION OF POLICIES

Promulgation of Policies

The CITY OF ANN ARBOR “The City”’, and the CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF PITTSFIELD,
“The Township”, by their respective governing bodies, for the purpose of furthering their
common welfare, do hereby promulgate certain policies, and declare their intentions to
abide the same in their exercise of governmental authority so far as practical and not in
conflict with law.

J_ANNEXATION-GENERAL

A. All land area. 'n The Township lying west of U.S 22 Furressway and north of the
south line of Ellsworth Road from U.S. 23 to the west line of State Road, thence
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northerly to the south line of 1-94, thence westerly to the western boundary of The
Township, shall be designated as “The Territory” and shall be eventually annexed
to the City in an orderly manner.

It shall be understood that this aforementioned line is the unofficial boundary line
until such times it can be so officially designated.

Inasmuch as the Township and the City have an existing contract for sewer service
for portions of the Township, the Township shall not make plans to provide
municipal sewer and/or water service to any properties within said Territory,
however the Township shall maintain all other legal authority and responsibility for
Township lands and residents in the Territory until such time as they do become
annexed to the City.

Notwithstanding previous policies, decisions and procedures, the City and
Township hereby agree that individual properties in the designated area may be
annexed to the City even where such annexation may create new islands. Neither
the City nor the Township shall interpose in any judicial or other proceeding
pertaining to the annexation of any portion of the said Territory an objection to
such annexation by reason that the same would create an enclave of Township land
within the City.

Neither the City nor the Township shall seek to require annexation to the City of
any such enclave of Township land lying within the Territory, solely because of its
constituting an enclave, whether now existing or hereafter created through the
annexation of a portion of the Territory. Nevertheless, upon request to the City by
the owner of a property within any said enclave for City water and/or sewer service
to such property, the City may require such property to become annexed to the
City as a condition of granting such service.

The Township agrees that rather than furthering litigation in the case of the
Pittsfield Islands, it will agree to the Boundary Commission decision of 1973 (File
No. 8322) if the individual review procedure as set forth in paragraph I-H is applied.

Through joint resolutions of the City and Township governing bodies any portion
of the Territory within the designated area may be annexed to the City upon the
petition therefor signed by the petitioners as provided by MCLA 117.9(8) in the
case of such alternate method of annexation.

Upon annexation to the City of properties within said Territory the City “deferred
charges” thereon, for benefits conferred by capital improvements made prior to the
annexation shall be payable at the property owners option, either in full, or in not
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less than six (6) equal annual installments, provided that the same shall be payable
in up to twelve (12) equal annual installments in cases of a property being, and
continuing to be, the homestead of an owner occupant who has special hardship
problems or is otherwise adjudged in need of special consideration. Hardship and
special considerations may be conferred upon the single owner occupant at time of
annexation. A transition appeals committee shall be established for the purpose of
determining such need. It shall be authorized to make recommendations to City
Council for special consideration and shall be comprised of two (2) members
appointed from the City and one (1) member appointed from the Township.

II-MUNICIPAL AIRPORT

The City agrees that the pending appeal of the decision of the Washtenaw Circuit
Court in the suit of the Township vs. the City (Docket No. 77-12619) respecting
the City’s proceedings to annex Territories in and about the Municipal Airport and
a portion of Eisenhower Boulevard shall be dismissed.

The Township agrees to cooperate with the City in the establishment of an Airport
Land Use Plan which recognizes the compatibility of light industrial, warehousing,
gravel mining and other uses on airport lands. The Township will review and
comment on the plan before City adoption. It is further understood that any
private construction on Airport lands will require approval under Township zoning
and site plan requirements, as well as Township Building and Safety Department
permit requirements. Plans for municipal construction on Airport lands must be
submitted to the Township for review and comment.

The Township agrees to establish a land use plan for the environs of the Airport
which recognizes only land uses which are compatible to airport operations from a
safety and environmental point of view. The City will review and comment on the
plan before adoption by the Township.

It is further agreed that gravel mining may take place only for use on City of Ann
Arbor roads and public works projects and for use on Pittsfield Township roads,
and public works projects. In addition, that a gravel processing plan, a restoration
plan and a soil erosion plan be filed and reviewed by the Township.

Excepting as exempt by law, the Township shall assess for taxes the real and
personal properties of and upon the airport lands.

The Township agrees to provide right-of-way for City sanitary sewage mains to the
Airport to serve Airport properties uses only.
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HI-LANDFILL

The City desires to expand its Landfill operations to the west on property known as
the Derck, Nielsen, and McCalla parcels.

The Township agrees to actively support and assist in acquisition negotiations such
expansion on the conditions that:

1. A land use and restoration plan be developed for long range use of the
landfill area.
2. That a reasonable strip of land immediately east of Stone School Road, as

well as along Ellsworth Road, as well as along the northern edge of what is
known as the Morgan properties is excluded for environmental purposes.

A Landfill Expansion Advisory Committee composed of four (4) persons appointed
by the City and three (3) persons appointed by the Township shall be created to
advise the City on environmental and operational plans.

The Township desires that it be given preferred customer consideration by the City
in the use of the Landfill or offered an opportunity for proportionate investment
equity if the Landfill is to be expanded in this location.

The Township shall not adopt any ordinance, rule or regulation which regulates or
attempts to regulate the City’s use of the landfill property so long as that property

is used for disposal of refuse materials or for park purposes.

IV-SEWER/WATER SERVICEES

Upon acceptance and execution of this position paper, the City agrees to
immediately approve the Township’s request for sewer service limited to the
Township Hall and the State Road frontage of a proposed commercial development
at Ellsworth and State Roads in accordance with procedures established in
Paragraph [-A of the Ann Arbor Pittsfield Sewer Service Agreement dated
September 30, 1975. It is understood State Department of Natural Resources
approval will be sought eagerly by the City.

The sewer service will be provided at 103% of City rates in accordance with the
aforementioned agreement.

The City will agree to consider additional requests for service prior to the
completion of the new ‘“‘area wide treatment plant” on a case by case basis.
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COMMUNICATIONS FROM THE MAYOR

Mayor Louis D. Belcher informed Councilmembers that he will be communicating with Mr. Robert Lillie,
Pittsfield Township Supervisor, to advise him of the changes made tonight in the Pittsfield Township Agreement.

*********t***************

Mayor Belcher alerted Council that there are several major Planning matters comming up for consideration, such
as the eighty acres of land to be developed in the Briarwood area and a proposal for downtown housing.

***********************#*

Mayor Belcher recommended the appointment of Hugh M. Wanty, 2061 Pauline Boulevard, to the Housing Board
of Appeals to replace James J. O’Kane for an indefinite term.

Moved by Councilmember Trowbridge that Council concur in the recommendation of the Mayor.

On roll call the vote was as follows: Yeas, Councilmembers Latta, Greenberg, Morris, Senunas, Sheldon,
Trowbridge, Cmejrek, Mayor Belcher, 8

Nays, 0
Councilmember Bell was absent from the Council Chamber at the time the vote was taken.
Chair declared the motion carried.

*************************

Mayor Belcher recommended the appointment of Roberta Lea Shrope, 321 South Revena Boulevard, to the
Planning Commission, effective July 1, 1978 for a three year term ending June 30, 1981.

Moved by Councilmember Cmejrek that Council concur in the recommendation of the Mayor.

On roll call the vote was as follows: Yeas, Councilmembers Senunas, Sheldon, Trowbridge, Cmejrek, Bell, Mayor
Belcher, 6

Nays, Councilmembers Latta, Greenberg, Morris, 3

Chair declared the motion carried.

***********************#*

Mayor Belcher laid the nomination on the table of Charles T. Wagner, 3425 Brentwood Court, to the Planning
Commission to be confirmed at the next session of Council. '

COMMUNICATIONS FROM COUNCIL COMMITTEES

None.

- O
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AGREEMENT SUPPLEMENTING 1979 POLICY STATEMENT
RELATIVE TO AIRPORT LAYOUT PLANS, AERONAUTICAL FACILITIES
AND NON-AERONAUTICAL FACILITIES AT THE ANN ARBOR AIRPORT

This agreement (“Agreement”) is between the City of Ann Arbor (*Ann Arbor”), a
Michigan Municipal Corporation and Pittsfield Charter Township (“Pittsfield”), a Michigan
Municipal Corporation.

RECITALS:

Ann Arbor owns and operates the Ann Arbor Airport (“Airport”), which is located in
Pittsfield Charter Township.

In 1979 Pittsfield and Ann Arbor entered into an agreement entitled “Policy Statement,”
a portion of which has addressed certain aspects of the operation of the Ann Arbor
Airport.

This Agreement is not intended to replace the Policy Statement. However, in the event
of any conflict with the Policy Statement, this agreement shall apply.

Under the Michigan Aeronautics Code, MCL 259.1 et seq., Ann Arbor has jurisdictional
control for the management, governance and use of the Airport, including application of
its police powers, rules, regulations and ordinances, and including the zoning and
planning of aeronautical facilities on the Airport property.

The City of Ann Arbor has adopted its construction code, including the building code,
electrical code and mechanical code components thereof, in accordance with the Stille-
DeRossett-Hale Single State Construction Code Act (MCL 125.1501 et seq.)
(“construction code”). The City and the Township do not agree as to the authority
granted to the City by the Michigan Aeronautics Code to extend and enforce its
construction code at the Airport relative to aeronautical facilities. However, without
deciding the extent of the City’s authority under the Michigan Aeronautics Code, the City
and the Township agree that to the extent it may be necessary, this agreement is an
agreement between two public agencies that constitutes an interlocal agreement for
purposes of Sections 4 and 5 of the Urban Cooperation Act (MCL 124.504 and 124.505)
and Subsection 8b(2) of the Stille-DeRossett-Hale Single State Construction Code Act
(MCL 125.1508b(2)) by which the City and the Township agree that the City shall
extend and enforce its construction code to all aeronautical facilities constructed on
Airport property, including issuing permits, inspections and enforcement of violations.

The Airport is serviced in whole by Pittsfield sanitary sewer service and is serviced in
part by Pittsfield water service.

Unless and until Ann Arbor or the Airport qualifies as an authorized public agency for
the Airport under Section 9110 of Part 91, Soil Erosion and Sedimentation Control, of



the Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Act, MCL 324.9110, Pittsfield has
jurisdiction over the Airport for soil erosion and sedimentation control.

Wherefore, the parties agree as follows:

1.

“Aeronautical facilities” means Airport buildings, landing fields and other facilities
that are used for and serve aeronautical or aeronautically related operations and
purposes. Aeronautical facilities include both facilities constructed by Ann Arbor
and facilities that are privately constructed.

“Non-aeronautical facilities” means facilities whose use is unrelated to
aeronautical operations or purposes.

A modification of the Airport Layout Plan is a land use plan as used in Section
[I.B. of the Policy Statement.

If a modification of the Airport Layout Plan is proposed, Ann Arbor will give notice
to Pittsfield's Building Official or such other person as Pittsfield designates in
writing, of the intent to modify the Airport layout plan at least 30 days before
authorizing a professional services agreement for the modification. At least 30
days before submitting a modification of the Airport Layout Plan for approval by
the Michigan Aeronautics Commission or the Federal Aviation Administration,
Ann Arbor will provide Pittsfield's Building Official with copies of the documents to
be submitted to those bodies. After approval of a modified Airport Layout Plan by
the Michigan Aeronautics Commission or the Federal Aviation Administration,
Ann Arbor will provide Pittsfield's Building Official with a copy of the proposed
modification at least 30 days before the Ann Arbor City Council meeting at which
it is to be submitted for approval.

Annually Ann Arbor will provide Pittsfield’s Building Official, or such other person
as Pittsfield designates in writing, with a copy of the five year Airport
Improvement Plan for the Airport.

If Ann Arbor applies for grant funds for new or expanded facilities shown or listed
on the Airport Layout Plan or Airport Improvement Plan it will notify Pittsfield’s
Building Official, or such other person as Pittsfield designates in writing, of the
application.

Aeronautical facilities being constructed at the Ann Arbor Airport are not required
to go through the Pittsfield site plan review and approval process. However,
when civil construction drawings for a project have been completed, but prior to
bid for construction of the facilities, Ann Arbor will submit copies of the civil
construction drawings to Pittsfield’s Building Official, or such other person as
Pittsfield designates in writing, for review and comment. The plans submitted to
Pittsfield shall consist of four (4) sets of full sized drawings and a description of
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

the type of project, the general scope and the time frame. All proposed utilities
associated with civil construction drawings for a project shall meet all current
Township Land Development Standards.

Typical administrative fees will not be charged for the review of the plans
submitted pursuant to paragraph 7, but the City will be responsible for
establishing an Airport Plan (AP) escrow account for costs, which Pittsfield
agrees shall be limited to its actual costs for plan review and comment.

Pittsfield will provide a written evaluation of the plans specified in paragraph 7
based on the Pittsfield Zoning Ordinance and Land Development Standards to
Ann Arbor's Fleet & Facilities Manager, or such other person as Ann Arbor
designates in writing, within two (2) weeks of the submittal in order to permit Ann
Arbor staff to consider its comments.

Ann Arbor will consider and endeavor to incorporate reasonable
recommendations provided by Pittsfield.

Ann Arbor will obtain soil erosion and sedimentation control permits for the
Airport from Pittsfield until such time as Ann Arbor or the Airport qualifies as an
authorized public agency for the Airport under Section 9110 of Part 91, Soil
Erosion and Sedimentation Control, of the Natural Resources and Environmental
Protection Act, MCL 324.9110.

Ann Arbor will obtain Pittsfield utility permits as required by Pittsfield ordinance
for connections to Pittsfield sanitary sewer or water lines.

Ann Arbor shall extend and enforce its construction code, including the building
code, electrical code and mechanical code components thereof, to all
aeronautical facilities constructed on Airport property and provide Pittsfield’s
Building Official, or such other person as Pittsfield designates in writing, with
copies of all construction permit documents including the application, the permit,
inspection reports and any certificate of occupancy within thirty days of being
issued or received.

Non-aeronautical facilities at the Airport will be required to comply with Pittsfield
planning and zoning requirements and the Pittsfield construction code ordinance.

Nothing contained in this agreement shall be construed as limiting Pittsfield’'s
authority to enforce the State Construction Code regarding any violations of that
code for non-aeronautical facilities.

Nothing contained in this agreement shall exempt aeronautical facilities from
being in compliance with the State Construction Code unless said facilities are
under the jurisdiction of the Federal Aviation Administration.

3



17.  Ann Arbor shall extend and enforce its fire prevention code to all aeronautical
facilities located on Airport property and provide Pittsfield’s Building Official, or
such other person as Pittsfield designates in writing, with copies of all fire
inspection documents including fire alarm and detection systems and fire
extinguishing system certification and test reports, and all required operational
permits within thirty days of being issued or received.

18.  This agreement shall be approved by the concurrent resolutions of the Ann Arbor
City Council and Pittsfield Charter Township Board of Trustees.

19. This agreement shall take effect October 1, 2009 or after a copy has been filed
with both the Washtenaw County Clerk and the Michigan Secretary of State,
whichever is later.

20. This agreement shall have a term of 5 years beginning on October 1, 2009. It
shall automatically renew for successive 5 year periods unless either party
provides the other with written notice of non-renewal at least 60 days before the
end of a term.

Dated: Dated:

City of Ann Arbor Pittsfield Charter Township
By By
John Hieftje, Mayor Mandy Grewal, Township Supervisor
By By
Jacqueline Beaudry, City Clerk Allen Israel, Township Clerk
Approved as to form: Approved as to form:
Stephen K. Postema, City Attorney R. Bruce Laidlaw, Township Attorney
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Council unanimously agreed with Councilmember Morris to amend Paragraph A of Section 1 (Annexation -

General) of the policy agreement as follows:

A. All land areas in The Township lying west of U.S. 23 Expressway and north of the centesline SOUTH
LINE of Ellsworth Road from U.S. 23 to the west line of Platt STATE Road, thence-southery- to the
Railroad right -of way-adjaeent-to the Gity Landfill; thence- westerby- along-the-landfill dine extended-to-

Stone Scheet Read,-thence- nerthesly- along the east-line of Stone-Sehool-Read to-the south line -of
Fllsworth Road; thenee wosterly 1o-the-west line of State Street-thence northerly to the south line of

1-94,...
The question being the Resolution with the amended Policy Agreement.
On a voice vote, Chair declared the motion carried unanimously.
The Resolution as adopted reads as follows:
R-280-7-78

RESOLUTION TO APPROVE CITY OF ANN ARBOR
AND PITTSFIELD TOWNSHIP AGREEMENT

WHEREAS, the City of Ann Arbor officials and Pittsfield Township officials have spent many months
negotiating an agreement of understanding; and,

WHEREAS, both governments agree to the principle of cooperation and not confrontation; and,
WHEREAS, the agreement is deemed in the best interests of the citizens of both units of government;
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the following agreement of understanding be approved.

CITY OF ANN ARBOR—CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF PITTSFIELD
POSITION PAPER ON PROMULGATION OF POLICIES

Promulgation of Policies

The CITY OF ANN ARBOR “The City”’, and the CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF PITTSFIELD,
“The Township”, by their respective governing bodies, for the purpose of furthering their
common welfare, do hereby promulgate certain policies, and declare their intentions to
abide the same in their exercise of governmental authority so far as practical and not in
conflict with law.

J_ANNEXATION-GENERAL

A. All land area. 'n The Township lying west of U.S 22 Furressway and north of the
south line of Ellsworth Road from U.S. 23 to the west line of State Road, thence
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northerly to the south line of 1-94, thence westerly to the western boundary of The
Township, shall be designated as “The Territory” and shall be eventually annexed
to the City in an orderly manner.

It shall be understood that this aforementioned line is the unofficial boundary line
until such times it can be so officially designated.

Inasmuch as the Township and the City have an existing contract for sewer service
for portions of the Township, the Township shall not make plans to provide
municipal sewer and/or water service to any properties within said Territory,
however the Township shall maintain all other legal authority and responsibility for
Township lands and residents in the Territory until such time as they do become
annexed to the City.

Notwithstanding previous policies, decisions and procedures, the City and
Township hereby agree that individual properties in the designated area may be
annexed to the City even where such annexation may create new islands. Neither
the City nor the Township shall interpose in any judicial or other proceeding
pertaining to the annexation of any portion of the said Territory an objection to
such annexation by reason that the same would create an enclave of Township land
within the City.

Neither the City nor the Township shall seek to require annexation to the City of
any such enclave of Township land lying within the Territory, solely because of its
constituting an enclave, whether now existing or hereafter created through the
annexation of a portion of the Territory. Nevertheless, upon request to the City by
the owner of a property within any said enclave for City water and/or sewer service
to such property, the City may require such property to become annexed to the
City as a condition of granting such service.

The Township agrees that rather than furthering litigation in the case of the
Pittsfield Islands, it will agree to the Boundary Commission decision of 1973 (File
No. 8322) if the individual review procedure as set forth in paragraph I-H is applied.

Through joint resolutions of the City and Township governing bodies any portion
of the Territory within the designated area may be annexed to the City upon the
petition therefor signed by the petitioners as provided by MCLA 117.9(8) in the
case of such alternate method of annexation.

Upon annexation to the City of properties within said Territory the City “deferred
charges” thereon, for benefits conferred by capital improvements made prior to the
annexation shall be payable at the property owners option, either in full, or in not
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less than six (6) equal annual installments, provided that the same shall be payable
in up to twelve (12) equal annual installments in cases of a property being, and
continuing to be, the homestead of an owner occupant who has special hardship
problems or is otherwise adjudged in need of special consideration. Hardship and
special considerations may be conferred upon the single owner occupant at time of
annexation. A transition appeals committee shall be established for the purpose of
determining such need. It shall be authorized to make recommendations to City
Council for special consideration and shall be comprised of two (2) members
appointed from the City and one (1) member appointed from the Township.

II-MUNICIPAL AIRPORT

The City agrees that the pending appeal of the decision of the Washtenaw Circuit
Court in the suit of the Township vs. the City (Docket No. 77-12619) respecting
the City’s proceedings to annex Territories in and about the Municipal Airport and
a portion of Eisenhower Boulevard shall be dismissed.

The Township agrees to cooperate with the City in the establishment of an Airport
Land Use Plan which recognizes the compatibility of light industrial, warehousing,
gravel mining and other uses on airport lands. The Township will review and
comment on the plan before City adoption. It is further understood that any
private construction on Airport lands will require approval under Township zoning
and site plan requirements, as well as Township Building and Safety Department
permit requirements. Plans for municipal construction on Airport lands must be
submitted to the Township for review and comment.

The Township agrees to establish a land use plan for the environs of the Airport
which recognizes only land uses which are compatible to airport operations from a
safety and environmental point of view. The City will review and comment on the
plan before adoption by the Township.

It is further agreed that gravel mining may take place only for use on City of Ann
Arbor roads and public works projects and for use on Pittsfield Township roads,
and public works projects. In addition, that a gravel processing plan, a restoration
plan and a soil erosion plan be filed and reviewed by the Township.

Excepting as exempt by law, the Township shall assess for taxes the real and
personal properties of and upon the airport lands.

The Township agrees to provide right-of-way for City sanitary sewage mains to the
Airport to serve Airport properties uses only.
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HI-LANDFILL

The City desires to expand its Landfill operations to the west on property known as
the Derck, Nielsen, and McCalla parcels.

The Township agrees to actively support and assist in acquisition negotiations such
expansion on the conditions that:

1. A land use and restoration plan be developed for long range use of the
landfill area.
2. That a reasonable strip of land immediately east of Stone School Road, as

well as along Ellsworth Road, as well as along the northern edge of what is
known as the Morgan properties is excluded for environmental purposes.

A Landfill Expansion Advisory Committee composed of four (4) persons appointed
by the City and three (3) persons appointed by the Township shall be created to
advise the City on environmental and operational plans.

The Township desires that it be given preferred customer consideration by the City
in the use of the Landfill or offered an opportunity for proportionate investment
equity if the Landfill is to be expanded in this location.

The Township shall not adopt any ordinance, rule or regulation which regulates or
attempts to regulate the City’s use of the landfill property so long as that property

is used for disposal of refuse materials or for park purposes.

IV-SEWER/WATER SERVICEES

Upon acceptance and execution of this position paper, the City agrees to
immediately approve the Township’s request for sewer service limited to the
Township Hall and the State Road frontage of a proposed commercial development
at Ellsworth and State Roads in accordance with procedures established in
Paragraph [-A of the Ann Arbor Pittsfield Sewer Service Agreement dated
September 30, 1975. It is understood State Department of Natural Resources
approval will be sought eagerly by the City.

The sewer service will be provided at 103% of City rates in accordance with the
aforementioned agreement.

The City will agree to consider additional requests for service prior to the
completion of the new ‘“‘area wide treatment plant” on a case by case basis.
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COMMUNICATIONS FROM THE MAYOR

Mayor Louis D. Belcher informed Councilmembers that he will be communicating with Mr. Robert Lillie,
Pittsfield Township Supervisor, to advise him of the changes made tonight in the Pittsfield Township Agreement.

*********t***************

Mayor Belcher alerted Council that there are several major Planning matters comming up for consideration, such
as the eighty acres of land to be developed in the Briarwood area and a proposal for downtown housing.

***********************#*

Mayor Belcher recommended the appointment of Hugh M. Wanty, 2061 Pauline Boulevard, to the Housing Board
of Appeals to replace James J. O’Kane for an indefinite term.

Moved by Councilmember Trowbridge that Council concur in the recommendation of the Mayor.

On roll call the vote was as follows: Yeas, Councilmembers Latta, Greenberg, Morris, Senunas, Sheldon,
Trowbridge, Cmejrek, Mayor Belcher, 8

Nays, 0
Councilmember Bell was absent from the Council Chamber at the time the vote was taken.
Chair declared the motion carried.

*************************

Mayor Belcher recommended the appointment of Roberta Lea Shrope, 321 South Revena Boulevard, to the
Planning Commission, effective July 1, 1978 for a three year term ending June 30, 1981.

Moved by Councilmember Cmejrek that Council concur in the recommendation of the Mayor.

On roll call the vote was as follows: Yeas, Councilmembers Senunas, Sheldon, Trowbridge, Cmejrek, Bell, Mayor
Belcher, 6

Nays, Councilmembers Latta, Greenberg, Morris, 3

Chair declared the motion carried.

***********************#*

Mayor Belcher laid the nomination on the table of Charles T. Wagner, 3425 Brentwood Court, to the Planning
Commission to be confirmed at the next session of Council. '

COMMUNICATIONS FROM COUNCIL COMMITTEES

None.

- O
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Councilimember Johnson moved, seconded by Councilmermber Teall, that the resolution be
adopted.

On a voice vote, the Mayor declared the mation carried.

Heddh R VoK ****wwtt*****wwtt-n--::****wttt******t*******wtwt****ﬂwtt*****vmt******wt*****wwtt****it****t*

R-31-1-07 AFPROVED

RESOLUTION TO APPROVE THE URS CORPORATION AIRPORT LAYOUT PLAN
UPDATE FOR THE ANN ARBOR MUNICIPAL AIRPORT,
WHICH ILLUSTRATES EXISTING AND PROPOSED FACILITIES TO
MEET THE FUTURE DEMANDS OF AIRPORT TENANTS AND USERS

Whereas, An approved Airport Layout Plan (ALP) is required by the FAA and the Michigan
Department of Transportation (MDOT)-Bureau of Aeronautics for the Ann Arbor Municipal
Airpart to participate in the federal and state airport improvement program;,

Whereas, The airport's ALP is no longer current and does not depict all airport facilities as
required by the FAA and MDOT-Bureau of Aeronautics;

Whereas, The MDOT-Bureau of Aeronautics and FAA, funded the ALP Update at a cost
split of 80% Federal, 5% State, and 5% City and URS Corporation a Michigan Planning and
Consuiting firm was selected to develop the plan;

Whereas, The recommended ALP document depicts existing and future airport facilities
and was completed using FAA and MDOT design and planning standards, which included
the requirement for participation by users, tenants and the general public; and

Whereas, On July 19, 2006, the Airport Advisory Committee voted unanimously to
recommend City Council approval of the ALP Update for the Ann Arbor Municipal Airport;

RESOLVED, That Council approve the ALP Update for the Ann Arbor Municipal Airport;
RESOLVED, That the Mayor and City's Airport Manager be hereby authorized and directed

to execute said ALP Document after approval as to form by the City Attorney and approval
as to substance by the City Administrator; and

RESOLVED, That the City Administrator be authorized to take the necessary administrative
actions to implement this resolution.

Councilmember Higgins movwmdgdmcmmmm-f- TR
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. Staff to bring back a separate proposal regarding extending the runway within
the next 60 days and that notification of the proposal be sent out to citizens in
the surrounding area.

On a voice vote, the Mayor declared the motion carried.

****t'!r************'!l***ﬂt*****'ktt*t**t************ﬂt****ﬂt****'wt****t****&t****tt****tt*t**t****wi**

R-32-1-07 APPROVED

RESOLUTION ACCEPTING UTILITY EASEMENT FROM
PLYMOUTH GREEN CROSSINGS, L.L.C.

Whereas, Plymouth Green Crossings, L.L.C., a Michigan limited liability company, is the fee
simple owner of property lacated in the City of Ann Arbor, Washtenaw County, Michigan as
described in the Washtenaw County Records at Liber 4539, Page 688, recorded February
21, 2006;

Whereas, The First Amended and Restated Operating Agreement of Plymouth Green
Crossings, L.L.C., dated August 30, 2006, authorizes the delivery of a perpetual easement
to the City for publi¢ utilities; and

Whereas, Plymouth Green Crossings, |..L.C., has delivered an easement to the City forthe
construction and maintenance of municipally operated public services comprising the public
utilities system to run with the land and burden the respective property perpetually, being
more particularly described as follows:

Description of Variable Width Water Main:

Commencing at the center of Section 14, Town 2 S, Range 6 E, City of Ann Arbor,
Washtenaw County, Michigan; thence 5 00°05'25" W 667.92 feet along the N and S 1/4
line of said Section 14; thence N 89°54'35" W 40.00 feet to a paint on the Westerly right-of-
way line of Green Road; thence along the said right-of-way line in the following courses.
Southerly 46.90 feet along the arc of a 490.00 foot radius circular curve to the left through a
central angle of 05°29'00" having a chord which bears S 02°39'05" £ 46.88 feet, S5
05°23'35" E 353.86 feet, Southerly 271.22 fest along the arc of a 630.00 foot radius circular
curve to the right through a central angle of 24°40'00" having a chord which bears 5
06°56'25" W 269.13 feet and S 19°16'25" W 71.37 feet: thence N 90°00'00" W 213.38 feet
to the POINT OF BEGINNING;

thence S 56°41'39" W 101.15 feet;
thence N 89°54'35" W 139.18 feet;
thence S 45°05'25" W 24 .77 feet;
thence S 00°05'25" W 34.72 feet;
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CITY OF ANN ARBOR, MICHIGAN

100 North Fifth Avenue, P.O. Box 8647
Ann Arbor, Michigan 48107-88647
Phone (734) 994-2841 » Fax (734) 997-1133
http:/iwww ci.ann-arbor.mi.us

- Murnicipal Airport
Publlc Services Area

February 28, 2007

John Pierce, Transportation Planner
Michigan Department of Transportation
Bureau of Aeronautics

2700 East Airport Service Dr.

Lansing, MI 489062160

Subject:  Ann Arbor Municipal Airport Layout Plan (revision)
Dear Mr. Pierce:

The Ann Arbor City Council, at their January 22, 2007 meeting, approved an action
directing staff to revise the Airport Lavout Plan (ALP) to reflect a 4,300 feet runway and
return that Plan to Council for consideration within 60 days. Council has been informed
that the process for revising the ALP is underway but cannot be completed within 60
days. -

Please accept this letter as our request to revise the ALP to show the runway
improvement. My understanding is that this process begins with resubmitted drawings
and an airspace review by the FAA. The Airport’s consultant, URS Corporation, has
completed the revisions to the drawings showing the 800 feet runway improvement and
will be submitting those to you under separate cover. If you have any questions or need
additional information, please contact me at (734) 972-9112.

Sincerely,
Matthew J. Kuthanek
Airport Manager



CITY OF ANN ARBOR, MICHIGAN

100 North Fifth Avenue, P.O. Box 8647
Ann Arbor, Michigan 48107-88647
Phone (734) 994-2841 « Fax (734) 9971133
http:/iwww.ci.ann-arbor.mi.ug

Municlpal Airport
Public Services Area

February 13, 2007

John Pierce, Transportation Plannet
Michigan Department of Transportatiof
Bureau of Aeronautics

2700 East Airport Service Dr.

Lansing, MI 48906-2160

Subject: Ann Arbor Municipal Airport Layout Plan

Dear Mr. Pierce:

Enclosed please find one complete set of drawings and three signed cover sheets for the
approved Airport Layout Plan of the Ann Arbor Municipal Airport. The documents were
approved by the City Council at their meeting on January 22, 2007, 1f you have any
questions or need additional information, please contact me at (734) 972-911Z.
Sincerely,

Matthew J. Kulhanek

Airport Manager

Enc.
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PITTSFIELD CHARTER TOWNSHIP
WASHTENAW COUNTY, MICHIGAN
RES #09-23
RESOLUTION OPPOSING PROPOSED EXPANSION OF THE ANN ARBOR
MUNICIPAL AIRPORT RUNWAY

MARCH 24, 2009

Minutes of a Regular Meeting of the Township Board of Pittsfield Charter Township,
Washtenaw County, Michigan, held at the Townshlp Administration Building located at 6201 W.
Michigan Avenue, in said Township, on the 24 day of March, at 6:30 p.m.

Members Present: Grewal, Israel, Scribner, Ferguson, Hunt, Krone, Y1i.
Members Absent: None.

The following preamble and resolution were offered by Member Scribner and supported
by Member Ferguson.

WHEREAS, the Ann Arbor airport is under the jurisdiction of the City of Ann Arbor and
operated by an independent Authority and the land is Jocated within Pittsfield Charter Township
immediately adjacent to a residential area; and

WHEREAS, the existing width and length has not posed any substantial safety concerns in the
past with only five incidents of landing mishaps out of a total of 600 000 landings in the past
eight years; and

WHEREAS, the proposed changes and expansion would shift the runway dangerously close to a
busy township roadway (Lohr Road) and closer to dense residential subdivisions; and

WHEREAS, such a runway expansion will significantly increase air traffic volumes and noise
pollution experienced by residential subdivisions in the vicinity of the Ann Arbor airport, thereby
resulting in a decline of residential home property values; and

- WHEREAS, the City of Ann Arbor has not fully demonstrated the economic and safety
Justifications for undertaking the proposed runway expansion; and

WHEREAS, the City of Ann Arbor appears to have not taken into consideration the negative
safety implications such a runway expansion may impose on the surrounding residential
subdivisions by expanding a runway closer to residential subdivisions

NOW THEREFORE BE IT 'RESOLVED, the Pittsfield Charter Township Board of Trustees
urges the City of Ann Arbor to reconsider the merits of expanding the Ann Arbor Airport runway
in light of the negative implications such an expansion would i impose on the residents of
Pittsfield Charter Township.



AYES: Grewal, Israel, Scribner, Ferguson, Hunt, Krone, Yi.
NAYS: None.

ABSENT: None.
ABSTAIN: None,

RESOLUTION DECLARED ADOPTED.

Alan Israel, Clerk
Pittsfield Charter Township

DATED: March 24, 2009.



CERTIFICATE

I, Alan Israel hereby certify that the foregoin’g 1s a true and complete copy of a resolution
adopted by the Township Board of Pittsfield Charter Township, County of Washtenaw, State of
Michigan, at a Regular Meeting held on March 24, 2009, and that said meeting was conducied
and public notice of said meeting was given pursuant to and in full compliance with the Open
Meetings Act, being Act 267, Public Acts of Michigan, 1976, and that the minutes of said

meeting were kept and will be or have been made available as required by said Act.

e

Alan Israel, Clerk
Pittsfield Charter Township

DATED: March 24, 2009.
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LODI TOWNSHIP
WASHTENAW COUNTY, MICHIGAN
RESOLUTION # 2009-009
A RESOLUTION OPPOSING PROPOSED RUNWAY EXPANSION OF THE ANN ARBOR
MUNICIPAL AIRPORT

WHEREAS, the Ann Arbor airport is under the jurisdiction of the City of Ann Arbor and operated by
an independent Authority and the land is located within Pittsfield Charter Township immediately
adjacent to residential areas, including Lodi Township;

WHEREAS, the existing width and length of Runway 6-24 has not be posed any substantial safety
concerns in the past with only five incidents of landing mishaps out of a total of 600,000 landings in
the past eight years; and

WHEREAS, the proposed changes and expansion would shift the runway so that it ends a mere 700
yards from a busy roadway (Lohr Road) and closer to dense residential subdivisions; and

WHEREAS, such a runway will significantly accommodate larger and heavier aircraft, increase air
traffic volumes, and increase noise pollution experienced by residential subdivisions in the vicinity of
the Ann Arbor airport, thereby resulting in a decline in residential home property values; and

WHEREAS, the City of Ann Arbor has not fully demonstrated the economic and safety justifications
for undertaking the proposed runway expansion; and

WHEREAS, the City of Ann Arbor appears to have not taken into consideration the negative safety
implications such a runway expansion may impose on the surrounding residential subdivisions by
expanding a runway closer to residential subdivisions;

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, the Lodi Township Board of Trustees urge the City of Ann
Arbor to reconsider the merits of expanding the Ann Arbor Airport runway in light of the negative
implications such an expansion would impose on the residents of Lodi Township.

ROLL CALL VOTE.:

Ayes: Masters, Staebler, Lindemann, Canham, Foley, and Godek.
Nays: Rentschler.

Absent: None.

Abstain: None.

RESOLUTION DECLARED ADOPTED

Elaine Masters, Clerk, Lodi Township
DATED: May 12, 2009
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Federal Register /Vol. 74, No. 115/ Wednesday, June 17, 2009 /Notices

car owners relative to identification
marks on railroad equipment. FRA,
railroads, and the public refer to the
stenciling to identify freight cars.
Annuadl Estimated Burden Hours:
18,750 hours.
Title: Rear-End Marking Devices.
OMB Control Number: 2130-0523.
Type of Hequest: Extension of a
currently approved collection.
Affected Public: Railroads.
Abstract: The collection of
information is set forth under 49 CFR
Part 221 which requires railroads to
furnish a detailed description of the
type of marking device to be used for
the trailing end of rear cars in order to
ensure rear cars meet minimum
standards for visibility and display.
Railroads are required to furnish a
certification that the device has been
tested in accordance with current
“Guidelines For Testing of Rear End
Marking Devices.” Additionally,
railroads are required to furnish detailed
test records which include the testing
organizations, description of tests,
number of samples tested, and the test
results in order to demaonstrate
compliance with the performance
standard.
Annuadl Esfimated Burden Hours: 89
hours.
Title: Locomotive Certification (Noise
Compliance Regulations).
OMB Control Number: 2130-0527.
Type of Hequest: Extension of a
currently approved collection.
Affected Public: Railroads.
Abstract: Part 210 of title 40 of the
United States Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR) pertains to FRA’s
noise enforcement procedures which
encompass rail yard noise source
standards published by the
Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA). EPA has the authaority to set these
standards under the Noise Control Act
of 1972. The information collected by
FRA under Part 210 is necessary to
ensure compliance with EPA noise
standards for new locomotives.
Annuadl Esfimated Burden Hours:
2,767 hours.
ADDRESSES: Send comments regarding
these information collections to the
Office of [nformation and Regulatory
Affairs, Office of Management and
Budget, 725 Seventeenth Street, NW.,
Washington, DC, 20503, Attention: FRA
Desk Officer. Alternatively, comments
may be sent via e-mail to the Office of
Information and Regulatary Affairs
(OIRA), Office of Management and
Budget, at the following address:
oira_submissions@omb.eop.gov.
Comments are invited on the
following: Whether the proposed

collections of information are necessary
for the proper performance of the
functions of the Department, including
whether the information will have
practical utility; the accuracy of the
Department’s estimates of the burden of
the proposed information collections;
ways to enhance the quality, utility, and
clarity of the information to be
collected; and ways to minimize the
burden of the collections of information
on respondents, including the use of
automated collection techniques or
other forms of information technology.

A comment to OMB is best assured of
having its full effect if OMB receives it
within 30 days of publication of this
notice in the Federal Register.

Authority: 44 U.S.C. 3501-3520.

Issued in Washington, DC, on June 11,
2009.
Donna M. Alwine,
Acting Director, Office of Financial

Management, Federal Railroad
Administration.

[FR Doc. E9—14254 Filed 6-16—09; §:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910-06-P

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Federal Aviation Administration

FAA Notice of Intent to Prepare an
Environmental Assessment; Ann Arbor
Municipal Airport, Ann Arbor, Ml

AGENCY: The Federal Aviation
Administration, Department of
Transportation.

ACTION: Naotice of Intent to prepare an
Environmental Assessment (EA) and
conduct Citizen Advisory Meetings.

SUMMARY: The FAA has delegated
selected responsibilities for compliance
with the National Environmental Policy
Act to the MDOT as part of the State
Block Grant Program authorized under
Title 49 U.S.C., Section 47128. This
notice is to advise the public pursuant
to the National Environmental Policy
Act of 1969, as amended, (NEPA) 42
U.8.C. 4332(2)(c) that MDOT intends to
prepare an EA for the proposed
extension of runway 6/24 at the Ann
Arbor Municipal Airport. While not
required for an EA, the FAA and MDOT
are issuing this Notice of Intent to
facilitate public involvement. This EA
will assess the potential environmental
impacts resulting from the proposed
extension of runway 6/24 from 3,500
feet to 4,300 feet. All reasonable
alternatives will be considered
including a no action alternative.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTAGT: Ms.
Molly Lamrouex, Environmental
Specialist, Bureau of Aeronautics and

Freight Services, MDOT, 2700 Port
Lansing Road, Lansing, Michigan (517)
335-9866.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The EA
will include analysis which will be used
to evaluate the potential environmental
impacts in the study area. During
scoping, and upon publication of a draft
EA and a final EA, MDOT will be
coordinating with federal, state and
local agencies, as well as the public, to
obtain comments and suggestions
regarding the EA for the proposed
project. The EA will assess potential
impacts and reasonable alternatives
including a no action alternative
pursuant to NEPA; FAA Order 1050.1E,
Policies and Procedures for Considering
Environmental Impacts; FAA Order
5050.4B, National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) Implementing [nstructions
for Airport Actions; and the President’s
Council on Environmental Quality
(CEQ) Regulations implementing the
provisions of NEPA, and other
appropriate Agency guidance.

FPublic Input Process: During
development of the draft EA, a series of
meetings to provide for public input
will be held to identify potentially
significant issues or impacts related to
the proposed action that should be
analyzed in the EA. For more
information regarding the meetings for
public input contact Molly Lamrouex,
MDOT Bureau of Aeronautics and
Freight Services, (517) 335-0866.

Issued in Romulus, Michigan, June 4, 2009,
Matthew J. Thys,

Manager, Detroit Airports District Office,
Greaf Lakes Region.

[FR Doc. E9—-14167 Filed 6—16—09; 8:45 am]|
BILLING CODE 4910-13-P

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration

Petition for Exemption From the
Vehicle Theft Prevention Standard;
Nissan

AGENCY: National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration (NHTSA)
Department of Transpartation (DOT).

ACTION: Grant of petition for exemption.

SUMMARY: This document grants in full
the Nissan North America, Inc.’s
(Nissan) petition for an exemption of the
Murano vehicle line in accordance with
49 CFR Part 543, Exemption from the
Theft Prevention Standard. This
petition is granted because the agency
has determined that the antitheft device
to be placed on the line as standard
equipment is likely to be as effective in
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MEETING MINUTES

Ann Arbor Municipal Airport 50178.000 May 4, 2009 May 26, 2009
PROJECT PROJECT NO. MEETING DATE ISSUE DATE

Ann Arbor Municipal Airport Citizens Advisory Committee Meeting
MEETING LOCATION MEETING PURPOSE

Amy Eckland

ISSUED BY SIGNATURE

PARTICIPANT COMPANY

See attached list.

DISCUSSION

The first Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) meeting was held to discuss: 1) the purpose and
mission of the CAC, 2) study history and purpose and need, 3) airport improvements, 4) the
Environmental Assessment process, 5) study status and next steps, and 6) questions and
answers.

Purpose and Mission of CAC

The CAC was established to provide a means to communicate with those interested in the
activities occurring at the Ann Arbor Airport. The people that participate in the CAC are
intended to represent a wide variety of potentially interested stakeholder groups. The CAC
does not have formal decision-making powers and is acting only in an advisory role. The CAC
will help guide the study process and will help communicate the results of the study back to
their respective stakeholder groups.

If there are people that are interested in the CAC activities, they are encouraged to contact
members of the CAC to express their concerns or questions. These individuals can also
submit comments independently to the City and/or JJR. These individuals are encouraged to
attend the public hearing in the fall and to provide comments during the public comment
period.

Study History and Purpose and Need

In 2007, an Airport Layout Plan (ALP) was approved that depicted a bump out in State Road
to provide adequate distance between the end of Runway 6/24 and State Road. In 2008, after
discussing the State Road Corridor Study recommendations with local road commission and
township officials, a revised ALP was approved that eliminated the bump out of State Road
and resolved the distance conflict by proposing a shift of Runway 6/24. The new ALP includes
a 150 foot shift of the primary runway, a 950 foot extension (a net increase of 800 feet), and
an adjustment of the taxiway and holding bay. The 2008 ALP was approved by MDOT and
FAA. It was then approved by City Council in September 2008.

The improvements at the Airport are being proposed to:
1. Provide the recommended runway length to accommodate the B-II category Critical
Aircraft that are presently using the airport.
2. Minimize the FAA tower line of sight issues.
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Ann Arbor Municipal Airport
JJR No. 50178.000
May 4, 2009

3. Address the need for a future 34:1 approach slope on Runway 24.
4. Minimize the occurrence of runway overrun incidents.

Airport Improvements
The proposed improvements at the airport include:
1. Shifting Runway 6/24 150 feet to the southwest.
2. Extending Runway 6/24 by 800 feet, from 3,500 feet to 4,300 feet in total overall
length.
3. Moving the holding bay so it is parallel with Runway 6/24 instead of being
perpendicular to the runway.
4. The parallel taxiway will be extended to meet the new Runway 6/24 end.

All existing runway and taxiway widths will be maintained. The offset between the runway and
taxiway will also be maintained. Any changes to surface drainage will be retained within
Airport property. Other alternatives were evaluated that included rotation of the runway,
however, none showed merit.

There will be no changes to the fencing at the Airport.

Environmental Assessment Process

The preparation of an Environmental Assessment (EA) is governed by the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 1969, under guidance from the FAA. An EA is intended to
be a concise public document that analyzes the environmental impacts of a proposed action.
An EA will document, 1) the need for the proposed improvements, 2) alternatives considered,
3) proposed improvements, 4) potential environmental impacts, 5) mitigation measures, and
6) agency coordination and public participation

Following preparation of the EA, the document is then distributed to the public and is available
for review and comment during the public comment period. During the 30 day comment
period, the document is distributed to resource and regulatory agencies for review and it is
available to the public for review. Copies of the document will be made available at public
locations: libraries, airport, local municipalities, etc. During those 30 days, comments will be
accepted from those interested in the proposed project. At the end of the 30 days, a public
hearing will be held.

The EA is a tool to determine whether to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) or
a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI). If the EA concludes that the proposed
improvements will not have potential “significant” impacts, a FONSI is prepared. A FONSI is
a public document that explains the federal agency’s (FAA) conclusion as to why a proposed
action would not have a significant effect on the natural and human environment. The FONSI
will also outline proposed measures to mitigate impacts as agreed to in the EA. The FONSI
will be jointly signed by both MDOT and FAA.

If it is determined that the project would have significant impact, additional studies may be
needed and/or an EIS may be prepared.
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Study Status and Next Steps

The overall study will be completed by January 2010. Currently, the study team is still
completing the environmental investigations. This will be followed by the preparation of a draft
EA. Following a review of the EA by MDOT and the City, the EA will be distributed and the 30
day public comment period will begin. A public hearing will be held at the end of the comment
period, which is anticipated to occur in late fall. Following the public hearing, the document will
receive State and Federal clearance, and, if appropriate, a FONSI will be prepared. The final
EA will be distributed by MDOT.

There will be two more CAC meetings. The second CAC meeting will likely be in July and the
third meeting will in October.

Questions and Answers
Throughout the meeting, CAC members asked questions regarding the information
presented. The questions are summarized below.

Q. Has the tower blind spot been there since it was built? If so, why is this now a safety
concern?

A. Although not considered "unsafe”, the blind spot has been a safety concern for several
years. Now that there is a proposed project to reconfigure the runway, it is a logical time to
incorporate any safety recommendations that will enhance the operational safety of the
airport.

Q. How close can the planes be to the adjacent homes during takeoff and landing?

A. The existing traffic pattern altitude for aircraft in the vicinity of Ann Arbor Municipal Airport
is 1,000' above ground level. However, during the approach and departure phases of flight,
aircraft do descend below this altitude. Actual flight profiles of various models of departing
aircraft, including heights above Lohr Road, will be determined and provided at the next CAC
meeting.

Q. Why does the airport need to allow for a 34:1 approach slope?

A. The runway approach slope over State Street has been 20:1 for quite some time. Since
the current critical aircraft has been determined to be a B-Il category jet, FAA Part 77
regulations specify the flatter 34:1 slope as the appropriate approach surface. The proposed
34:1 approach slope will provide approaching aircraft with greater vertical clearance over
obstructions, and as a result, a greater margin of safety when operating in low-visibility
conditions.

Throughout the meeting, several questions were raised that required additional follow-up
information. These are the questions and a response.
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Q. What makes the number of overruns “unusually high”? Can the data for the seven reported
overruns be provided?

A. The data is still being compiled and will be made available on the Airport website in the
upcoming weeks.

Q. How high will planes be over Lohr Road and the adjacent homes?
A. This analysis is ongoing. Results will be provided when they are available.

Q. Why is the 34:1 approach on State Street needed, particularly if State Street will not be
widened in the immediate future?

A. The runway approach slope over State Street has been 20:1 for quite some time. Since
the current critical aircraft has been determined to be a B-1l category jet, FAA Part 77
regulations specify the flatter 34:1 slope as the appropriate approach surface. The proposed
34:1 approach slope will provide approaching aircraft with greater vertical clearance over
obstructions, and as a result, a greater margin of safety when operating in low-visibility
conditions.

Q. Has the justification for the improvements been fully examined?

A. The justification has been fully examined. The impetus for the improvements is to provide
the recommended runway length for the Critical Aircraft that are currently using the airport, as
well as the appropriate clear approach surfaces to Runway 6/24. The airport has documented
well over 500 annual operations by type B-Il aircraft, making this the current Critical Aircraft
category. As documented in the Michigan Aviation System Plan (MASP 2008), and supported
by FAA Advisory Circular 150/5325-4B, a runway length of 4,300 feet is recommended for
category B-Il aircraft, based on safety considerations.

Q. It was requested that a copy of the Michigan Airport System Plan (MASP) be provided.
A. A copy of the MASP can be obtained at:

www.michigan.gov/documents/aero/Cover _thru MASP_study team MI airport system plan
MASP 256781 7.pdf

Q. It was requested that documentation be provided that demonstrated the 500 operations by
B-II aircraft.

A. MDOT is finalizing the User Survey Report. Once the report is completed, it will be posted
on the Airport’s website.
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Q. It was also requested that a copy of the FAA Advisory Circular regarding runway length be
provided.

A. The FAA AC 150/5325-4B, Runway Length Requirements for Airport Design can be found
at: www.faa.gov/airports airtraffic/airports/resources/advisory circulars/media/150-5325-
4B/150 5325 4b.doc.

Q. Does the logic/process that justifies the runway extension imply that there will be a
continual “creep” in the length of the runway?

A. The decision to extend a runway always rests with the Airport Sponsor (in this case, the
City of Ann Arbor). So even if there is a future change in Critical Aircraft category, and
enough operations to justify further extension of the runway, neither the State nor the FAA
would actually mandate that the extension take place. Since a future runway extension
(beyond the proposed 4,300") would result in the shifting (and possibly enlarging) of the
Runway Safety Areas and Runway Protection Zones beyond the existing airport boundaries, it
is extremely unlikely that the City of Ann Arbor would pursue additional extension of Runway
6/24.

If this report does not agree with your records or understanding of this meeting, or if there are
any questions, please advise the writer immediately in writing; otherwise, we will assume the

comments to be correct.

P:\50178\000\CAC\CAC #1\ARB CAC May 4 2009 Meeting Summary.docx
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PROJECT PROJECT NO. MEETING DATE ISSUE DATE

Ann Arbor Municipal Airport Citizens Advisory Committee Meeting
MEETING LOCATION MEETING PURPOSE

Amy Eckland

ISSUED BY SIGNATURE

PARTICIPANT COMPANY

See attached list.

DISCUSSION

This meeting summary provides an overview of the major topics and discussion items from
the second Ann Arbor Municipal Airport Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) meeting. This
meeting summary is not intended to be a transcript of the meeting.

The second CAC meeting was held to discuss: 1) the environmental studies update (noise,
historic resources, and botanical and wetland survey), 2) study justification and purpose and
need, 3) study status and next steps, and 4) questions and answers.

Environmental Studies Update

Noise

The results of the noise analysis were presented by Mr. Dan Botto, URS. Mr. Botto provided a
handout packet and three drawings illustrating noise contours (see attached). The noise
analysis uses the Integrated Noise Model (INM), a methodology developed and approved by
the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA). The INM is designed to estimate long-term
average effects using average annual inputs, not the noise level of a single event.

The data used in the INM included aircraft operations, flight operations by aircraft type and
time of day, runways and runway utilization, and flight tracks and flight track utilization. The
data used in the model reflected 61,969 aircraft operations for 2009 and 69,717 aircraft
operations for the future year 2014. It should be noted that the air taxi/commuter day/night
split provided was incorrect. The actual and modeled day/night split for this category of flight
operations is 100 percent of arrivals occur during the noise day period, while departures are
96 percent daytime and four percent nighttime. A list of aircraft operations was provided that
was generated from Flight Explorer data and the MDOT User Survey.

The INM generated results for three scenarios: Base Year (2009), No Action (2014), and the
proposed project (2014). Impacts are determined by comparing the future proposed project to
the No Action. The analysis shows that noise impacts for the proposed project do not extend
off of airport property; therefore, no impacts would occur to the adjacent properties. Refer to
the attached handout and drawings for more detail.

Historic Resources

A review of historic resources was conducted by Commonwealth Cultural Resources Group
(CCRG). CCRG completed a site file and literature search and a preliminary field survey.
They looked at archaeological (below ground) and above-ground resources. The results of
their review concluded there are no existing significant above-ground resources associated
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with the airport property. The analysis of the data for the below ground resources is pending.
The results will be presented at the next CAC meeting.

Botanical and Wetland Survey

A botanical survey was completed by JJR in June of this year. During the site visit, an
investigation was conducted for threatened or endangered species and general plant
communities. The areas immediately surrounding the runway and the airport facilities are
predominately either open field / lawn or agricultural fields. Currently over 160 acres of land
owned by the airport are being farmed. Along the southern portion of the property, the area is
forested, with some portions being a forested wetland. A drainage ditch passes through the
airport. The vegetation along the ditch is mostly shrubs with some larger trees. We will be
coordinating with the Washtenaw County Drain Commission to confirm county drain
jurisdiction.

The wetland analysis is pending. MDEQ will be conducting a site visit and will make the final
determination as to the presence of wetlands at the airport. The results will be presented at
the next CAC meeting.

Study Justification / Purpose and Need

Mr. Mark Noel, MDOT, presented the results of the User Survey Report. He provided a
handout (see attached). The Critical Aircraft as defined by FAA is the most demanding
aircraft-type that performs a minimum of 500 annual operations at a particular airport. Based
on the results of the user survey, the critical aircraft for the airport is a B-1l, small aircraft.

According to FAA Advisory Circular 150/5325-4B, the recommended runway length for
categroy B-Il Small Aircraft is 4,200 feet. MDOT recommends 4,300 feet, based on the
recommendations of the Michigan Airport System Plan (MASP 2008). The recommended
runway lengths will allow most B-1l Small classification aircraft to operate at their optimum
capabilities without weight restrictions.

It was noted that the Airport Advisory Committee's purpose for the project incorporates safety
improvements: runway extension to minimize overruns and a runway shift to address State
Road approach and FAA tower line of sight. This purpose differs from FAA and MDOT
justification for runway extension, which is based on providing the recommended runway
length for the current critical aircraft of the airport. A formal purpose and need statement for
the project is being developed in accordance with National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
guidelines.

Study Status and Next Steps

The study team is currently working to prepare a first draft of the Environmental Assessment.
The next CAC meeting will be in the fall and will focus on an environmental studies update for
the remaining resource categories.

Overrun Data

A summary of the overrun data was provided to the group. Each CAC member in attendance
was provided a copy of a summary table followed by a report for each overrun, if the report
was available. The overrun data was compiled based on reported incidents in the FAA
databases and other unreported incidents. There have been five reported overruns, four
unreported overruns, and two that are unknown (undetermined whether aircraft went off the
end of the runway or off the side of the runway).
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Member Update

Each CAC member was asked to provide an update on what they have been hearing from
their constituency. The following is a summary of what the members expressed as concerns
or comments from their constituency:

e The editorials and op eds are not stating the truth.

e There is a mix of supporters and non-supporters. The non-supporters are concerned
because of the impact on their quality of life.

e |sit possible to raise the tower to eliminate the line of sight issues?

e There have been questions about the funding source for the project.

Some are concerned about the project and its potential impacts, but there have been

more comments on the Argo Dam at this time.

There is an organized group very strongly opposed to the project.

Safety is primary concern. Fear that planes will crash into nearby homes.

Concerned about the use of tax dollars to pay for the project.

Concern that Pittsfield Township provides safety response and that Pittsfield tax

dollars are being used for that.

Other Items Discussed
Throughout the meeting, CAC members asked questions regarding the information
presented. A summary of the items is provided below.

e Four sources were used for the User Survey Report: (1) Flight Aware data, data from
the two FBOSs: (2) Solo Aviation and (3) Ann Arbor Aviation Center, and (4) based
aircraft records.

e The noise analysis is computer generated based on aircraft types. Field
measurements for noise were not conducted.

e The noise analysis models flight paths for both existing and future conditions,
compensating for the proposed change in runway length.

e There are no trees being cut in St. James Woods.

e A negative economic effect that might occur if the runway is not extended is aircraft
that use the airport with weight restrictions may need to land and refuel, or be
required to operate with reduced cargo or reduced passengers.

e MDOT has been involved with this project since early 2007, when the City of Ann
Arbor started the process to modify the ALP.

e The Itinerant (visiting) Aircraft operational information was collected by the two FBOs
located on the airport. Sources were the pilot sign-in registration logs (Airport
Registers) from each FBO.

One item discussed was the date of the last user survey and the previous critical aircraft. The
consultant team was not able to provide a definite answer at the meeting. Based on a file
review by MDOT, the following information was obtained.

In June 2008 MDOT approved an ALP dated April 2008 that indicates a Beech King Air
(approach category B-11) is the design group. The previous ALP, dated 1994, was approved
by MDOT in 1995 and indicated the design aircraft was approach category B-Il. Prior to 1994,
the ALP's MDOT has on file do not definitively identify the critical aircraft, except the 1957
ALP. This ALP identifies effective lengths for aircraft of current conditions (3,500 feet) and
future conditions (4,300 feet).



MEETING SUMMARY

Ann Arbor Municipal Airport
JJR No. 50178.000
July 20, 2009

If this report does not agree with your records or understanding of this meeting, or if there are
any questions, please advise the writer immediately in writing; otherwise, we will assume the
comments to be correct.

P:\50178\000\CAC\ARB MeetingMinutes 7-20-09.docx
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Ann Arbor Municipal Airport
Runway Extension EA
Aircraft Noise Analysis

July 20, 2009



FAA Policy and Guidance
for NEPA Compliance

FAA Order 1050.1E

Environmental Impacts: Policies
and Procedures
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Title 14 CFR Part 150
Airport Noise Compatibility
Planning




Assessment of Aircraft Related Noise

FAA Integrated Noise Model (INM) version 7.0a
 Has been distributed for use by the FAA since 1978

e Continual enhancements to stay consistent with
evolving aircraft, technology, and best practices

* Required tool for FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility
Planning; Part 161 Approval of Airport Noise
Restrictions; and FAA Order 1050 EA’s and EIS’s

* INM is an average value model designed to estimate
long-term effects



Assessment of Aircraft Related Noise

 EA determines noise impacts on INM DNL
contours

e Analysis will include:
— Base year - 2009

— Future year - 2014
« With and without proposed project

— Standard DNL Metric



Alrcraft Noise: How Do We Measure and Assess

Impacts

AIRCRAFT NOISE: HOW WE MEASURE IT AND ASSESS ITS IMPACT
STEP 1: WHAT DID YOU HEAR?




Aircraft Noise: How Do We Measure and Assess

Impacts
AIRCRAFT NOISE: HOW WE MEASURE IT AND ASSESS ITS IMPACT

STEP 2: HOW LOUD IS THAT?

Outdoor

Decibels (dB)

Indoor

Rock band
Loud auto horn at 10 ft away

Gas lawnmower at 3 ft
Motorcycle at 25 ft

T3T7-300 ar 567 fr

Busy downtown area
Traffic on 1-5% at 100 ft
Traffic on 1st Ave. At 20 ft

UAB Campus - daytime

Quiet Residential Neighborhood
at might

30 I Faint

|20
10 I Very Faint

1]

Rock band

Noisy Factory
Food Blender at 2 ft
Vacuum cleaner at 10 ft

Normal speech at 3 ft

Dishwasher in next room

Bedroom at night

Quiet whisper

Instantansous Noise Level {in dBA)

STEP 3: HOW LONG DID IT LAST?

The duration of an aircraft noise event is defined as the
number of seconds between the first and last values of the
instantaneous noise level which are a minimum of 10 dBA
below the maximum aircraft noise level (Lmax).

The Sound Exposure Level (SEL) describes with a single
number the sound energy during an aircraft noise event.
SEL takes into account both the duration and the
magnitude of the aircraft noise event. The duration
correction increases the magnitude in an attempt to
account for the increased noisiness of sounds of long
duration versus sounds of short duration. Because the
duration of aircraft noise events are greater than one
second, the numerical value of the SEL for an aircraft
noise event is always greater than the numerical value of
the maximum level, Lmax.

For Example:

Lmax = 84.2 dBA Duration = 8.8 seconds SEL =90 dBA
T37-300 Aircraft Landing

85 4

/I' 7 Noise Level
w:m;mem-uzm

5 10 dBA Below the Maximum
Aircraf NoiseLeve = 74.2 dBA,

Duration of Noise Signal = 88 Seconds

Holse Level Heard at Observer's Location




Aircraft Noise: How Do We Measure and Assess

Impacts
AIRCRAFT NOISE: HOW WE MEASURE IT AND ASSESS ITS IMPACT

STEP 4: HOW OFTE

&
S < OVER

7:00 AM -10:00 PM

mmmmmmmm

- D :
DNL =90+ 1.“.,95_!%

'DNL 65 dB




Noise Metric

e Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL):
DNL logarithmically averages aircraft sound levels at a
location over a complete 24-hour period, with a 10-
decibel adjustment added to those noise events
occurring between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. (local
time) the following morning. Primary metric for airport
noise impacts.



Noise Modeling Methodology
INM Input Data:

« Aircraft Operations
— 2009 Base Year: FAA ATADS Data from April 08 through March 09
— Forecast for Future Year 2014: FAA 2009 ARB TAF
* Flight Operations by Aircraft Type and Time of Day
— From MDOT User’s Survey and Flight Explorer® data
 Runways and Runway Utilization
— From discussion with Air Traffic Control
* Flight Tracks and Flight Track Utilization

— From discussion with Air Traffic Control and published flight
procedures



Noise Modeling Methodology
INM Input Data:

« Aircraft Operations
— 2009 Base Year: 61,969
— Future Year 2014: 69,717
o Day / Night Split (Day 7:00 am to 9:59 pm, Night 10:00 pm to 6:59
am)
— Air Taxi/Commuter: Arrivals 100% Day, Departures 96/4%
— GA: Arrivals 95/5%, Departures 96/4%

* Flight Tracks:

— Arrivals and departures are all straight in and straight out

— Runways 06 and 12 have right turn patterns, Runways 24 and 30
have left turn patterns



Runway Utilization

Aircraft | Runway | Runway | Runway | Ruwnay
Type 06 24 12 30
Jet 30 % 70 %
Turbo prop 30 % 70 %
el | 0% | 70%
Single
Engine 271.5% | 67.5% 2.5 % 2.5 %

Piston




Aircraft Operations — Air Taxi/Commuter

Table X-2
Fleet Mix and Annual Operations
Ann Arbor Municipal Airport
Runway Extension EA
' Fleet Mix
Ajrcraft !NM Ajrcraft Name Awgraf Fercentage (%) : Annual
Category Aircraft Type tinerant | Local ltinerant Local
2009 2014 2009 2014
BECS2P Beech 58 Baron MEP 48.6 430 745
CHNAITZ Cessna 172 Skyhawk SEP 3.4 31 b2
Cessna 206 Super 12 21

CNAZ05 Skywagon/Stationair SEF 14
. CHNA44 Cessna 441 Conguest | TF 14.4 - 130 220 -— -—
% CHNASDOD Cessna 500 / Citation | Jet 1.4 12 21
E DCoO10 Douglas DC 9-10 Jet 0.7 G 10
% DHCE de Havilland Dash 6 TF 8.2 74 126

- — Composite - Single Engine
= GASEPF Fixed Pitch Prop SEP 0.7 G 10

o N Compaosite - Single Engine
= GASEFV | variable Pitch Prop SEF 41 37 i
- LEAR3S Lear 35 Jet 27 25 42
MU3001 Mitsubishi 300-10 Diamond Jet 27 25 42
FAZ8 Fiper 28 Cherokee SEFP 75 GE 115
FA31 Fiper 31 Navajo MEFP 4.1 37 63
Total 100 a02 1,632 —

Source: Flight Explorer®, 2008
Michigan DOT ARE Usear's Sureey, 2009,
URS Corporation 2008

Mote:

Mumbers may not add due to rounding

SEF — Single Enging Piston
MEF — Multi Engine Piston
Jet — Turbofand'Turbo Jet
TP — Turbo Prop




Aircraft Operations

Table X-2 (Ccont)
Fleet Mix and Annual Operations
aAnn Arbor Municipal Airport
Runway Extension EA

. Flzet Mix
Adrcraft !NM Aircraft Mame Alrg:raf Fercentage (%) Annual
Categonry Ajrcraft Type ltinerant Local Itingrant Local
2009 2014 2009 2014
B206L Bell 205L LongRangsar Helo 13.5 o 2.039 3, 255 — -—
BECSZF Beech 58 Baron MER 5.6 5.2 1,269 1,360 2 585 2. 954
cIT2 Cessna Citation 111 Jet 0.01 --- 2 2 - ---
CHMANTZ Cessna 172 Skyhawk SEP 326 420 7.326 7. 848 16 219 18536
Cessna 206 Super
CHMAZOG Skywagon/Stationair SEFP 3.8 4.5 863 o925 1,732 1.9280
ChAL41 Cessna 441 Conquest | Tp 0.6 0.3 126 135 112 128
CHMNASDD Cessna 500 / Citation | Jdet 0.05 - 12 12 - -
CHNAS1D Cessna 510 Mustang Jet 0.01 o 2 2 — -—
_ DHCG de Havilland Dash & To 0.z i 40 42 — i
=] — Composite - Single Engine
E GASEPF Fixed Pitch Prop SEP 39 4.8 aar a50 1.845 2109
< — Composite - Single Engine
= GASEPWY variable Bitch Prop SEF 10.3 119 2.315 2,480 4 6132 5,272
L HS00 Hughes 5000 Helo 4.4 - Q90 1,050 - -
i 141125 LAl Astra Jet 0.01 -— 2 2 o -—
LEARZ2E Lear 25 Jet 0.01 o 2 2 — o
LEAR3S Lear 35 Jet 001 - 3 4 - -
rLIZ001 Mitsubishi 200-10 Diamond Jet 1.5 - 338 362 — -
PAZa Piper 28 Cherokee SEP 231 297 5180 5,550 11,472 13111
FAa30 Piper 30 Twin Comanche MEF 0.1 0.1 22 24 42 48
FAa31 Fiper 31 Mavajo MEpR 0.1 --- 25 27 - -—-
R22 Robinson RZ2B Helo 0.01 e 3 4 — e
Agrospatiale (BEurocoptar) SA-
SAIE5N plce %auphig P Helo 0.01 — 2 2 — —
Total 100 100 22,446 24,047 38.621 44,138
TOTAL -— -— 23,348 25,579 38.621 44,138

Source: Flight ExplorerE, 2009
Michigan DOT AREB User's Sunsey, 2009,
URS Corporation 2002

Miote:

MNumbeaers may not add dus to rounding

SEF — Single Engine Piston
MEF — Multi Engine Piston
Jet — Turbofan'Turbo Jet

TR — Turbxa Prop




FAA INM Aircraft Substitutions
(INM Database contains 274 Aircraft and 260 substitutions)

SUEB_ 1D SUB DESCR SAOCET I
BEC200 Seaech Super King £Lar 200 DHCE
BEC3I00 Secaech Super King Adar 300 DDHCS
BEC3I0DE Secch Super Kimng Aiar 3005 DDHCE
BSECA400 Secchcrafi Besechj=t 400 rRALIZ0O0 A
BECA4A5 SBeechcraft Model 45 Mentor {(T2448 & T3AB) SasEP
BECS90 Seaech King Air &S0 L e T |
SEC9F Secch FO0O Supaer King Adr A
BECM35 SBeacchcraft Model M35 Bonanza (EASEPYW
L e = Cessna 182 Skvlane CMAZOG
AT ES Cessna Skywagon CiNAZDS
CAAD Cessna 404 Titan BECS53F
CASDT Cessna Citation | Single Pilot (SP) CMASOO
CMASIS Cessna Citation Jet CiNASOO
CAS50 Cessna Model 550 Chitation 11 AL 200
CNASST Cessna Citation |l Single Pilot (SP) L1200
CASE0 Cessna 550 Citation ™ RALIZ00
A5 0 Cessna 650 Ciritaticorn %Il ZIT=
FAaL 200 Falcom 200 LEARZ2S
F AL 204 Falcom 2000 LS00
LA 125 LA 1123 WwWestwind LEARZS
&1 124 LAl 17124 WwWestwind L& 125

[ e LAl Arawa DHCE
Ly -1 Hhyurskyimn—"1 12 ChwRS 80
[ ) Ihyushain-E2 SOV
1L ¥&S Ihyushin-7S [ Tt = ] Y |
L85 lHhyushin-85 DS N
L9 Hiyvushinm-S9& FAT200
ASTI1TE Jetstar 1 Turbofam LEAR3S
JAST1TA Jetstar 1 Turbojet L EARZ2S
ASTI2TE Lockheaed Jetstar 2 L EARZS
HKICT135E So=ing KO 35 Stratotanker (Re-engined}) FO7F320
I el Lake LA-A-200 Buccansaer SASEPW
LEARZ22 Learjet 225 LEARZS
LEARZ2A Learaet 224 LEARZS
L EARS Learjet 21 LEAR3AS
LEARSS Learjaet 26 LEARZS
LEARAS Learjet 45 LEARZS
L EARSS Learst 55 LEAR3S
LEARSO Learpset 50 LEARZ2S




FAA INM Aircraft Substitutions
(INM Database contains 274 Aircraft and 260 substitutions)

SUB_ID SUB_DESCR ACFT_ID1
BEC200 Beech Super King Air 200 DHC8
BEC300 Beech Super King Air 300 DHC6
BEC30B Beech Super King Air 300B DHC6
BEC400 Beechcraft Beechjet 400 MU3001
BEC45 Beechcraft Model 45 Mentor (T34A & T34B) GASEPV
BEC90 Beech King Air C90 CNA441
BECO9F Beech FO0 Super King Air CNA441
BECM35 Beechcraft Model M35 Bonanza GASEPV
CNA182 Cessna 182 Skylane CNA206
CNA185 Cessna Skywagon CNA206
CNA404 Cessna 404 Titan BEC58P
CNABO1 Cessna Citation | Single Pilot {SP) CNA500
CNAS25 Cessna Citation Jet CNAS500
CNABS0 Cessna Model 550 Citation Il MU3001
CNAS51 Cessna Citation Il Single Pilot (SP) MU3001
CNABB0O Cessna 560 Citation V MU3001
CNAB50 Cessna 650 Citation VI CIT3
FAL200 Falcon 200 LEAR35
FAL20A Falcon 2000 CL600
IA1123 1Al 1123 Westwind LEAR25
1A1124 1Al 1124 Westwind IA1125
IARAVA IAl Arava DHC6
IL114 llyushin-114 CVR580
IL62 llyushin-62 707QN
IL76 llyushin-76 DC8QN
IL86 llyushin-86 DC8QN
IL96 Illyushin-96 747200
JSTITF Jetstar 1 Turbofan LEAR35
JST1TJ Jetstar 1 Turbojet LEAR25
JST2TF Lockheed Jetstar 2 LEAR35
KC135E Boeing KC135 Stratotanker (Re-engined) 707320
LA42 Lake LA-4-200 Buccaneer GASEPV
LEAR23 Learjet 23 LEAR25
LEAR24 Learjet 24 LEAR25
LEAR31 Learjet 31 LEAR35
LEARS36 Learjet 36 LEAR35
LEAR45 Learjet 45 LEAR35
LEARSS Learjet 55 LEAR35
LEARGQ Learjet 60 LEAR35




Assessment of Aircraft Related Noise Impacts
In an Environmental Assessment

* Noise Exposure Contours at DNL 65, 70, and 75
dB

* No-Action and Proposed Project

e Average Annual Day: Daily average of annual
operations

 Impacts determined by:
Yearly Day/Night Average Sound Level (DNL)



Assessment of Aircraft Related Noise Impacts

e Impacts are determined by comparing future
Proposed Project DNL contours to the
No-action alternative DNL contour.

e Significant Impact occurs at noise sensitive
locations with an increase of 1.5 dB or
greater within the DNL 65 Contour

e If significant impact exists, analysis within the
DNL 60 for an increase of 3 dB or greater Is
required.



INM Output Data

* INM provides the following noise data for
existing and future conditions for comparison
purposes:

— Noise contours (DNL 65, 70 and 75 dB)

— Noise levels at identified noise sensitive sites (if
necessary)

— Noise levels in metrics other than DNL, such as
L L., SEL, and Number of Events Above (if

max’ —eq’

necessary)
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CRITICAL AIRCRAFT:

The Critical Aircratft is defined by FAA as the most demanding aircraft-type that
performs a minimum of 500 annual operations at a particular airport. In cases where the
Critical Aircraft weighs less than 60,000 lbs, a classification is used rather than a specific
aircraft model.

Based on analysis of the recent User Survey at Ann Arbor Municipal Airport, the current
Critical Aircraft classification has been determined to be a B-II, Small Aircraft. Aircraft
in this category have approach speeds between 91 and 120 knots, wingspans between 49
and 78 feet, and have a maximum certificated takeoff weight of 12,500 lbs. or less.

A representative aircraft of this classification is the Beechcraft King Air 200, a twin-
engine turboprop aircraft that typically seats 10-12 passengers, including crew.

AIRCRAFT CLASSIFICATION (FAA):

Approach Category:

Category A:  Approach speed less than 91 knots.
Category B:  Approach speed 91 to 120 knots.
Category C:  Approach speed 121 to 140 knots.
Category D:  Approach speed 141 to 165 knots.
Category E:  Approach speed 166 knots +

Design Group:

Group I Wingspan less than 49 feet.
Group II: Wingspan 49 to 78 feet.
Group III7 Wingspan 79 to 117 feet.
Group IV: Wingspan 118 to 170 feet.
Group V: Wingspan 171 to 213 feet.
Group VI: Wingspan 214 feet +

Small Airplane: An airplane of 12,500 Ibs. or less maximum certificated takeoff weight.

Large Airplane: An airplane of more than 12,500 Ibs. maximum certificated takeoff
weight.




RUNWAY LENGTH RECOMMENDATIONS FOR B-II, SMALL AIRCRAFT:

MDOT — Michigan Airport System Plan (MASP 2008): 4,300 feet
(statewide standard)

FAA — Advisory Circular 150/5325-4B,
“Runway Length Requirements for Airport Design” 4,200 feet *
(airport-specific standard, from Figure 2-2)

* Note: Runway length obtained graphically from Figure 2-2. The following data for
Ann Arbor Municipal Airport was used in the determination:

Airport Elevation: 839 feet above mean sea level

Temperature: 83 degrees F mean daily maximum temp of hottest month of year (July)

As stated in FAA Advisory Circular 150/5325-4B, “The design objective for the main
primary runway is to provide a runway length for all airplanes that will regularly use it
without causing operational weight restrictions.” The Critical Aircraft is considered the
regular use aircraft.

The recommended lengths listed above will allow most B-II Small classification aircraft
to operate at their optimum capabilities (without weight restrictions), most of the time.
Interstate commerce into and out of a community can be negatively impacted if business
aircraft are forced to operate with load restrictions (i.e. reduced passengers, fuel, cargo)
due to a shorter than recommended length primary runway.

The recommended lengths are also a safety enhancement, that not only provide enough
runway for takeoff by a fully-loaded Critical Aircraft, but also provide additional runway
for the purpose of bringing the aircraft to a stop in an aborted-takeoff situation. In
takeoff situations where pilots detect a problem with the aircraft while on the takeoff roll,
if there is not enough runway remaining to bring the aircraft to a stop, pilots are forced to
continue the takeoff and deal with the problem in the air. By having enough remaining
runway to safely abort a takeoff and bring the aircraft to a stop, a pilot would be able to
avoid a potentially hazardous situation of taking to the air with a mechanically-deficient
aircraft.



Citizens Advisory Committee Meeting
July 20, 2009
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MDOT
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Citizens Advisory Council — Meeting #3

Ann Arbor Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment

February 22, 2010
3:00 pm —4:30 pm

1. Introductions 3:00-3:10

2. Environmental Studies Update 3:10 - 3:20
a. Wetland Resources
b. Surface/Groundwater Resources
c. Cultural Resources

3. Study Justification 3:20 - 3:40
a. Purpose and Need Summary
b. User Survey Supplemental Report

4. Study Status & Next Steps 3:40 - 4:00
a. Departure Profile Analysis
b. Next steps

5. Discussion 4:00 - 4:30
a. CAC member report

p:\50178\000\cac\cac #3\agenda cac #3.doc



Information Packet — Citizens Advisory Council Meeting #3

Ann Arbor Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment
Prepared By: JIR
February 22, 2010

The JJIR consultant team has completed investigations to assess existing conditions on airport
property and its immediate vicinity for the following categories: noise analysis; land use;
socioeconomics; air quality; historic resources; contaminated sites; Section 4(f) resources; and the
physical and ecological environment. Data from these investigations is used as a base to identify
potential impacts from proposed improvements at the airport. Potential mitigation measures to
minimize impacts are also being addressed. Data collection has involved fieldwork, literature
searches, and coordination with appropriate resource agencies.

The specific categories of studies are listed below along with a brief description and status of the
analysis being completed.

Noise — The noise analysis compares the existing noise levels with future levels under two
scenarios, a No Build Alternative and a Build Alternative. The Build Alternative assumes the
proposed improvements are implemented at the airport. The results of this analysis are compared
with the surrounding land use to ensure compatibility.
Status: Completed. The noise analysis, which indicates that the Build Alternative is not
expected to have any significant aircraft noise impacts, was presented at CAC Meeting
#2.

Land Use — Existing land use data was collected and compared with any anticipated changes as a

result of the proposed improvements at the airport. These changes were compared to the existing

land use plans and future land use plans of City of Ann Arbor and surrounding municipalities.
Status: Complete. Existing and proposed land use adjacent to and in the immediate
vicinity of ARB is compatible with normal airport operations.

Socioeconomics — This category includes potential impacts on community displacements

(residential and commercial) community cohesion, community facilities, demographics,

economy, and environmental justice. Environmental justice considers impacts to low-income and

minority populations with the intention of avoiding disproportionate impacts to these populations.
Status: Complete. There would be no displacements or impacts to community cohesion,
facilities, demographics or economy. There would be no impacts to low-income or
minority populations.

Air Quality —The study team completed an assessment of the project in accordance with the FAA
Air Quality Procedures for Civilian Airports & Air Force Bases (1997). Based on this assessment
and prior studies on general aviation airports, the project is not expected to result in violations of
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS)
Status: Complete. It is anticipated that agency coordination will continue through the
environmental clearance phase.

Ann Arbor Municipal Airport CAC Meeting #3 Page 1



Historic Resources — The study team evaluated cultural resources, both above-ground and
below-ground including a review of the state archaeological site files and the state above-ground
resource files to determine if there are any previously recorded cultural resources in or near the
airport property.
Status: Complete with a determination of no affect from the State Historic Preservation
Office.

Contamination/Hazardous Materials — The study team researched environmental records
including State and Federal databases of sites containing hazardous or contaminated materials to
determine whether listed sites exist within the project area. The results of the database search
have been summarized in relation to the potential for encountering hazardous or contaminated
materials within the limits of the proposed improvements.
Status: Complete. The proposed improvements are not anticipated to have an impact on
known properties listed by state and/or federal agencies as either contaminated or sites of
environmental concern.

Section 4(f) Resources - Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act (1966) specifies
that publicly-owned land, such as a park, recreational area, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge, of
national, state, or local significance, or any land from a historic site of national, state, or local
significance, may not be used for transportation projects unless there is no other prudent and
feasible alternative.
Status: Complete; no Section 4(f) resources will be affected by the proposed Build
Alternative.

Physical and Ecological Environment- This category encompasses many resources, including
water resources, biotic communities, threatened and endangered species, wetland resources,
floodplains, and farmland.

Water Resources —Based on a review of existing databases and fieldwork, the study
team evaluated potential impacts to surface water and subsurface groundwater, including
issues related to siltation, runoff, dredge and/or fill activities in navigable waters, aquifer
or well contamination, and impacts on sensitive ecological areas.
Status: Complete. It is estimated that impervious surface resulting from the
Build Alternative would increase slightly from the existing 7 percent to 7.4
percent of the site. Surface and subsurface groundwater resources would not be
affected by the proposed improvements.

Biotic Communities — Biotic communities that may be impacted by the proposed airport
expansion were identified and characterized based on: 1) existing available data, 2)
coordination with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), the Michigan Department of
Natural Resources (MDNR), and Michigan Department of Environmental Quality
(MDEQ), and 3) and fieldwork.
Status: Complete. No existing natural biotic communities would be impacted by
the proposed Build Alternative.
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Threatened and Endangered Species — The study team coordinated with the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service and the Michigan Natural Features Inventory to determine if there
are any known threatened or endangered species protected under Federal and/or State
jurisdiction within the project area. One state endangered and one state special concern
bird species has been observed in the vicinity of the project area.
Status: Complete. ARB is coordinating with the Audubon Society to identify
restricted mowing areas during breeding seasons for these species.

Wetlands — Wetlands were identified through a review of National Wetland Inventory
maps, the county soil survey, USGS topographical maps and a field investigation. The
Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ) completed a field review of the
property on July, 21, 2010 to delineate wetlands in the vicinity of proposed
improvements.
Status: Complete. The Build Alternative would have no wetland impact. The
results of the MDEQ investigation will be presented at the February 22, 2010
CAC meeting.

Floodplains — The study team reviewed Federal Emergency Management Administration
(FEMA) flood boundary maps for the existing stream on the property.
Status: Completed. No grading or fill is proposed within the floodplain
boundary.

Farmland —Impacts to prime and unique farmland, and farmland of state or local
significance were determined through a review of county soil maps and coordination with
the U.S. Department of Agriculture Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS),
Michigan Department of Agriculture, and the MDNR. Form AD1006 was completed and
submitted to the NRCS for determination of impacts to prime or important agricultural
soils.

Status: The completed Form AD1006 has been reviewed by the Washtenaw

County NRCS with a determination of no impacts to prime and unique farmlands

resulting from this project.

Light Emissions — Light emissions were evaluated based on the location and type of
airfield lighting proposed and proximity to these land uses.
Status: Completed. Impacts from light emissions are not considered significant.
New lights would be directed upwards and LED units would be used where
appropriate.
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Section 2.
Purpose and Need

2.1 PROJECT LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

Note: The following information contains a large number of aviation-related acronyms. A
glossary with definitions is included in Section 10 of this document.

Ann Arbor Municipal Airport (ARB) is a public-use, general aviation airport located in
Washtenaw County, Michigan. The airport is located in Pittsfield Township and consists of
approximately 837 acres. ARB is generally bound by Ellsworth Road to the north, State Road to
the east, and Lohr Road to the west (Figure 2-1).

ARB is in close proximity to state highways including US-23, M-14, US-12, and 1-94. Direct
access to the airport is from Ellsworth and State Roads. The closest public-use airport is Willow
Run Airport in Ypsilanti, which is approximately 12 miles to the east (approximately a 20 minute
drive by automobile). The southeastern region of Michigan has a high level of commerce, and
high levels of commercial, corporate, and general aviation air traffic.

The City of Ann Arbor owns and operates ARB. The city is responsible for contracting with the
Fixed Base Operators (FBO), which are Solo Aviation, Ann Arbor Aviation Center, and Bijan
Air. ARB’s operating budget is an enterprise fund comprised solely of revenue generated by
airport operations.

The primary runway, Runway 6/24, is 3,505-feet long by 75-feet wide and is oriented in a
northeast/southwest direction. ARB has 22 permanent aviation service buildings, including the
administration building, the FBOs, maintenance facilities, conventional box hangars, a privately
owned hangar, and the FAA Air Traffic Control Tower (ATCT). The airport also provides 150
T-hangar spaces in an additional 13 T-hangar structures.

The current FAA-approved Airport Layout Plan (ALP) was updated in 2008 (Figure 2-2), and it
incorporates the future development proposed in the Airport Capital Improvement Plan for ARB.

The proposed improvements from the ALP that are documented in this EA include:

e Shift and extend existing Runway 6/24, resulting in a runway that would be 4,300-feet
long by 75-feet wide.

e Shift and extend the parallel taxiway to coincide with the revised Runway 6/24.

e Provide a new taxiway connector to the extended Runway 6 end.

e Provide a new taxiway connector and holding bay to the shifted Runway 24 end.

Ann Arbor Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment DRAFT Purpose and Need
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2.2 PURPOSE AND NEED

The purpose of the proposed improvements at ARB is to provide facilities that more effectively
and efficiently accommodate the critical aircraft that presently use the airport, as well as to
enhance the operational safety of the airport.

The critical aircraft is defined by the FAA as the most demanding aircraft-type that performs a
minimum of 500 annual operations at a particular airport. In cases where the critical aircraft
weigh less than 60,000 Ibs, a classification of aircraft is used rather than a specific individual
aircraft model.

A recent Airport User Survey has confirmed that the critical aircraft classification for ARB is
“B-11 Small Aircraft” (MDOT, 2009). Aircrafts in this category have runway approach speeds
between 91 and 120 knots, wingspans between 49- and 79-feet, and maximum certificated
takeoff weights of 12,500 Ibs or less. A representative aircraft of this classification is the
Beechcraft King Air 200, a twin-engine turboprop aircraft that typically seats 10-12 people,
including the flight crew.

As stated in FAA Advisory Circular 150/5325-4B, “The design objective for the main primary
runway is to provide a runway length for all airplanes that will regularly use it without causing
operational weight restrictions.” Airplanes that are classified within an airport’s critical aircraft
classification are considered by the FAA to be the regular use aircrafts of the primary runway.

Development of the primary runway at ARB to the recommended length of 4,300-feet would
allow the majority of B-11 Small classification aircraft to operate at their optimum capabilities
(without weight restrictions). Interstate commerce into and out of a community can be
negatively impacted if business aircraft are forced to operate with load restrictions (i.e.
reductions in passengers, cargo, and fuel associated with aircraft range) due to lack of suitable
runway length.

An origin-destination analysis was conducted on Instrument Flight Rules (IFR) flight plan
records associated with ARB as part of the user survey process. Although the data analyzed did
not include records of all operations conducted at ARB, it did confirm that there are a significant
number of operations between ARB and distant locations throughout the country.

Flight operations were verified between ARB and at least 31 other states (approximately 63
percent of the continental US). Also, approximately 67 percent of the IFR flight plan records
examined were between ARB and out-of-state locations. These factors are strong indicators of
corporate flight activity associated with interstate commerce, as opposed to local pleasure flying
by general aviation pilots. The large number of states that were linked to ARB is also a strong
indicator of use of the airport by many corporations, as opposed to a single or few corporate
users. Some of the larger corporations that were confirmed by the user survey as being users of
ARB are Synergy International, Wells Fargo, Polaris Industries, Bombardier Aerospace, Avis
Industrial Corporation, Thumb Energy, NetJets, and AvFuel. NetJets provides on-demand air
charter service and corporate aircraft fractional ownership opportunities to a large number of
businesses located throughout the country. AvFuel Corporation, a nationwide supplier of
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aviation fuels and aviation support services, is headquartered in Ann Arbor and bases their
Cessna 560 Excel Jet at ARB.

The City of Ann Arbor proposes to extend the existing 3,505-foot primary runway to 4,300-feet
in total length in order to more effectively accommodate the critical aircraft that currently use the
airport. The runway extension would enhance interstate commerce associated with business
aviation, and the other proposed modifications would enhance the operational safety of ARB.

The objectives of the proposed project are to:

e Enhance interstate commerce by providing sufficient runway length to allow the majority
of critical aircraft to operate without weight restrictions.

e Enhance operational safety by improving the FAA ATCT line-of-sight issues.

e Enhance operational safety in low-visibility conditions by providing a clear 34:1
approach surface to Runway 24, over State Road.

e Reduce the occurrence of runway overrun incidents by small category A-I aircraft (local
objective).

e Relocate and potentially upgrade the Runway 24 Approach Light System.

2.2.1 Safety Enhancement

The proposed 150-foot shift of the Runway 24 threshold to the west would enhance the safety of
ground operations by taxiing aircraft. Currently, a hangar structure blocks the line-of-sight from
the FAA ATCT to a portion of the parallel taxiway at the east end of the runway, including most
of the taxiway hold area for departing aircrafts. While this situation is not considered hazardous,
the proposed shift would enhance operational safety, and possibly prevent a runway incursion,
by expanding the view of the hold area and parallel taxiway to ATCT personnel.

The proposed shift of the Runway 24 threshold would also allow for a clear 34:1 approach
surface to the east end of the runway (the current approach surface is the steeper 20:1). By
keeping obstructions below the flatter 34:1 approach surface, an additional margin of safety is
provided between approaching aircraft and any ground-based obstacles. This is particularly
beneficial when aircraft are operating in low-visibility conditions. Provision of a clear 34:1
approach surface would also potentially allow visibility minimums to the Instrument Approach
Procedure to Runway 24 to be lowered to 3/4 of a mile, as opposed to the current 1-mile
visibility minimum. This would enhance the all-weather capability of the airport (and also
interstate commerce) by allowing aircraft to continue to access the airport when weather
conditions resulted in visibility dropping below the current 1-mile minimum.

Due to the proposed relocation of the Runway 24 threshold, it is also proposed that the existing
runway approach light system be relocated accordingly. The airport currently uses an Omni-
Directional Approach Lighting System (ODALS) to identify the approach end of Runway 24.
The sequentially-flashing strobe lights assist pilots in identifying the runway threshold location
and runway centerline alignment in low-visibility conditions. Since the FAA no longer installs
ODALS, the current approach light system would potentially be upgraded and replaced with the
newer Medium Intensity Approach Lighting System with Sequenced Flashers (MALSF) as part
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of the relocation. The MALSF would serve the same function as the ODALS, and is structurally
very similar.

2.2.2 Role of the Airport

ARB is a public-use facility that serves the local community by supporting economic
development and public services. The following businesses and organizations are located at and
operate from the airport and employ staff that supports the operations of the airport:

e Two fixed-wing FBOs;

e A helicopter FBO;

e Three national rental car agencies;

e Two flying clubs;

e Four flight schools and pilot training centers;

e FAA ATCT; and,

e Air taxi, aircraft sales, aviation insurance and aviation fueling businesses.

ARB serves the Ann Arbor medical and biomedical industries with professional air ambulance
services, transporting patients, human organs, radio isotopes, and other biomedical products and
services.

Community pilots and aircraft owners are members of nonprofit organizations providing “no
charge” charitable gifts of flight time to citizens in need. Some of these organizations include
Wings of Mercy, Angel Flight, and Dreams and Wings. Wings of Mercy has documented 292
fights into or out of ARB since 1992 including 51 flights in 2009.

ARB is included in the FAA’s National Plan of Integrated Airport Systems (NPIAS) as a general
aviation airport. Not all public-use airports are included in this nationwide airport system plan.
Inclusion in the NPIAS signifies that the FAA considers this airport an important part of the
nation’s air transportation system, and it makes ARB eligible to receive federal grants as part of
the FAA’s Airport Improvement Program.

ARB is also included in MDOT’s Michigan Airport System Plan (MASP) (MDOT, 2008). The
MASP presents the results of an airport system planning process that has been aligned with the
goals and objectives of MDOT’s State Long Range Plan. The MASP supports programming
decisions and is useful in evaluating programming actions related to airport system and airport
facility deficiencies.

As part of the MASP development, each of Michigan’s public-use airports were assigned to one
of three tiers based on their contribution to the state system goals. Tier 1 airports respond to
essential/critical airport system goals. These airports should be developed to their full and
appropriate level. Tier 2 airports complement the essential/critical airport system and/or respond
to local community needs. Focus at these airports should be on maintaining infrastructure with a
lesser emphasis on facility expansion. Tier 3 airports duplicate services provided by other
airports and/or respond to specific needs of individuals and small business.
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The MASP identifies ARB as a Tier 1 airport, with a current MASP classification of B-11. Basic
standard developmental items for B-11 category airports, as outlined in Table 40 of the MASP,
are a paved primary runway of 4,300-feet in length by 75-feet wide, a paved parallel taxiway,
appropriate runway lighting and visual aids, a runway approach protection plan, basic pilot and
aircraft services, all-weather access, year-round access, and landside access. Although it is not a
requirement, MDOT encourages all of Michigan’s Tier 1 airport sponsors to consider
development of their airports to comply with the basic development standards outlined in the
MASP.

ARB currently meets all MASP basic development standards for category B-I1I airports, with the
exception of runway length. The current primary runway is only 3,505-feet in length by 75-feet
wide. An extension of the primary runway to 4,300-feet in length would result in the airport
meeting all state-recommended standards for B-11 category airports.

2.2.3 Aircraft Operations and Runway Length Recommendations

The Airport Reference Code (ARC) is a coding system developed by the FAA to correlate
airport design criteria with the operational and physical characteristics of the airplane types that
regularly use a particular airport. The critical aircraft, or grouping of aircraft, are generally the
largest, most demanding types that conduct at least 500 operations per year at the airport. The
ARC for each particular airport is determined based on two characteristics of the critical aircraft:
the approach speed to the runway and the wingspan of the aircraft.

The first component, designated by letter A through E, is the critical aircraft’s Approach
Category. This is determined by the approach speed to the runway:

Category A: Approach speed less than 91 knots.

Category B: Approach speed 91 knots or more, but less than 121 knots.
Category C: Approach speed 121 knots or more, but less than 141 knots.
Category D: Approach speed 141 knots or more, but less than 166 knots.
Category E: Approach speed 166 knots or more.

The second component, designated by Roman numeral | through VI, is the critical aircraft’s
Design Group. This is determined by the wingspan of the aircraft:

Group I:  Wingspan less than 49-feet.

Group II:  Wingspan 49-feet or more, but less than 79-feet.
Group Ill:  Wingspan 79-feet or more, but less than 118-feet.
Group 1V: Wingspan 118-feet or more, but less than 171-feet.
Group V: Wingspan 171-feet or more, but less than 214-feet.
Group VI: Wingspan 214-feet or more, but less than 261-feet.

The FAA has also established categories for aircraft based on their certificated Maximum
Takeoff Weights (MTOW), which are determined by each specific aircraft’s manufacturer.
Small Aircraft are those with MTOWSs of 12,500 Ibs. or less. Large Aircraft are those with
MTOWs greater than 12,500 Ibs.
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As previously mentioned, the airport user survey confirmed that the current critical aircraft
category (and ARC) for ARB is “B-11 Small Aircraft”. Based on the findings of the user survey
analysis, the primary runway length recommendations by MDOT and FAA are as follows:

MDOT - Source: Michigan Airport System Plan (MASP 2008) 4,300-feet
Table 40 (statewide standard for all ARC B-I11 airports)

FAA — Source: FAA Advisory Circular 150/5325-4B, 4,200-feet*
“Runway Length Requirements for Airport Design™
Figure 2-2  (airport-specific standard for ARB)

* Note: The FAA runway length recommendation was obtained from Figure 2-2 in Advisory
Circular 150/5325-4B. The following specifics for ARB were used in the determination:
Airport Elevation: 839-feet above mean sea level

Temperature: 83 degrees F mean daily maximum temp, hottest month of year (July)

The FAA recommended runway length of 4,200-feet at ARB was obtained by calculation from
FAA Advisory Circular 150/5325-4B, “Runway Length Requirements for Airport Design”, a
publication that is used nationally by the agency. The resulting recommended runway lengths
are airport-specific, and can vary by hundreds of-feet from site to site, depending on the specific
airport elevations and mean daily maximum temperatures used in the calculations.

The MDOT recommendation of 4,300-feet is a statewide standard for all airports in the state with
category B-II critical aircraft classifications. Since airport elevations and mean maximum
temperatures do not vary significantly from airport to airport in Michigan, as opposed to many
other states, MDOT uses a single runway length recommendation for all airports of the same
critical aircraft classification.

The existing ARC shown on the current ALP for the airport is category B-11. This classification
has been confirmed correct by the recent airport user survey. Even if the proposed extension to
4,300-feet is constructed, the ALP shows that the future ARC for the airport will remain category
B-II.

2.2.4 Airport Operational Forecasts

Year 2007 was the onset year of planning activities associated with the potential extension of
Runway 6/24, and the year in which the airport manager and FBOs were requested to collect
based and itinerant aircraft operational data for the purpose of determining project justification.
In order to maintain consistency, FlightAware operational records from target year 2007 were
also examined during the user survey analytical process.

Actual total operations for year 2009 were recently published (January 2010) by the FAA for
airports with ATCT. From the user survey operational data year 2007 through the most recent
operational data year 2009, total annual operations at ARB have decreased approximately 21.8%
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(from 72,853 actual in 2007 to 57,004 actual in 2009). Since the operational totals were obtained
from actual ATCT records, rather than estimates, they are considered very accurate.

By applying the 21.8% decrease in total annual operations at ARB from 2007 to 2009 to the user
survey results, a very accurate estimate can be obtained for the current level of operations by B-
Il category critical aircraft. The user survey report documents a total of 750 actual annual
operations by B-II category critical aircraft from survey data year 2007. A 21.8% decrease in
this number is 586 - still well above the FAA’s substantial use threshold of 500. Therefore, even
with the current decrease in annual operations due to the economic recession, there is still
justification at the present time for the runway extension.

The FAA’s Terminal Area Forecast (TAF) shows year 2009 to be a low-point in total annual
operations at ARB. The TAF projects total annual operations to continually increase every
single year, from year 2010 through year 2030. Since the estimated 586 annual operations by B-
Il category aircraft in year 2009 confirm present justification for the runway extension, the
continual increase in operations that are forecasted by the TAF confirm that justification for the
runway extension is substantiated through year 2030.

The following actual and forecasted Total Operations at ARB, from year 2000 through year
2030, are from the FAA data sources listed below. The Estimated Category B-Il Operations for
each year have been calculated based on the percentage of actual B-11 operations to actual total
operations in survey data year 2007.
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Table 2-1

Actual and Forecasted Total Operations at ARB

Year Total Operations Estima;c)e ¢l CEteeEy 2]
perations
2000 104,342 * 1,074
2001 102,321 * 1,053
2002 91,414 * 941
2003 77,051 * 793
2004 65,516 * 674
2005 67,940 * 699
2006 71,785 * 739
2007 72,853 * 750%**
2008 64,910 * 668
2009 57,004 * 586
2010 56,986 ** 586
2010 57,514 ** 592
2012 58,073 ** 598
2013 58,639 ** 604
2014 59,212 ** 610
2015 59,791 ** 616
2016 60,376 ** 622
2017 60,968 ** 628
2018 61,567 ** 634
2019 62,173 ** 640
2020 62,786 ** 646
2021 63,405 ** 653
2022 64,032 ** 659
2023 64,666 ** 666
2024 65,307 ** 672
2025 65,956 ** 679
2026 66,613 ** 686
2027 67,277 ** 693
2028 67,948 ** 700
2029 68,627 ** 706
2030 69,314 ** 714

** = Forecasted Total Operations from FAA TAF

* = Actual Total Operations from FAA ATCT records

*** = Actual (from User Survey)

Forecasts from the MDOT MASP also project increasing total operations at ARB from years
2010 through 2030. The MDOT forecasts, which are independent of the FAA forecasts, further
substantiate the mid-term and long-term FAA projections of a rebound in activity at ARB to near
survey year 2007 operational levels.
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AvFuel Corporation, which bases a B-11 Large category Citation 560 Excel jet at ARB, has
confirmed in writing that their operations at ARB increased from 211 actual operations in 2007
to 223 actual operations in 2008. Their Chief Pilot has also submitted written documentation
that forecasts their future operational levels potentially increasing to 350 to 450 operations per
year at ARB.

The FAA TAF forecast, MDOT MASP forecast, and AvFuel’s operational forecast all provide
support to the fact that survey year 2007 operational data that was analyzed in the user survey
process is a very pertinent representation of estimated future operational levels at ARB.

2.2.5 Surrounding Land Uses

ARB is bordered by Ellsworth Road to the north, Lohr Road to the west, and State Road to the
east. The primary runway is situated in a northeast/southwest direction. Residential, business,
industrial, recreational, agricultural, and forested areas are located adjacent to the airport, and
efforts were made during the analysis of alternatives to minimize impacts to these resources.
Residential properties are located along Lohr Road and business properties are located along
State and Ellsworth Roads. A perennial stream crosses through the airport property and flows to
the south connecting to a county drain (Wood Outlet). A portion of the stream near the southwest
end of the runway is enclosed in a concrete culvert.

2.2.6 Other Considerations

Aircraft performance information and runway length requirements for each airplane are
contained in the individual airplane flight operating manual. As quoted from FAA Advisory
Circular 150/5325-4B, Paragraph 206, “This information is provided to assist the airplane
operator in determining the runway length necessary to operate safely. Performance
information from those manuals was selectively grouped and used to develop the runway length
curves in Figures 2-1 and 2-2. The major parameters utilized for the development of these
curves were the takeoff and landing distances for Figure 2-1 and the takeoff, landing, and
accelerate-stop distances for Figure 2-2.” As stated earlier in this section, Figure 2-2 of the
Advisory Circular was used to determine the FAA-recommended runway length for ARB.

The accelerate-stop distance concept referred to above is an important operating consideration.
In this concept, the pilot not only considers the amount of runway needed for takeoff, but also
the amount of runway needed to abort the takeoff while on the takeoff roll and bring the aircraft
to a stop. In situations where pilots detect a problem with the aircraft while on the takeoff roll,
they are forced to continue the takeoff and contend with the problem in the air if there is not
enough runway remaining to bring the aircraft to a stop. By having enough remaining runway to
safely abort a takeoff and stop the aircraft while still on the ground, a pilot would be able to
avoid a potentially hazardous situation of taking to the air with a mechanically-deficient aircraft.

A local objective is to reduce the occurrence of runway overrun incidents. While overrun
incidents are not officially recognized by the FAA or MDOT as justification for extending
runways, there is merit to this local objective. The 11 overrun incident reports that were
analyzed showed that most runway overruns at ARB involved small single-engine category A-I
aircraft. These types of incidents often involve student pilots or low-time, relatively
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inexperienced pilots. There is no evidence in the incident reports that any of the aircraft which
overran the end of the existing 3,505-foot runway exceeded the limits of the 300-foot long turf
Runway Safety Area. Therefore, in each of these cases, the proposed 4,300-foot long runway
would have provided sufficient length for the small category A-1 aircraft to safely come to a stop
while still on the runway pavement, without running off the runway end.

The considerations mentioned above do not imply that the existing 3,505-foot runway is unsafe
in any regard. Accelerate-stop distance requirements can be accommodated on the existing
runway if pilots of critical category aircraft operate at reduced load capacities. In the cases of the
previous runway overrun incidents, the turf Runway Safety Areas to the existing runway
performed as designed and provided a clear area for the overrunning aircraft to come to a stop.
There were no reports of personal injuries, although there were reports of aircraft damage in
several of the incidents.

2.2.7 Summary

The proposed shift and extension of primary Runway 6/24 at ARB would provide a runway
configuration that more effectively accommodates the critical aircraft that presently use the
facility. The proposed project would satisfy the FAA design objective of providing sufficient
runway length to allow airplanes that regularly use it to operate without weight restrictions. The
proposed project would also result in ARB achieving full compliance with all MDOT basic
developmental standards outlined in the MASP 2008 for category B-II airports.

In particular, the proposed project would provide the following benefits:

e Enhance business aviation and interstate commerce by providing sufficient runway length
to allow the majority of category B-Il1 Small critical aircraft that currently use ARB to
operate without load restrictions (i.e. reduction in passengers, cargo, and fuel associated
with aircraft range).

o Enhance the safety of ground operations, and lessen the chances of a runway incursion,
by expanding the view of the parallel taxiway and aircraft hold area to ATCT personnel.

e Improve the all-weather capability of ARB and enhance operational safety in low-
visibility conditions by providing a clear 34:1 approach surface to Runway 24.

e Address the local objective of decreasing the number of runway overruns by small
category A-1 aircraft by providing approximately 800-feet of additional runway
pavement.
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Airport User Survey Supplemental Report



SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT
AIRPORT USER SURVEY

ANN ARBOR MUNICIPAL AIRPORT (ARB)
ANN ARBOR, MICHIGAN

December 2009

This Supplemental Report is associated with the original Airport User Survey Report for
Ann Arbor Municipal Airport (ARB), dated July 2009. The information contained in this
supplement provides additional details and updates to the information contained in the
original report,

Additional analysis of the aircraft operational data has resulted in the generation of
supplemental information, three new exhibits, and updates to the numbers of annual
operations performed by category B-II critical aircraft. The following paragraphs explain
in detail the information provided in the new exhibits, as well as the supplemental
information and updates to the operational numbers listed in the original user survey
report.

EXHIBIT No. 1:  Annual Operations Analysis by Specific Aircraft Model

- This exhibit shows annual operations at ARB by specific aircraft model, rather than only
by their FAA aircraft classification as shown in the original user survey report. The
various aircraft models are listed in three separate tables, based upon groupings of their
FAA classifications (B-1I, C-1, and C-II).

Supplemental data associated with annual operations by the Beechcraft King Air C90 has
been included in the B-II category table of this exhibit. Operations by this particular
model of aircraft were not included in the original July 2009 Airport User Survey Report.

EXHIBIT No. 2: Origin / Destination Analysis by State

Exhibit No. 2 shows the results of an origin and destination analysis of aircraft operations
conducted at ARB, based on examination of the FlightAware database from survey year
2007. Although 274 of the operations had aircraft model and ownership information
blocked from the database at the aircraft owner’s request, the origin and destination cities
of each flight were still included.



The first column of the table shown in this exhibit lists 31 states (and Washington DC)
from which operations into ARB originated, or operations out of ARB were goingtoas a
destination. The second column lists operations atiributed to each state by the 274 total
operations with blocked aircraft and ownership records. The third and fourth columns list
operations attributed to each state by B-11 Smail and B-1I Large category aircraft. The
last column lists the total number of operations attributed to each state.

The numbers of operations associated with each state are from the FlightAware
Instrument Flight Rule (IFR) flight plan database only, and do not include records of all
itinerant operations between ARB and other states. Nonetheless, the numbers shown in
this exhibit confirm that in 2007, flight operations were conducted between ARB and at
least 31 other states (approximately 63% of the continental US). Also, approximately
67% of the IFR flight records for the category B-II critical aircraft were between ARB
and out-of-state locations., These factors confirm that there is a significant amount of
flight operations being conducted at ARB that are either going to, or coming from, distant
- locations in other states.

EXHIBIT No.3: Small 10-Seat Aircraft Analysis

The table in this exhibit lists Small aircraft models (less than or equal to 12,500 lbs,
maximum certificated takeoff weight) that have 10 or more passenger seats, and that
conducted operations at ARB in survey year 2007. The numbers of annual operations
listed in the table are from the FlightAware IFR flight plan database only, and do not
include records of all operations by aircraft of this type. The FlightAware records show
that there were 425 annual operations by Small 10-seat or higher aircraft,

Exhibit No. 3 also shows that there were 211 annual operations by Large category
{greater than 12,500 |bs. maximum certificated takeoff weight) B-II aircraft from the
Based Aircraft data source and another 85 annual operations by Large category B-II
aircraft from the FlightAware data source. The number of annual operations performed
by the Small 10-seat or higher aircraft and the Large category aircraft combined is shown

as 721.

The operational numbers listed in Exhibit No. 3 do not include blocked FlightAware
operations, Visual Flight Rule (VFR) operations, or operations logged by pilots on the
Fixed Base Operator (FBO) airport registers. Although the information shown is only a
partial representation of all applicable aircraft, the 721 annual operations that were
substantiated significantly confirm that Figure 2-2 in FAA Advisory Circular 150/5325-
4B is the appropriate chart to reference in the determination of the FAA-recommended
runway length of 4,200 feet at ARB.



UPDATED BASED AIRCRAFT ANALYSIS:

The Based Aircraft Analysis of the original user survey report listed 200 estimated annual
operations by AvFuel’s B-1I Large category aircraft (see page 3 of the original report).
AvFuel’s Chief Pilot has since confirmed in writing that the actual number of operations
by their Cessna Citation XL 560 aircraft at ARB over the past three calendar years has
been 224 operations in 2006, 211 operations in 2007, and 223 operations in 2008,

In order to maintain consistency with the other survey year 2007 operational records
analyzed, Exhibit No. 1 of this Supplemental Report shows the 211 actual annual
operations by this aircraft in the “Based Aircraft Data Source” column of the category B-
II table, instead of the original estimate of 200,

UPDATED ITINERANT AIRCRAFT ANALYSIS: (FBO Data Sources)

Itinerant (visiting) aircraft operational data that was evaluated as part of the original user
survey analysis was obtained from the pilot registration logs (airport registers) of two of
the airport’s FBOs - Solo Aviation and Ann Arbor Aviation Center. Data was examined
for a six-month survey time frame, and cross-checked against FlightAware records in
order to prevent counting the same aircraft twice. Any operations that were atready
included in the FlightAware records were not included in the operational totals that were
generated from the FBO records,

The FBO records provided 40 additional operations by B-II and greater category aircraft
(32 by category B-II aircraft, 6 by category C-1 aircraft, and 2 by category C-I1 aircraft),
Since this data was based on a six-month time frame instead of the full calendar year
2007, these 40 actual operations were prorated into an estimated equivalent annual rate of
80 operations, The additional 40 estimated operations were the only operations in the
original user survey analysis that were obtained by prorating actual partial-year data into
an estimated equivalent annual rate,

As part of the supplemental analysis, estimated operations that were originally generated
as a result of prorating partial-year data were not considered in the determination of the
annual operations at ARB. This eliminates the potential effect of seasonal variation in
flight activity levels negatively influencing annual operational estimates, Only the 40
actual operations that were documented by the FBOs as having occurred within the six-
month survey period were counted as valid operations, since they did in fact occur in
2007, No operations were attributed to the remaining six months.

Exhibit No. 1 of this supplemental report shows only the 40 actual documented
operations (32 by category B-II aircraft, 6 by category C-I aircraft, and 2 by category C-II
aircraft} in the column that is labeled “2 FBO Register Data Sources™.
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UPDATED FLIGHTAWARE DATABASE ANALYSIS:

The FlightAware database analysis that was performed for the original July 2009 Airport
User Survey Report resulted in the determination of 265 actual annual operations by B-II
Small aircraft, and another 85 actual annual operations by B-II Large aircraft (see page 6
of the original report). However, the resulting numbers did not include operations by the
Beecheraft King Air C90 model.

The King Air C90 is a B-II Small category aircraft, with a wingspan of 50°3”, Earlier
versions of the King Air 90 models (A90 and B90) have wingspans of less than 49°, and
are therefore category B-I Small aircraft. Since the FlightAware records that were
originally analyzed for ARB did not include information which identified the specific
model of each King Air 90 operation, no operations by King Air 90s were included in the
original user survey analysis and report,

Although the FlightAware records do not provide information regarding the specific
model of each King Air 90 operation listed, they do provide the aircraft registration N-
number of each aircraft. By entering the N-number into the computerized FAA aircraft
registration database, the specific model of each King Air 90 operation was able to be
determined. A total of 157 operations by the B-II Small category King Air C90 model
have been identified, out of 220 operations by King Air 90 models of all types.

Exhibit No. 1 of this supplemental report shows the 157 King Air C90 operations
included in the “Flight Aware Data Source” column of the category B-II table. By
adding these operations to the 265 operations by B-II Small aircraft and 85 operations by
B-IT Large aircraft that were previously identified in the original user survey repost, the
updated total number of actual annual operations by B-1I category aircraft obtained from
the FlightAware data source is 507.

The FlightAware database also confirmed usage of the airport by many large
corporations, in addition to AvFuel, which is the only one actually based at ARB. Some
of the other corporate users of ARB include Synergy International, Wells Fargo, Polaris
Industries, Bombardier Aerospace, Avis Industrial Corporation, Thumb Energy, and
NetJets, Netlets provides on-demand air charter services and corporate aircraft fractional
ownership opportunities to a large number of other corporations that are located
throughout the country.



AIRCRAFT OPERATIONAL FORECASTS:

Year 2007 was the onset year of the current planning activities associated with the
potential extension of Runway 6/24. At that time, the airport manager and FBOs were
requested to collect based and itinerant aircrafl operational data over the course of year
2007 for the purpose of determining project justification. This data was reviewed during
the user survey analysis, which was conducted in early 2009,

FlightAware records for any given year are not published until that particular calendar
year has ended, and all operations that took place during the course of that year counted.
Since the user survey analysis was conducted in early 2009, the most current operational
records available at the time from FlightAware were associated with calendar year 2008.
Although year 2008 records were available, year 2007 records from FlightAware were
used in the user survey analytical process. This was due to the importance of maintaining
consistency of year of operational records in the analysis, and not combining operational
data collected by the airport manager and FBOs over year 2007 with the more recent
FlightAware records from year 2008. The FlightAware records, airport manager records,
and FBO records from calendar year 2007 that were used in the user survey analysis were
all only one-year old at the time, and still considered valid for use in determining project
Jjustification.

The FAA Terminal Area Forecast (TAF) does project a short-term approximate 22%
decrease in total annual operations at ARB from user survey year 2007 through year 2009
(from 72,895 actual in 2007 to 56,956 estimated for 2009). However, beginning in year
2010, the TAF projects continuously increasing annual operations at ARB, from the year
2009 low-point through year 2030. ltinerant annual operations are even projected to
surpass survey year 2007 levels prior to the end of the 2030 forecast period.

Even if the worst case short-term projected 22% decrease in total annual operations is
applied to the user survey results, there is still significant justification for the runway
extension. The user survey report documents a total of 750 actual annual operations by
B-II category critical aircraft that justify the runway extension, A 22% decrease in this
number is 585 - still well above the FAA’s substantial use threshold of 500. And again,
beginning in 2010, operations at ARB are projected by the FAA to begin increasing every
single year from that point forward, through year 2030,

Forecasts from the MDOT Michigan Airport System Plan (MASP 2008) also project
increasing itinerant and total operations at ARB from years 2010 through 2030, The
MDOT forecasts further substantiate the mid-term and long-term FAA projections of a
rebound in current operational activity at ARB to survey year 2007 levels.



AvFuel Corporation, which bases a B-II Large category Citation 560 Excel jet at ARB,
has confirmed that their operations at ARB actually increased from 211 operations in
2007 to 223 operations in 2008, Their Chief Pilot estimates that their future operational
levels could potentially increase to 350 to 450 operations per year at ARB.

The FAA TAF forecast, MDOT MASP forecast, and AvFuel’s operational forecasts all
provide support to the fact that survey year 2007 operational data is a very pertinent
representation of estimated future operational levels at ARB.

SUMMARY:

The supplemental analysis that was conducted afier publication of the July 2009 Airport
User Survey Report has resulted in additional justification in support of extension of
Runway 6/24 to 4,300’ in length.

Further analysis of the FlightAware IFR flight plan database has confirmed 507 actual
operations at ARB in survey year 2007 by B-II category aircraft. This number does not
include operations in the FlightAware records with aircraft information blocked at the
owner’s request, or VFR operations that were conducted without flight plans. Judging by
the high number of out-of-state origin and destination locations of operations listed in the
blocked category (see Exhibit No. 2), it is very likely that many of the associated aircraft
were of the B-IT or greater categories. Therefore, actual operations at ARB by aircraft of
these categories are likely considerably higher than the 507 substantiated operations
obtained from the FlightAware database.

The 507 actual operations by B-II category aircraft that were obtained from the
FlightAware database also do not include operations conducted by AvFuel’s based
Cessna Citation XL 560, or operations obtained from the two FBO airport registers.
AvFuel has confirmed 211 actual operations at ARB in 2007 with their B-1I category
aircraft, and data provided by the FBOs has confirmed 32 actual operations in 2007 by B-

IT category aircraft.

In summary, the supplemental analysis of this user survey has confirmed a total of 750
actual annual operations at ARB by category B-II aircraft. FlightAware records also
confirmed that operations by aircraft in this critical aircraft category were performed by
many large corporations, some of which are listed on page 4 of this report.



CONCLUSION:

In the majority of airport user survey processes, determinations and recommendations are
issued based on analysis of estimated annual operations obtained from various airport
users. In conducting the user survey at ARB, the analysis focused on evaluation of actual
annual operations performed at the airport. This is obviously a much more accurate
method of calculating the total number of annual operations associated with the
determination of the critical aircraft and Airport Reference Code. It also eliminates the
possibility of an airport user inflating their estimated operational numbers, in the hopes of
obtaining a longer runway that is not truly justified.

While the numbers listed in this report do not include every operation that occurred at
ARB in survey year 2007 with B-11 category aircraft, they do confirm substantial usage
of the airport by aircraft of this critical aircraft category. The Origin/Destination
Analysis has shown a significant number of operations between ARB and distant out-of-
state locations, which is a very good indicator of corporate activity associated with
interstate commerce, as opposed to pleasure flying by general aviation pilots.
FlightAware records also confirmed usage of the airport by many large corporations.

The information contained in this Supplemental Report provides additional justification
in support of the findings and recommendations of the original July 2009 Airport User
Survey Report. The user survey analysis has shown that justification for the proposed
extension of primaty Runway 6/24 to 4,300-feet has been conlirmed, and the proposed
project has been determined to be eligible to receive state and federal funding,

Although justification for the proposed project has been substantiated according to
current MDOT and FAA standards associated with runway length recommendations,
neither agency requires that the runway be extended. It is ultimately — and entirely — the
decision of the city of Ann Arbor whether or not to proceed with the development of the
project.

Mard 10 UL

Mark W. Noel, P.E., Manager
Project Development Section
MDOT - Airports Division




ANN ARBOR MUNICIPAL AIRPORT USER SURVEY - SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT - DECEMBER 2009

EXHIBIT NO. 1

ANNUAL OPERATIONS ANALYSIS BY SPECIFIC AIRCRAFT MODEL

Fitght- Based 2 FBO Total
FAA FAA FAA Maximum Alrcraft Aware Alrcraft Register Annual
Approach| Design | Welght | Seating Takeoff Engine Data Data Data Operations

Alrcraft Model Category | Group Class Walght (Ibs.}]  Type Source Source Sources | by Model
Aero Commander 695 B i Small <10 <12,500 Multi-Eng 4 o] 0 4
Beechcraft King Air C90 B [ Small 10+ <12,500 Multi-Eng 157 ] [} 157
Beechcraft King Air 100 B I Small 10+ <12,560 Multi-Eng 39 0 2 41
Beecheraft King Air 200 B It Small 10+ <12,500 Mulli-Eng 215 0 8 223
Cessna 441 Conguest | B [; Smalk <10 <12,500 Muiti-Eng 7 0 4 "
Beaechcraft King Air 300 B H] Large 10+ 12,500+ Mult-Eng i1 0 8 19
Beechcraft King Air 350 B 1 Large 10+ 12,500+ Multi-Eng 43 0 4 47
Cessna Citation )l 550 B ] Large <10 12,500+ Jet 6 ] 2 8
Cessna Citation XL 560 B ] Large <10 12,500+ Jet 25 211 2 238
Cessna Citation 680 B If Large <10 12,500+ Jet 0 0 2 2
Total B-Il Category Annual Operations 507 211 32 750
Learjet 25 C | Large <10 12,600+ Jet ] 0 2 2
Learjet 31 C | Large <10 12,500+ Jet 0 0 2 2
Learjet 45 c I Large <10 12,500+ Jet 0 0 2 2
Totaf C-1 Category Annual Operations 0 0 & 6
IAE Westwind 1125 c | Large <10 12,500+ Jet 1] 0 2 4
Total C-ll Category Annual Operations 0 o 2 4

CRITICAL AIRCRAFT CATEGORY DETERMINATION: B-ll (Based on 750 Tolal Annual Operations by Aircraft of this Categery)

NOTE: The annual operations listed in the above tables are ACTUAL documented operations from calendar year 2007,
The numbers do NOT include any ESTIMATED cpaerations oblained through proration of parial-year data, or other methods.
Operations recorded by the FBOS and fisted above represent only a partial-year {six-monih} time frame.

A total of 274 operations in the FlightAware database had aircraft model and cwnership information blocked at the owner's requesl.
As a result, their operational numbers are NOT included in the information shown above.

Judging by the high number of out-of-stale odgin and destination !ocations of aircraft in the blocked category {see Exhibit No. 2),

it is very likely that many of the associated aircraft were of the B-1l and grealer categories.

Therefore, actual operalions at ARB by aircraft of these categories are likely considerably higher than the numbers shown above.




ANN ARBOR MUNICIPAL AIRPORT USER SURVEY . SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT - DECEMBER 2009

EXHIBIT NO. 2 ORIGIN / DESTINATION ANALYSIS BY STATE

Origin { Destination Analysis of IFR Alrcraft Operations Between ARB and Other States
{Records from FlightAware 2007 Database)
Alrcraft
Type & Category B-ll Small B-ll Large

STATE Blocked Category Category Totals by State
1 Alabama 0 1 0 1
2 Arizona 1 0 0 1
3  Arkansas 2 1 0 3
4 Conneclicut 5 2 0 7
5 Florida 29 3 3 35
§ Georgia 5 5] 12 23
7 Hlinois 25 64 5 94
8 Indiana 6 21 1 28
9 fowa 1 20 3 24
10 Kansas 3 1] 0 3
11 Kenfucky 2 13 4] 15
12 Maine 2 0 0 2
13  Maryland 1 3 7 1
14 Massachusetts 5 o] t 6
15 Michigan 79 162 20 261
i6 Minnesota 2 3 2 7
17 Missoud 0 5 0 5
18 Nebraska 3 0 1 4
19 New Hampshire 1 2 0 3
20  New Jersey g 2 4 15
21 New York 6 5 i i2
22 Norih Carolina & 1 b B
23 Ohio 18 as 13 67
24 Pennsylvania 14 23 4 41
25 Soutk Carolina 0 4 0 4
26 South Dakota 4 18 1} 22
27  Tennessee 2 5 1] 7
28 Texas 30 0 [i] 30
29 Virginia 1 3 0 4
30 Washington DC 5 1 2 ‘8
31 West Virginia 1 7 0 8
32 Wisconsin 10 9 4 23

No Record 0 ] 1 1

Totals by Category 274 422 a5 781

IFR Alrcraft Operation Totals by Cateqory;

Within Michigan 79 162 20 261

Qutside of Michigan 195 260 64 519

No Record ¢] 0 1 1

NOTE: The numbers of operalions listed above are ACTUAL documented operations from
calendar year 2007. The numbers do NOT include any ESTIMATED operations obtainad
through proration of parlial-year data, or other methods.

The numbers shown above are from the FlightAware IFR Flight Plan Database only,

and do NOT include records of all itinerant operations between ARB and other stafes.
Nonetheless, the numbers shown above confirm that in 2007, fiight operaticns were conducted
between ARB and at least 31 other stafes and Washington DC {approx 63% of the continental US),
Approximately 87% of these IFR flight records were between ARB and out-of-state locations.



ANN ARBOR MUNICIPAL AIRPORT - SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT - DECEMBER 2009

EXHIBIT NO. 3 SMALL 10-SEAT AIRCRAFT ANALYSIS

Smalt Airplanes Having 10 or More Passenger Seats
(Records from FlightAware 2007 Database)

FAA FAA FAA Maximum | Alrcraft Annual
Approach Deslgn Weight Seating Takeoff Engine |Operations
Aircraft Model Category Group Class Weight Type

Cessna Caravan 208 A H Small 10+ <12,500 | Single-Eng 11
Swearingen Merlin 1) B i Small 10+ <12,500 Multi-Eng 3
Beecheraft King Air C30 B ] Small 10+ <12,500 Multi-Eng 157
Beechcraft King Air 100 B i Small 10+ <12,500 | Multi-Eng 39
Beechcraft King Air 200 B Ik Small 10+ <12,500 Multi-Eng 215
Total Small 10-Seat Aircraft Annual Operations 425
Total B-1 Large Category Alrcraft Annual Operations

Based Aircraft Data Source (B-II Large): 211

FlightAware Data Source (B-ll Large): 85
Grand Total Annual Operations at ARB Applicable
to Figure 2-2 in FAA Advisory Circular 150/6325-4B: 721

NOTE: The annual operations listed above are ACTUAL documented operations from canendar year 2007,
The numbers do NOT inciude any ESTIMATED operations oblained through proration of partial-year data, or other methods.

The numbers shown in the table above are from the FlightAware IFR Flight Plan Database only,

and do NOT include records of all small aircraft operations at ARB with 10-seat or greater aircraft models.
Nonetheless, the above analysis confirms that Figure 2-2 in FAA AC 150/5325-48 is the appropriate chart
to reference in the determination of the FAA-recommended runway length for Ann Arbor Municipal Airport.
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FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Copies of the applications are available
for inspection in the Records Center,
East Building, PHH-30, 1200 New
Jersey Avenue, Southeast, Washington,
DC or at http://regulations.gov.

This notice of receipt of applications
for special permit is published in
accordance with Part 107 of the Federal
hazardous materials transportation law
(40 11.8.C. 5117(h): 40 CFR 1.53(b)).

NEW SPECIAL PERMITS

Issued in Washington, DC, on March 11,
2010,
Delmer F. Billings,

Director, Office of Hazardous Materials,
Special Permits and Approvals.

Appll\llcc:)atlon Docket No. Applicant Regulation(s) affected Nature of special pemits thereof
14977-N | Air Products and Chemi- 49 CFR 173.301(f) ........... Teo authorize the transportation in commerce of cer-
cals, Inc. Allentown, PA. tain DOT Specification 3T cylinders containing Sil-
ane without pressure relief devices by motor vehi-
cle and cargo vessel. (modes 1, 3).
TA9FB=N s | mvniss i Air Products and Chemi- 49 CFR 173181 .............. Te authorize the transportation in commerce of
cals, Inc. Allentown, PA. pyrophoric liquids in inner metal containers (bub-
blers) with openings greater than 25mm (1 inch)
which are engineered to specific electronics appli-
cations that require a larger opening. {modes 1,
3).
149979-N ... | oo M & N Aviation, Carclina 49 CFR 172.101 Column To authorize the air transportation in commerce of
Inc. (9B). certain explosives which are forbidden or exceed
quantity limits for shipment by cargo-only aircraft.
{mode 4).
14980-N ... | Fisk Tank Carrier, Inc. Co- | 49 CFR 173.315 (j}{4) ...... To authorize the one-way transportation in com-
lumbus, WI. merce of cerain non-DOT specification storage
tanks containing propane. {(mode 1).
14981-N .. | Eclipse Aerospace, Inc. 49 CFR 173.309(b) .......... To autherize the manufacture, marking, sale and use
(EAD) Albuquerque, NM. of non-DOT specification cylinders for use as fire
extinguishers. (modes 1, 2, 3, 4, 5).

[FR Doc. 20105898 Filed 3—-18-10; 8:45 am)]
BILLING CODE 4909-60-M

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Federal Aviation Administration

Notice of Availability of Draft
Environmental Assessment; Ann Arbor
Municipal Airport, Ann Arbor, Ml

AGENCY: The Federal Aviation
Administration is issuing this notice on
behalf of the Michigan Department of
Transportation (MDOT), Bureau of
Aeronautics and Freight Services.
ACTION: Natice of Availability of a Draft
Environmental Assessment (EA) for
public review and comment.

SUMMARY: The FAA has delegated
selected responsibilities for compliance
with the National Environmental
Protection Act to the MDOT as part of
the State Block Grant Agreement
authorized under Title 40 U.S.C.,
Section 47128. This notice is to advise
the public pursuant to the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as
amended, (NEPA) 42 U.8.C. 4332(2)(c)
that MDOT has prepared a Draft EA for
the proposed extension of runway 6/24
at the Ann Arbor Municipal Airport.
While not required for an EA, the FAA
is issuing this notice to facilitate public
involvement. The Draft EA assesses the
potential environmental impacts

resulting from the proposed extension of
runway 6/24 from 3,500 feet to 4,300
feet. This evaluation also includes the
relocation or replacement of the
Federally Owned Omni Directional
Approach Lighting System. All
reasonable alternatives were considered
including the no action alternative.
DATES: Written comments on the Draft
EA must be received by MDOT on or
before 5:00 p.m. on April 12, 2010.
Comments may be sent by electronic
mail to Molly Lamrouex at
Iamrouexm@michigan.gov or written
comments may be submitted to Molly
Lamrouex, MDOT Bureau of
Aeronautics and Freight Services, 2700
Port Lansing Road, Lansing, MI 48906.
The Draft EA can be reviewed at the
following locations:

(&) Ann Arbor City Library, 343 S. Fifth
Ave., Ann Arbor, MI 48104

(h) Pittsfield Township Hall, 6201 W.
Michigan Ave., Ann Arbor, MI
48108

(c) Ann Arbor Municipal Airport, 801
Airport Dr., Ann Arbor, M1 48103

(d) Ann Arbor City Hall, 100 N. Fifth
Ave., Ann Arbor, M1 48104

(e) MDOT BAFS, 2700 Port Lansing
Road, Lansing MI 48906

Copies of the Draft EA are available by

contacting Molly Lamrouex, MDOT

Bureau of Aeronautics and Freight

Services, 2700 Port Lansing Road,

Lansing, MI 48906 ar by phone at 517—

335—9866. The Draft EA is also available
at http://www.a2gov.org/government/
publicservices/fleetandfacility/Airport/
Pages/defaulf.aspx A public hearing to
provide information on the draft EA and
accept comments from the public will
be held from 4 to 7 p.m. on Wednesday,
March 31, 2010 at the Cobblestone Farm
Barn, 2781 Packard Rd., Ann Arbor, MI
48108.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The EA
includes analysis used to evaluate the
potential environmental impacts in the
study area. Upon publication of the
Draft EA and a Final EA, MDOT will be
coordinating with federal, state and
local agencies, as well as the public, to
obtain comments and suggestions
regarding the EA for the proposed
project. The Draft EA assesses impacts
and reasonable alternatives including a
no action alternative pursuant to NEPA;
FAA Order 1050.1, Policies and
Procedures for Considering
Environmental Impacts; FAA Order
5050.4B, National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) Implementing [nstructions
for Airport Actions; and the President’s
Council on Environmental Quality
(CEQ) Regulations implementing the
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provisions of NEPA, and other
appropriate Agency guidance.

Joe Hebert,

Acting Manager, Detroit Airports District
Office, Great Lakes Region.

[FR Doc. 20105521 Filed 3—-18-10; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4910-13-P

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Federal Transit Administration

Notice of Limitation on Claims Against
Proposed Public Transportation
Projects

AGENCY: Federal Transit Administration
(FTA), DOT.

ACTION: Notice of Limitation on Claims.

SUMMARY: This notice announces final
environmental actions taken by the
Federal Transit Administration (FTA)
for the following projects: (1)
Jacksonville Transit Authority, Rapid
Transit System Phase One, Jacksonville,
FL: (2) Salem-Keizer Transit, Keizer
Transit Center Project, Salem, OR; (3)
Massachusetts Bay Transportation
Authority, Installation of Elevators at
Park Street Station Project, Boston, MA;
(4) Erie Metropolitan Transit Authority,
Expansion of the 14th Street Bus
Facility, Erie, PA; and (5) Metropolitan
Council, Central Corridor Light Rail
Transit Project—Construction of Three
Infill Stations, St. Paul, MN. The
purpose of this notice is to announce
publicly the environmental decisions by
FTA on the subject projects and to
activate the limitation on any claims
that may challenge these final
environmental actions.

DATES: By this notice, FTA is advising
the public of final agency actions
subject to Section 139(1) of Title 23,
United States Code (U.S.C.). A claim
seeking judicial review ofthe FTA
actions announced herein for the listed
public transportation projects will be
barred unless the claim is filed on or
hefare September 14, 2010.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Antoinette Quagliata, Environmental
Protection Specialist, Office of Planning
and Environment, 202—366—4265, or
Christopher Van Wyk, Attorney-
Advisor, Office of Chief Counsel, 202—
366—1733. FTA is located at 1200 New
Jersey Avenue, SE., Washington, DC
20590. Office hours are from 9 a.m. to
5:30 p.m., EST, Monday through Friday,
except Federal holidays.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Notice is
hereby given that FTA has taken final
agency actions by issuing certain
approvals for the public transportation

projects listed below. The actions on
these prajects, as well as the laws under
which such actions were taken, are
described in the documentation issued
in connection with each project to
comply with the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and
in other documents in the FTA
administrative record for the project.
Interested parties may contact either the
project sponsor or the relevant FTA
Regional Office for more information on
these prajects. Contact information for
FTA’s Regional Offices may he found at
http:/fwww.fta.dot.gov.

This notice applies to all FTA
decisions on the listed projects as of the
issuance date of this notice and all laws
under which such actions were taken,
including, but not limited to, NEPA [42
U.8.C. 4321-4375], Section 4(f) of the
Department of Transportation Act of
1066 [49 U.S.C. 303], Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act [16
U.S.C. 470f], and the Clean Air Act [42
U.8.C. 7401-7671q]. This naotice does
not, however, alter or extend the
limitation period of 180 days for
challenges of project decisions subject
to previous natices published in the
Federal Register. For example, this
notice does not extend the limitation on
claims announced in the Federal
Register on September 2, 2009 (74 FR
169) for the original Record of Decision
(ROD) issued for the Central Corridor
Light Rail Transit Project.

The projects and actions that are the
subject of this notice are:

1. Project name and location:
Jacksonville Rapid Transit System Phase
One—Downtown Transit
Enhancements, Jacksonville, FL. Project
sponsor: Jacksonville Transit Authority.
Project description: The project will
construct a Bus Rapid Transit system in
Jacksonville, Florida. This project is a
part of an overall strategy to bring high-
capacity public transit to downtown
Jacksonville. The 5.6 mile system will
include: Restructured bus routes, 2.84
miles of dedicated bus lanes, 15 station-
stop enhancements, a traffic signal
priority system, and a real-time traveler
information network. Final agency
actions: Section 106 finding of no
adverse effect; project-level air quality
conformity determination; no use of
Section 4(f) properties; and a Finding of
No Significant Impact (FONSI) signed
February 11, 2010. Supporfing
documentation: Supplemental
Environmental Assessment dated
November 2009 and Environmental
Assessment dated September 2008.

2. Project name and location: Keizer
Transit Center Project, Salem, OR.
Project sponsor: Salem-Keizer Transit.
Project description: The project will

construct a transit hub for the medium-
sized community of Salem, Oregon,
located 40 miles south of Portland. The
proposed Keizer Transit Center will
accommodate transfers between bus
routes, have a 70-space park-and-ride
lot, a passenger plaza, a kiss-and-ride
lot, a transit information kiosk, and
bicycle storage units. Final agency
actions: Section 106 finding of no
adverse effect; project-level air quality
conformity determination; no use of
Section 4(f) properties; and a Finding of
No Significant Impact (FONSI) signed
February 4, 2010. Supporting
documentation: Environmental
Assessment dated December 2008.

3. Project name and location:
Installation of Elevators at Park Street
Station, Boston, MA. Project sponsor:
Massachusetts Bay Transportation
Authority. Project description: The
project will modernize elevators at the
Park Street Station of the Massachusetts
Bay Transportation Authority. Park
Street is an intersection point for both
the Green and Red subway lines. The
station has a unique historic heritage,
originally built in 1897, as one of
America’s first street-level subway
systems. The current travel path
between the Green and Red Lines
requires three elevator transfers and an
approximate 0.10 mile walk. This path
is unduly long and can pose a challenge
for persons with limited mobility or low
physical stamina. The purpose of the
project is to provide a shorter elevator-
accessible path between the Green Line
westbound platform and Red Line
center platform. Final agency actions:
Section 106 finding of no adverse effect;
project-level air quality conformity
determination; Section 4(f) de minimis
impact determination; and a Finding of
No Significant Impact (FONSI) signed
December 29, 2009. Supporting
documentation: Environmental
Assessment dated August 2009.

4. Project name and location:
Expansion of the 14th Street Bus
Facility, Erie, PA. Project sponsor: Erie
Metropolitan Transit Authority. Project
description: The project involves the
expansion of a bus maintenance and
storage facility in Erie, Pennsylvania.
Located on the westemn coast of
Pennsylvania, the city of Erie is 120
miles north of Pittsburg. The proposed
9-acre site will house bus maintenance,
storage, fueling, and washing facilities.
Site plans also include provisions for
additional parking and administrative
office space. In total, the project will
centralize operations from nine under-
utilized buildings into the new facility.
Final agency actions: Section 106
finding of no adverse effect; project-
level air quality conformity
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Molly Lamrouex

Airports Division

MDOT Bureau of Aeronautics and Freight Services
2700 Port Lansing Road

Lansing, Michigan 48906-2160

Re:  Comments by The Charter Township of Pittsfield on the Environmental
Assessment for Ann Arbor Municipal Airport

Dear Ms. Lamrouex:

The following comments are submitted on behalf of The Charter Township of Pittsfield
on the February 2010 Environmental Assessment for Ann Arbor Municipal Airport (“EA”).

L. THE PROJECT’S STATED PURPOSE AND NEED IS UNSUPPORTED BY THE
EVIDENCE.

An EA must include a discussion of the purpose and need for the proposed action which
must “specify the underlying purpose and need to which the agency is responding in proposing
the alternatives including the proposed action.” [40 C.F.R. § 1502.13]. In addressing the
Purpose and Need section of an EA, FAA Order 1050.1E provides that: “This discussion
identifies the problem facing the proponent (that is, the need for an action), the purpose of the
action (that is, the proposed solution to the problem), and the proposed timeframe for
implementing the action.” FAA Order 1050.1E, §J405¢c. The EA accomplishes none of these
goals.
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A. The EA Supports Neither the Problem it Aims to Solve Nor its Purported
Solution.

First, the EA defines the purpose of the Project’ as “to provide facilities that more
effectively and efficiently accommodate the critical aircraft that presently use the airport, as well
as to enhance the operational safety of the airport.” [EA, p. 2-4]. The EA defines “critical
aircraft” as “the most demanding aircraft-type that performs a minimum of 500 annual operations
at a particular airport,” Id., and states that a 2009 MDOT Airport User Survey “has confirmed
that the critical aircraft classification for ARB is ‘B-II Small Aircraft.”” Id.

To effectuate the stated purpose, the EA purports to support the construction of a runway
extension from 3,505 feet to 4,300 feet. However, the extant evidence is clear that no “B-II
Small Aircraft” require a 4,300 foot long runway. All B-II Small Aircraft are capable of
operating on the existing 3,505 feet long runway without weight restriction. See, attached
Williams Aviation Consultants Report [incorporated herein by reference]. In fact, the
representative B-II Small Aircraft cited in the EA, the Beechcraft King Air 200, requires only
2,579 feet of runway to take-off fully loaded, and 2,845 feet to land. See,
http://www.hawkerbeechcraft.com/beechcraft/ king airb200gt/specifications.aspx. Thus, the
statement that “[d]evelopment of the primary runway at ARB to the recommended length of
4,300-feet would allow the majority of B-II Small Aircraft to operate at their optimum
capabilities (without weight restrictions)” [p. 2-4], although true, is misleading. There is no need
to extend Runway 6/24 to allow B-II aircraft to operate at ARB. They can operate on a 3,505
foot runway without weight restrictions. Therefore, the statement that interstate commerce
would be negatively impacted by B-II Small weight restrictions does not state a valid need, and
the purported purpose of “provid[ing] facilities that more effectively and efficiently
accommodate the critical aircraft that presently use the airport” is an unnecessary solution to a
nonexistent problem.

B. The EA Incorrectly Relies on Tetal Annual Operations to Support the Proposed
Runway Extension.

The EA states, “[t]he critical aircraft, or grouping of aircraft are generally the largest,
most demanding types that conduct at least 500 operations per year at the airport” [EA, p. 2-7],
and concludes that the proper Airport Reference Code (“ARC”) for ARB is “B-II Small”, based
on a total of “750 actual annual operations by B-II category critical aircraft from survey data year

! The proposed improvements described at page 2-1 of the EA are referred to herein
as the “Project.”
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2007.” [EA, p. 2-9]. However, the EA’s use of “annual operations” differs markedly from the
FAA criteria for selecting runway lengths and widths set forth in FAA Order 5090.3C:

3-4. AIRPORT DIMENSIONAL STANDARDS

Airport dimensional standards (such as runway length and width,
separation standards, surface gradients, etc.) should be selected
which are appropriate for the critical aircraft that will make
substantial use of the airport in the planning period. Substantial
use means either 500 or more annual itinerant operations, or
scheduled commercial service. FAA Order 5090.3C, p. 21
(emphasis added).

(FAA Order 5090.3C does not state that critical aircraft must be the “largest.”)

The FAA divides General Aviation operations into two categories, “local” and
“itinerant.” Itinerant operations are defined as “an operation performed by an aircraft, either IFR,
SVFR, or VFR, that lands at an airport, arriving from outside the airport area, or departs an
airport and leaves the airport area.” [U.S. DOT JO 7210.695, p. 5]. Local operations are defined
as “those operations performed by aircraft that remain in the local traffic pattern, execute
simulated instrument approaches or low passes at the airport, and the operations to or from the
airport and a designated practice area within a 20-mile radius of the tower.” /d.

The EA, without reference to this distinction, relies on “annual operations” and “total
annual operations” not “itinerant operations,” see, EA, Table 2-1, p. 2-10. Separating itinerant
and local operations at ARB would result in a dramatic reduction in the number of annual critical
aircraft operations at the airport. For example, data from the website City-Data.com shows that
there were 29,322 itinerant operations and 43,573 local operations at ARB in 2007, the year used
by MDOT in the EA. See, http://www.city-data.com/airports/Ann-Arbor-Michigan.html. In that
itinerant operations account for approximately 40% of the total operations at ARB, itinerant B-II
operations for 2007 would be in the neighborhood of 300 operations per year [40% of 750 total
operations], substantially below the FAA’s threshold of 500 annual operations to constitute
“substantial use.” Moreover, the Airport User Survey shows only 293 annual B-II Small
operations at ARB in 2007. [EA Appendix A-1, p. 7]. Thus, the FAA Order 5090.3C airport
dimensional standards for B-II small aircraft do not apply.
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. Shifting Runway 6/24 150 Feet to the Southwest Will Not Achieve an Additional
Margin of Safety.

The EA states as part of its purpose to “[e]nhance operational safety in low-visibility
conditions by providing a clear 34:1 approach surface to Runway 24, over State Road.” [EA, p.
2-5]. Operational safety in low visibility conditions will not be enhanced by providing a clear
34:1 approach surface to Runway 24. The EA is correct in stating that shifting the Runway 24
threshold 150 feet west would enhance safety by effectively removing the current obstruction to
line-of-site vision (hangar) of the parallel taxiway for ATCT personnel. [EA, p. 2-5]. However,
in the next paragraph the EA states, “The proposed shift of the Runway 24 threshold would also
allow for a clear 34:1 approach surface to the east end of the runway (the current approach
surface is the steeper 20:1). By keeping obstructions below the flatter 34:1 approach surface, an
additional margin of safety is provided between approaching aircraft and any ground-based
obstacles.” [EA, p. 2-5]. This statement lacks support in either the Instrument Approach
Procedure (IAP) design or Terminal Instrument Procedures (“TERPS”) Obstruction Standards.

Both the 20:1 and the 34:1 surfaces exist simultaneously for every published IAP, and are
defined as “Obstacle Identification Surfaces” which do not establish obstacle clearance safety
margins, but rather only define instrument approach visibility minimums. The FAA does not
require either of these two surfaces to be free of penetration by obstacles, and thus “providing an
additional margin of safety,” as stated in the EA, does not apply in the case of these two surfaces.
Other TERPS surfaces (Obstacle Clearance Surfaces) are established which do ensure clearance
from obstructions, and the FAA requires that these Obstacle Clearance Surfaces be clear of
structures and terrain. The current IAPs to Runway 24 were designed by the FAA to
accommodate all existing obstructions. Thus, shifting the runway 150’ southwest would
not enhance safety. Assuming that the EA is correct in the assertion that shifting the Runway 24
threshold would eliminate obstruction penetrations to the existing 34:1 Obstacle
Identification Surface, the effect would not be a safety improvement, but would result only in a
reduction in the required approach visibility minimums. [See, attached Williams Aviation
Consultants Report]

II. THE EA DOES NOT CONSIDER ALL REASONABLE ALTERNATIVES.

The National Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”) [42 U.S.C. §§ 4321 ef seq.] requires
that federal agencies examine all reasonable alternatives in preparing environmental documents.
[42 U.S.C. § 4332(c)(iii)]. An agency preparing an EA should develop a range of alternatives
that could reasonably achieve the need that the proposed action is intended to address. The
Council on Environmental Quality (“CEQ”) Regulations (“NEPA Regulations”), which
implement NEPA, require that Federal agencies “[u]se the NEPA process to identify and assess
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the reasonable alternatives to the proposed actions that will avoid or minimize adverse effects of
these actions upon the quality of the human environment” 40 C.F.R. § 1500.2(¢), and that
“agencies shall . . . (a) Rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives
... 40 C.F.R. § 1502.14(a). The EA fails to explore all reasonable alternatives to the Preferred
Alternative selected.

The EA [p. 2-5] lists five objectives of the proposed project:

. Enhance interstate commerce by providing sufficient runway length to allow the
majority of critical aircraft to operate without weight restrictions.

. Enhance operational safety by improving the FAA ATCT line-of-sight issues.

. Enhance operational safety in low-visibility conditions by providing a clear 34:1
approach surface to Runway 24, over State Road.

. Reduce the occurrence of runway overrun incidents by small category A-I aircraft
(local objective).

. Relocate and potentially upgrade the Runway 24 Approach Light System.

As shown in Section I above, enhancing interstate commerce by providing sufficient
runway length to allow the majority of critical aircraft to operate without weight restrictions is
not a valid need. Further, lengthening Runway 6/24 is not necessary to achieve the remaining
four objectives. Those objectives could be met by simply shifting Runway 6/24 150 feet to the
southwest, i.e., removing 150 feet from the approach end of Runway 24 and adding 150 feet to
the departure end of Runway 24. Runway length would remain 3,505 feet.

Section 2.2.1 of the EA states that a 150-foot shift of the Runway 24 threshold to the west
would (1) enhance the safety of ground operations by taxiing aircraft; (2) enhance operational
safety, and possibly prevent runway incursions, by expanding the view of the hold area and
parallel taxiway to ATCT personnel; (3) allow for a clear 34:1 approach surface to the east end of
the runway, providing an added margin of safety between approaching aircraft and ground-based
obstacles, which is particularly beneficial when aircraft are operating in low-visibility conditions;
and (4) include relocation and replacement of the existing runway approach light system with
newer Medium Intensity Approach Lighting System with Sequenced Flashers (MALSF). [EA,
pp. 2-5, 2-6]. Shifting Runway 6/24 150 feet to the southwest without lengthening the runway
would also accommodate future widening of State Road. Nevertheless, this reasonable
alternative was not considered in the EA.
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An Environmental Assessment “shall include brief discussions of . . . alternatives . ..” 40
C.F.R. § 1508.9(b).> Absent an analysis of an alternative based on a 150-foot southwesterly shift
of the runway, without lengthening the runway, the EA is inadequate.

11 THE EA FAILS TO ADEQUATELY ANALYZE OR DISCLOSE THE PROJECT’S
AIR QUALITY IMPACTS WHERE IT FAILS TO ADDRESS OR DETERMINE THE
PROJECT’S CLEAN AIR ACT CONFORMITY.

Section 7506 of the Federal Clean Air Act [42 U.S.C. §§ 7401 et seq.] mandates that
“[n]o department, agency, or instrumentality of the Federal Government shall engage in, support
in any way or provide financial assistance for, license or permit, or approve, any activity which
does not conform to [a State Implementation Plan] after it has been approved or promulgated
under [42 U.S.C. § 7410].” The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has promulgated
regulations implementing Section 7506 (the “Conformity Provision”) in 40 C.F.R. §§ 93.150 et
seq. (“General Conformity Rule”). The General Conformity Rule requires, in part, that Federal
agencies first determine if a project is either exempt from conformity analysis or presumed to
conform. If it is neither, the agency must conduct a conformity applicability analysis to
determine if a full conformity determination is required. See, Air Quality Procedures for
Civilian Airports and Air Force Bases, p. 13.

The project area, i.e., Washtenaw County, is in attainment for five of the seven criteria
pollutants [p. 4-17], and marginal nonattainment for Ozone [p. C-3].> The area is designated as
in nonattainment for PM, ;. [EA, p. C-4]. Therefore, one of the following must apply: (1) the
Project is exempt from conformity; or (2) the Project is presumed to conform; or (3) the agency
must conduct a conformity applicability analysis to determine if a conformity determination for
PM, is required. The EA does not indicate that any of the required actions was performed.

: Courts have consistently held that the “existence of reasonable but unexamined
alternatives renders an EIS inadequate.” See, e.g., Friends of Southeast’s Future v. Morrison,
153 F.3d 1059, 1065 (9" Cir. 1998).

3 The original six criteria pollutants are Ozone (O3), Particulate Matter (PM,,),
Carbon Monoxide (CO), Nitrogen Oxides (NO2), Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) and Lead (Pb). FAA
Order 1050.1E (“Environmental Impacts; Policies and Procedures™), p. A-3, § 2.1b, includes both
PM,, and PM, ; under the category Particulate Matter. On April 5, 2010 the EPA published
Revisions to the General Conformity Regulations Final Rule [75 Fed. Reg. 17254-279 (2010)]
which, among other things, added PM, ; to the list of criteria pollutants in 40 C.F.R. § 93.153(b).
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As a threshold matter, the EA is internally inconsistent with regard to whether the Project
is exempt or presumed to conform. At page C-4, the EA states unequivocally that “[f]or this
analysis it will be assumed that the project is neither exempt nor presumed to conform.”
[Emphasis added.] However, at page C-5 the EA states . . . a conformity determination is not
required and the proposed project is presumed to conform to the state implementation plan.”
[Emphasis added.] Under either scenario, however, the EA is deficient and fails to meet the
“public disclosure” requirement under the National Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”), 42
U.S.C. §§ 4321 et seq.

A, The EA Fails to Establish That the Project Is Exempt.

A federal agency has two options to determine that a project is exempt from conformity
analysis: (1) if the project is included in the list of exempt actions listed in § 93.153(c)(2); or (2)
if the project’s total of direct and indirect emissions are below the emissions levels specified in §
95.153(b) of the Conformity Regulations (“de minimis™). § 93.153(c)(1).

The first option does not apply here because runway and taxiway extension projects such
as the one described in the EA [p. 2-1] are not included in the exempt actions listed in
§ 93.153(c)(2). Nor does the EA establish that the Project can be considered exempt as de
minimis under 40 C.F.R. § 93.153(c)(1). The EA instead relies on a 1996 MDOT Bureau of
Aeronautics Air Quality Study of seven general aviation airports (which notably do not include
ARB) for the conclusion that “typical GA airports generate a low level of pollutants.” [EA, p. 4-
17]. From that nonspecific conclusion, the EA further generalizes to the assertion that, because
ARB is comparable in size and activity to the seven airports studied, it can be assumed that
emissions resulting from the Project will not exceed the conformity threshold levels and, on that
basis, concludes that a conformity analysis is not required.

This assumption is fatally flawed, however, for at least two reasons: (1) the EA does not
quantify PM, ; emissions from flight operations at ARB at all, relying exclusively on the 1996
Study; and (2) because there is no quantification, there is also no comparison with the explicit de
minimis thresholds established in 40 C.F.R. § 93.153(c)(1). It is correct that the original version
of 40 C.F.R. § 93.153(c)(1) did not establish explicit thresholds for PM, i, as distinguished from
PM,,. However, the newly implemented revised General Conformity Rule does establish that
distinction, and now serves as the template for the air quality analysis required in the EA.
Moreover, FAA Order 1050.1E, Appendix A, p. A3, § 2.16 includes both PM,; and PM, ; in
“particulate matter.”



Molly Lamrouex, Airports Division

MDOT Bureau of Aeronautics and Freight Services
April 19, 2010

Page 8

B. The EA Fails to Establish That the Project Is Presumed to Conform.

The second option, the presumption of conformity does not apply here either. In July,
2007, the FAA published a “Federal Presumed to Conform Actions Under General Conformity
Final Notice” [72 Fed.Reg. 41,565-580 (July 2007)] in which the FAA listed fifteen Airport
Project categories which the FAA presumes to conform to applicable SIPs. The runway and
taxiway extension project described in the EA does not fall within any of those presumed to
conform categories. Therefore, the FAA cannot rely on the Presumed to Conform Final Notice
to presume that the Project is in conformity.

C. The EA Fails to Establish the Project’s Conformity Status.

Finally, even if, for argument’s sake, the study of airports other than ARB were adequate
for air quality analysis of ARB in the EA (which it is not), the 1996 Study would be an
inadequate substitute for the required analysis. 40 C.F.R. § 93.159 requires that analyses under
the General Conformity Rule be based on, among other things: (1) “the latest planning
assumptions,” § 93.159(a); and (2) “the latest and most accurate emissions estimation techniques
available,” § 93.159(b). The 1996, 14-year old, Study patently fails to fall within either, let alone
both, of these parameters.

In summary, the EA fails to establish the existence of any of the necessary components of
the required finding of conformity for a Federal project, and, thus, is inadequate under both
NEPA and the Clean Air Act.

IV. THE EA FAILS TO ACCOUNT FOR WELLS ON AIRPORT PROPERTY.

While Section 4.5.2 of the EA purports to address “Geology, Groundwater, and Soils”
affected by the Project, it understates the significance of the fact that water resources are a
principal use of the grounds where the airport is located.

“If there is the potential for contamination of an aquifer designated by the [EPA] as a sole
or principal drinking water resource for the area, the responsible FAA official needs to consult
with the EPA regional office, as required by section 1424(e) of the Safe Drinking Water Act, as
amended.” FAA Order 1050.1E, pp. A-74, 75,9 17.1c. “When the thresholds indicate that the
potential exists for significant water quality impacts, additional analysis in consultation with
State or Federal agencies responsible for protecting water quality will be necessary. d., pp. A-
75, A-76,9 17.4a. “If the EA and early consultation [with the EPA] show that there is a potential
for exceeding water quality standards [or] identify water quality problems that cannot be avoided
or mitigated . . . an EIS may be required. Id., pp. A-75,917.3.
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There are two issues raised by the Project that require further examination in the EA.
First, there is the issue of contamination from the Airport. The Airport is the location of a porous
sand/gravel formation that yields a large amount of water for pumping Historically, the land
where the Airport is located was originally acquired by the City of Ann Arbor for water rights in
1929. Until recently, 15% of Ann Arbor’s water supply came from the three wells located on
Airport property. Water Quality Report, 2008, City of Ann Arbor, p. 2 (available at
http://www.a2gov.org/government/publicservices/water treatment/documents/ccr.pdf). Due to
the importance of the water supply at ARB, the EA needs to have more than a few passing words
(“Based on coordination with the City of Ann Arbor, the proposed runway extension would not
impact the water supply wells or the new water supply line (Bahl, 2009)”). [EA, p. 4-20].

Second, paving the area for a runway, roads, etc. increases the impervious area on the
aquifer. This in turn reduces the infiltration of water that feeds the aquifer/City water supply.
Adding 950 feet to the end of the runway adds another 71,250 square feet of impervious area
over an aquifer that it vital to the City of Ann Arbor. Further environmental review should
provide detailed analyses of the impact of this increase in impervious surface, as well as the
possibility of contamination, currently unexplored in the EA.

V. THE EA FAILS TO ANALYZE THE PRESENCE OF HAZARDOUS WILDLIFE
NEAR THE AIRPORT AND FAILS TO PRESENT ANY MANDATORY
MITIGATION MEASURES.

FAA Advisory Circular 150/5200-33B [“Hazardous Wildlife Attractants on or Near
Airports”] contains standards for land uses that have the potential to attract hazardous wildlife on
or near public-use airports. The standards are applicable to airport development projects,
including airport construction, expansion and renovation. Airports that have received Federal
grant-in-aid assistance must use these standards. [See, AC 150/5200-33B, p. ii]. The FAA
recommends separation distances of 5,000 feet at airports that do not sell Jet-A fuel, and 10,000
feet at airports that sell Jet-A fuel for hazardous wildlife attractants. [AC 150/5200-33B, p.1].
ARB sells Jet-A fuel.

The FAA also “recommends a distance of 5 statute miles between the farthest edge of the
airport’s AOA [Air Operations Area] and the hazardous wildlife attractant if the attractant could
cause hazardous wildlife movement into or across the approach or departure airspace.” [AC
150/5200-33B, p. 1]. Finally, AC 150/5200-33B provides that “[a]irport operators should
identify hazardous wildlife attractants and any associated wildlife hazards during any planning
process for new airport development projects” [p. 17] and “[t]he FAA will not approve the
placement of airport development projects pertaining to aircraft movement in the vicinity of
hazardous wildlife attractants without appropriate mitigating measures.” [pp. 17-18].
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The FAA ranks geese as number three [3] in a list of the relative hazard to aircraft for 25
species groups. [AC 150/5200-33B, Table 1, p. 111)]. However, the EA does not disclose that the
area surrounding the airport is a prime habitat for large numbers of Canada Geese. EA Appendix
F lists 38 species of birds that have either been observed, or for which there has been confirmed
or probable breeding in Airport fields during 2006 through 2008. The list does not include
Canada Geese. Canada Geese populate waterways on a golf course, in business parks and in
neighboring wetlands located west and southwest of the Airport, well within the separation
distances prescribed by the FAA.

The preferred alternative (Build Alternative 3) would extend Runway 6/24 950 feet to the
southwest. The extension would allow aircraft landing on Runway 6 and departing on Runway
24 to overfly areas populated by Canada Geese at altitudes of less than 100 feet. The EA does
not consider this hazardous condition. Even though they are not designated as “special concern”,
“threatened” or “endangered,” the presence of Canada Geese in the Airport area poses a hazard to
aircraft operational safety, and should be identified and analyzed in the EA, along with proper
mitigation measures.

VI. THE EA DOES NOT ACKNOWLEDGE OR ANALYZE THE PROJECT’S
MANIFEST GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS.

A Federal agency is required to evaluate not merely the direct impacts of a project, but
also its indirect impacts, including those “caused by the action and later in time but still
reasonably foreseeable.” 40 C.F.R. § 1508.8(b). Indirect impacts include a project’s growth-
inducing effects, such as changes in patterns of land use and population distribution associated
with the project [40 C.F.R., § 1508.8(b)] and increased population, increased traffic, and
increased demand for services. City of Davis v. Coleman, 521 F.2d 661, 675 (9" Cir. 1975).
“The growth-inducing effects of [a] project appear to be its raison d’etre.” Id. The EA ignores
this requirement, even though the Project is virtually defined by its growth-inducing impacts.
Despite the fact that the EA assumes that the “percent of night and jet operations would remain
constant between the existing condition and the future years” [EA, p. 4-2], there is substantial
evidence to indicate that the Project will cause a large increase in both types of operations.

As indicated above, there are no weight restrictions that must be lifted to allow the EA’s
“critical aircraft” to operate at ARB without weight restrictions. The “load restrictions”
referenced on page 2-12 refer not to category B-II aircraft, but to higher category aircraft (jets in
the C-I and C-II categories) which must currently operate at reduced weights in order to use the
3,505-foot runway. (Required takeoff length is the primary restrictor.) Operationally, weight is
reduced by carrying fewer passengers, less baggage and/or less fuel, all of which discourage these
aircraft from conducting operations at ARB.
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For example, a Cessna Citation II (Category B-II) requires 2,990 feet for takeoff at
maximum certificated gross weight on a standard day, and can operate at unrestricted weight
from the existing 3,505 foot runway. A Lear 35 (Category C-I), on the other hand, requires 5,000
feet for takeoff at maximum certificated gross weight on a standard day. While extending the
runway to 4,300 feet would not facilitate unrestricted operations by the Lear 35, the required
weight reduction would be less than is currently required. Therefore, the runway extension to
4,300 feet would operationally benefit the Category C-I Lear 35, but would provide no
operational benefit to the Category B-II Citation jet, which the EA states is a “critical aircraft.”

The longer runway will facilitate the loading of additional passengers and baggage on
high performance jet aircraft. Also, the ability to carry additional fuel may mean that, in certain
cases, costly and time consuming intermediate fuel stops will become unnecessary. If the runway
is lengthened to 4,300 feet, it is reasonably foreseeable that ARB will become much more
attractive to operators of higher performance jet aircraft, such as the Lear 25 (Category C-I),
Cessna Citation III (Category C-II) and Cessna Citation Sovereign (Category C-II), who could
then operate at ARB instead of driving to and from Willow Run Airport.

Contrary to the unsupported assertions in the EA [EA, p. 42; Appendix B-1, p. B-4], it is
reasonably foreseeable that the fleet mix will change in favor of a higher percentage of jet
operations, as compared to the current level of light single and multi-engine propeller driven
aircraft operations. The smaller Category A-I/Il and B-1 aircraft account for a high percentage of
ARB operations. B-II aircraft account for a low percentage of ARB operations.

It is, therefore, reasonably foreseeable that the number of night operations will increase as
the number of arrivals of longer haul business jets often occur in the evening hours due to the
longer time duration of their trips. Since one of the stated purposes of the EA is to increase
interstate commerce, this is not merely an indirect, but also a direct effect, the Project will have
on the surrounding community. This will also affect the fleet mix of night operations to reflect a
higher percentage of jet operations than exist under current conditions.

Thus, the evidence is clear that the Project will cause an increase in both jet and night
operations. It is also reasonably foreseeable that these added high-performance jet aircraft
operations and night operations will be accompanied by significant noise and air quality impacts.
Nevertheless, the EA fails to acknowledge, let alone analyze, these reasonably foreseeable
impacts caused by expansion of Airport physical facilities and operational profile and, thus, is
inadequate.
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VII.  NOISE MODELING FOR THE PROJECT FAILED TO INCLUDE INCREASED JET
AIRCRAFT AND NIGHTTIME OPERATIONS IN DEVELOPING NOISE
CONTOURS.

The FAA’s Integrated Noise Model (“INM”) was used to model annual operations for the
2009 existing condition, i.e., April 2008 through March 2009 [EA Appendix B-1, p. B-4] and
develop 65, 70 and 75 DNL noise contours for the Project. [EA, p. 4-3]. The EA states that
“[t]he existing 65 DNL contour does not extend beyond airport property.” [EA, p. 4-3]. During
the time modeled, jet operations accounted for approximately 2 percent of total operations at
ARB, and nighttime operations accounted for 4.2 percent of total operations. [EA, p. 4-2]. The
EA states: (1) “[t]he percent of night and jet operations would remain constant between the
existing condition and the future years”; (2) “fleet mix between the 2009 Existing Condition and
the 2014 Future Alternatives would remain static” [EA, p. 4-2; Appendix B-1, p. B-4]; and “[t]he
ARB 2014 proposed project alternative DNL 65 dBA noise contour does not extend beyond
airport property.” [EA, p. B-6].

However, as shown in Section VI above, the Project will likely facilitate an increased
number of night operations, and a change in fleet mix, which will include higher performance jet
aircraft. DNL calculations depend on, among other things, forecast numbers of operations,
operational fleet mix and times of operation (day verses night). [EA, Appendix B-2, p. B-16].
However, the EA fails to model or assess future increased night operations and fleet mix changes
resulting from the Project.

The FAA is required to use INM to produce, among other things: (1) noise contours at the
DNL 75 dB, DNL 70 dB and DNL 65 dB levels; (2) analysis within the proposed alternative
DNL 65 dB contour to identify noise sensitive areas where noise will increase by DNL 1.5 dB*;
and (3) analysis within the DNL 60-65 dB contours to identify noise sensitive areas where noise
will increase by DNL 3dB, if DNL 1.5 dB increases as documented within the DNL 65 dB
contour. [FAA Order 1050.1E, Appendix A, p. A-62, § 14.4d].

As the noise modeling failed to take into account the foreseeable increases in nighttime
and jet aircraft operations at ARB, the questions of whether the future DNL 65 dB contour will
be increased, and to what extent, and whether increased noise levels within the DNL 65 dB
contour would necessitate designation of a DNL 60 dB contour remain unanswered.

! A significant noise impact would occur if analysis shows that the proposed action

will cause noise sensitive areas to experience an increase in noise of DNL 1.5 dB or more at or
above DNL 65 dB noise exposure when compared to the no action alternative for the same
timeframe.” [FAA Order 1050.1E, Appendix A, P. A-61, 4 14.3]
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VIII. THE EA FAILS TO CONSIDER THE POLITICAL JURISDICTIONS AFFECTED BY
THE PROJECT.

FAA Order 5050.4B, paragraph 706 provides a format for integrating the NEPA process
with special purpose laws outside the scope of NEPA in preparing environmental assessments.
Paragraph 706.e.(4) requires that an environmental assessment address “[p]olitical jurisdiction(s)
the proposed action would affect.” The EA fails to do that. The EA does not disclose that
Pittsfield Township, the political jurisdiction in which the Project is located, and neighboring
Lodi Township have both passed resolutions opposing the Project. The EA also fails to identify
or analyze the effect that environmental impacts, which are certain to result from the Project
(e.g., noise, air quality, safety, economic impacts, etc.), will have on those political jurisdictions.

IX. CONCLUSION.

Given the Project’s many potential significant environmental impacts that have not been
identified or analyzed in the EA, a full Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is required prior to
approval and implementation of the Project. “No matter how thorough, an EA can never
substitute for preparation of an EIS, if the proposed action could significantly affect the
environment.” Anderson v. Evans, 371 F.3d 475, 494 (9™ Cir. 2004).

Sincerely,

CHEVALIER, ALLEN & LICHMAN, LLP

T

o5 Barbara E. Lichman, Ph.D.

Attachment (1)
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Williams Aviation (onsultants

Williams Aviation Consultants, Inc. was retained by the law firm of Chevalier, Allen &
Lichman, LLP to review and comment on Chapters 1 and 2, and Appendices A and B of the
DRAFT Ann Arbor Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment (DEA), February, 2010. The
following are our comments on the DEA.

A. Accommodating the Critical Aircraft at Ann Arbor Municipal Airport (ARB)

As stated in paragraph 2.2.7, “The proposed shift and extension of primary Runway 6/24 at ARB
would provide a runway configuration that more effectively accommodates the critical aircrafi
that presently use the facility. (Emphasis added)

In particular, the proposed project would provide the following benefits:

e Enhance business aviation and interstate commerce by providing sufficient runway length
to allow the majority of category B-II Small critical aircraft that currently use ARB to
operate without load restrictions (i.e. reduction in passengers, cargo, and fuel associated
with aircrafi range). (Emphasis added)

According to paragraph 2.2, Purpose and Need, “The purpose of the proposed improvements at
ARB is to provide facilities that more effectively and efficiently accommodate the critical
aircraft that presently use the airport, as well as to enhance the operational safety of the airport.
(Emphasis added)

The critical aircraft is defined by the FAA as the most demanding aircraft-type that performs a
minimum of 500 annual operations at a particular airport. In cases where the critical aircraft
weigh less than 60,000 Ibs, a classification of aircraft is used rather than a specific individual
aircraft model. A recent Airport User Survey has confirmed that the critical aircraft classification
for ARB is “B-II Small Aircraft.” (Emphasis added)

Also stated under “Purpose and Need” “Development of the primary runway at ARB (o the
recommended length of 4,300-feet would allow the majority of B-II Small classification aircraft
to operate at their optimum capabilities (without weight restrictions). (Emphasis added)

WAC Comment: There are no aircraft in the B-II Small aircraft classification that require a
runway length of 4,300 feet to conduct normal operations. All B-II Small Aircraft are capable
of operating out of the current runway (3,505 feet long) without the need to reduce weight by
off-loading passengers, baggage or fuel.

Regarding the establishment of the critical aircraft, ARB lacks the required number of 500
annual operations by B-II Small Aircraft, so they have added larger aircraft such as B-II
Large, Category C-I and C-II operations to meet the 500 classification requirement. It is the
Category C-I and C-1I aircraft which would benefit by the runway extension to 4,300 feet, not
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those aircraft that fall within the definition of Category B-II Small Aircraft. The current
runway length of 3,500 feet is sufficient to handle all Category B-II Small Aircraft.

B. Lengthening Runway 6/24 to 4,300 Feet: The Impact on Aircraft Load Restrictions
and Fleet Mix

The “load restrictions” referenced above in paragraph 2.2.7 refer to the fact that the higher
category aircraft (primarily jets in the C-I and C-1I categories) must currently operate at
reduced weights in order to operate out of the current 3,500 foot runway (required takeoff
length is the primary restrictor). Operationally, weight is reduced by carrying fewer
passengers, less baggage and/or less fuel; all of which discourage these aircraft from
conducting operations out of ARB.

For example: A Cessna Citation II (Category B-II ) requires 2,990 feet for takeoff at
maximum certificated gross weight on a standard day and may therefore operate unrestricted
as to weight from the current 3,500 foot runway. A Lear 35 (Category C-I) requires 5,000 feet
Sfor takeoff at maximum certificated gross weight on the same standard day.

The Category B-II Citation I1I can conduct unrestricted operations from the current 3,500 foot
runway. Whereas extending the runway to 4,300 feet would not facilitate unrestricted
operations by the Category C-I, Lear 35, the required weight reduction would be less than is
currently required. In this way, the runway extension to 4,300 feet would operationally benefit
the Category C-I Lear 35, but would provide no operational benefit to the Category B-II Small
Citation jet, or any other Category B-II Small aircraft.

All Category B-1I Small aircrafft, i.e. the ARB critical design aircraft, are currently
accommodated on the existing 3,500 foot runway. Contrary to what is stated in the DEA,
lengthening the runway to 4,300 feet WOULD NOT “provide a runway configuration that
more effectively accommodates the critical aircraft that presently use the facility.”

If the runway is lengthened to 4,300 feet, other jets such as the Lear 25 (Category C-I), Cessna
Citation III (Category C-1I) and Cessna Citation Sovereign (Category C-II) may be able to
operate out of ARB with minor reductions in takeoff weight. This will impact the community
as it could reasonably be expected that the longer runway will attract more of the larger, higher

performance jet aircraft to the airport.

These added high performance jet aircraft operations will be accompanied by noise and air
quality impacts. Many of these operations will take place at night, thereby negatively affecting
the general quiet of the surrounding community.

Williams Aviation Consultants, Inc



C. Shifting Runway 6/24 150 Feet to the West While Maintaining the Current Runway
Length of 3,500 Feet: The Impact on Load Restrictions, Future Fleet Mix and Safety
of Operations

Load Restrictions

Maintaining the current runway length of 3,500 feet would mean that the Category C-1 and
C-II aircraft would continue to suffer significant load restrictions. These load restrictions
would thereby continue to serve as a deterrent to these aircraft operating out of ARB.

Future Fleet Mix

Maintaining the current runway length would serve to maintain the current fleet mix.
Category B-II Small jet aircraft include lower powered models such as the smaller versions of
the Cessna Citation (Category B-I/I1) and the Mitsubishi Diamond jet (Category B-1). Higher
powered jet aircraft such as the Lear 25 (Category C-1), Lear 35 (Category C-I), IAI Astra
(Category C-1) and Cessna Citation III (Category C-II) may be generally discouraged from
flying into Ann Arbor and would generally, with few exceptions choose to land at Detroit and
drive the 40 miles to Ann Arbor.

Safety of Operations
2.2.1 Safety Enhancements:

In the first paragraph, the consultant is correct in stating that shifting the Runway 24
threshold 150 feet west would enhance safety by effectively removing the current obstruction
to line-of-site vision (hangar) of the parallel taxiway for ATCT personnel.

However, in the next paragraph the consultant states, “The proposed shift of the Runway 24
threshold would also allow for a clear 34:1 approach surface to the east end of the runway
(the current approach surface is the steeper 20:1). By keeping obstructions below the flatter
34:1 approach surface, an additional margin of safety is provided between approaching
aircraft and any ground-based obstacles.”

This statement betrays a lack of understanding by the consultant of Instrument Approach
Procedure (IAP) design and TERPS Obstruction Standards. Regarding the 20:1 and the
34:1 surfaces; it is not either/or, but both/and. Both the 20:1 and the 34:1 surfaces exist
simultaneously for every published IAP and are defined as “Obstacle Identification
Surfaces” which do not establish obstacle clearance safety margins but rather only define
instrument approach visibility minimums. The FAA does not require either of these two
surfaces to be free of penetration by obstacles, and thus “providing an additional margin of
safety” as stated by the consultant does not apply in the case of these two surfaces.

Other TERPS surfaces (Obstacle Clearance Surfaces) are established which do ensure

clearance from obstructions and the FAA requires that these Obstacle Clearance Surfaces
be clear of structures and terrain. The current IAPs to Runway 24 were designed by the

Williams Aviation Consultants, Inc



FAA to accommodate all existing obstructions. In this respect, shifting the runway 150’ to
the west would not enhance safety.

Summary: Assuming that the consultant is correct in their assertion that shifting the
threshold would eliminate obstruction penetrations to the existing 34:1 Obstacle
Identification Surface, the effect would not be a safety improvement but would only result in
a reduction in the required approach visibility minimums.

D. Appendix B Noise Analysis Report
B-1 Noise Impact Analysis
B.1.3 Data
Flight Operations

The consultant states “INM-modeled annual operations for the 2009 existing condition,
consisting of operations from April 2008 through March 2009, totaled 61,969 operations, which
is approximately 169 daily operations. Jet operations accounted for approximately 2 percent of
the total operations. Nighttime operations accounted for 4.2 percent of the total operations.”

2014 future condition aircraft operations were obtained from the 2008 FAA TAF for ARB.
Modeled annual operations for the 2014 condition totaled 69,717 operations, or approximately
191 daily operations. It is assumed that the percent of night and jet operations will remain
constant between the existing condition and the future years. In addition, it is also assumed that
the fleet mix between the 2009 Existing Condition and the 2014 Future Alternatives will remain
static. The existing and future fleet mix with annual operations is shown in Table B-2.”
(Emphasis added)

The consultant wrongly assumes that the percent of night and jet operations will remain
constant, and that the fleet mix will remain static if Runway 6/24 is lengthened to 4,300 feet.

The longer runway will make ARB much more attractive to larger and higher performance jet
aircraft as the added runway length will facilitate the loading of additional passengers and
baggage on to these aircraft. Also, being able to carry additional fuel may mean that, in
certain cases, costly and time consuming intermediate fuel stops will become unnecessary. As
ARB becomes more attractive to higher performance jet aircraft, these larger aircraft may
then consider operations to/from ARB in lieu of landing at Detroit and driving to Ann Arbor.

As more high performance jet aircraft begin operations at ARB, the fleet mix will change in
favor of a higher percentage of jet operations as compared to the current level of light single
and multiengine propeller driven aircraft operations. The smaller Category A-I/II and B-I
aircraft currently reflect a high percentage of ARB operations. B-II Small aircraft (the
critical design aircraft) reflect a low percentage of ARB operations. Recall that Category B-11
Large and Category C aircraft had to be added to the currently operating Category B-II Small
aircraft design group in order to meet the 500 operation requirement for establishing the
critical aircraft and thereby justify the runway extension.

Williams Aviation Consultants, Inc



The number of night operations also has the strong potential to increase as the number of
arrivals of the larger, longer haul business jets often occur in the evening hours due to the
longer time duration of their trips. This will also affect the fleet mix of night operations to
reflect a higher percentage of jet operations than exist under current conditions.

Williams Aviation Consultants, Inc
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Committee for Preserving Community Quality
5221 Crooked Stick Drive
Ann Arbor, Ml 48108
734-944-9455

April 19,2010

Molly Lamrouex

Airports Division

MDOT Bureau of Aeronautics and Freight Services
2700 Port Lansing Road

Lansing, Michigan 48906-2160

Re: Comments by The Committee for Preserving Community Quality on the
Environmental Assessment for Ann Arbor Municipal Airport

Dear Ms. Lamrouex:

The Committee for Preserving Community Quality, a community group representing
approximately 400 residents of Pittsfield and Lodi Townships and the cities of Ann Arbor and
Saline, is filing these comments to strenuously object to the February 2010 Environmental
Assessment for Ann Arbor Municipal Airport (“EA”). We feel, as the evidence below
conclusively documents, that the EA is seriously flawed and that the proposed project is both
dangerous and cannot be justified.

L. THE PROJECT’S STATED PURPOSE AND NEED IS UNSUPPORTED BY THE
EVIDENCE.

An EA must include a discussion of the purpose and need for the proposed action which
must “specify the underlying purpose and need to which the agency is responding in proposing
the alternatives including the proposed action.” [40 C.F.R. § 1502.13]. In addressing the
Purpose and Need section of an EA, FAA Order 1050.1E provides that: “This discussion
identifies the problem facing the proponent (that is, the need for an action), the purpose of the
action (that is, the proposed solution to the problem), and the proposed timeframe for
implementing the action.” FAA Order 1050.1E, § 405c. The EA accomplishes none of these
goals.
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A. The EA Supports Neither the Problem it Aims to Solve Nor its Purported
Solution.

First, the EA defines the purpose of the Project as “to provide facilities that more
effectively and efficiently accommodate the critical aircrafi that presently use the airport, as well
as to enhance the operational safety of the airport.” [EA, p. 2-4]. The EA defines “critical
aircraft” as “the most demanding aircraft-type that performs a minimum of 500 annual
operations at a particular airport,” /d., and states that a 2009 MDOT Airport User Survey “has
confirmed that the critical aircraft classification for ARB is ‘B-II Small Aircraft.”” /d.

To effectuate the stated purpose, the EA purports to support the construction of a runway
extension from 3,505 feet to 4,300 feet. However, the extant evidence is clear that no “B-II
Small Aircraft” require a 4,300 foot long runway. All B-II Small Aircraft are capable of
operating on the existing 3,505 feet long runway without weight restriction. See, attached
Williams Aviation Consultants Report [incorporated herein by reference]. In fact, the
representative B-II Small Aircraft cited in the EA, the Beechcraft King Air 200, requires only
2,579 feet of runway to take-off fully loaded, and 2,845 feet to land. See,
http://www.hawkerbeechcraft.com/beechcraft/ king airb200gt/specifications.aspx. Thus, the
statement that “[d]evelopment of the primary runway at ARB to the recommended length of
4,300-feet would allow the majority of B-II Small Aircraft to operate at their optimum
capabilities (without weight restrictions)” [p. 2-4], although true, is misleading. There is no need
to extend Runway 6/24 to allow B-II aircraft to operate at ARB. They can operate on a 3,505
foot runway without weight restrictions. Therefore, the statement that interstate commerce
would be negatively impacted by B-II Small weight restrictions does not state a valid need, and
the purported purpose of “provid[ing] facilities that more effectively and efficiently
accommodate the critical aircraft that presently use the airport” is an unnecessary solution to a
nonexistent problem.

B. The EA Incorrectly Relies on Toral Annual Operations to Support the Proposed
Runway Extension.

The EA states, “[t]he critical aircraft, or grouping of aircraft are generally the largest,
most demanding types that conduct at least 500 operations per year at the airport” [EA, p. 2-7],
and concludes that the proper Airport Reference Code (“ARC”) for ARB is “B-II Small”, based
on a total of “750 actual annual operations by B-II category critical aircraft from survey data year
2007.” [EA, p. 2-9]. However, the EA’s use of “annual operations™ differs markedly from the
FAA criteria for selecting runway lengths and widths set forth in FAA Order 5090.3C:

3-4. AIRPORT DIMENSIONAL STANDARDS

Airport dimensional standards (such as runway length and width,
separation standards, surface gradients, etc.) should be selected
which are appropriate for the critical aircraft that will make
substantial use of the airport in the planning period. Substantial
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use means either 500 or more annual itinerant operations, or
scheduled commercial service. FAA Order 5090.3C, p. 21
(emphasis added).

(FAA Order 5090.3C does not state that critical aircraft must be the “largest.”)

The FAA divides General Aviation operations into two categories, “local” and
“itinerant.” Itinerant operations are defined as “an operation performed by an aircraft, either IFR,
SVFR, or VFR, that lands at an airport, arriving from outside the airport area, or departs an
airport and leaves the airport area.” [U.S. DOT JO 7210.695, p. 5]. Local operations are defined
as “those operations performed by aircraft that remain in the local traffic pattern, execute
simulated instrument approaches or low passes at the airport, and the operations to or from the
airport and a designated practice area within a 20-mile radius of the tower.” /d.

The EA, without reference to this distinction, relies on “annual operations™ and “total
annual operations” not “itinerant operations,” see EA, Table 2-1, p. 2-10. Separating itinerant
and local operations at ARB would result in a dramatic reduction in the number of annual critical
aircraft operations at the airport. For example, data from the website City-Data.com shows that
there were 29,322 itinerant operations and 43,573 local operations at ARB in 2007, the year used
by MDOT in the EA. See, http://www.city-data.com/airports/Ann-Arbor-Michigan.html. In that
itinerant operations account for approximately 40% of the total operations at ARB, itinerant B-II
operations for 2007 would be in the neighborhood of 300 operations per year [40% of 750 total
operations], substantially below the FAA’s threshold of 500 annual operations to constitute
“substantial use.” Moreover, the Airport User Survey shows only 293 annual B-II Small
operations at ARB in 2007. [EA Appendix A-1, p. 7]. Thus, the FAA Order 5090.3C airport
dimensional standards for B-II small aircraft do not apply.

Even if, for argument’s sake, we were to accept the critical aircraft data reported in the
Airport User Survey [EA Appendix A-1, p.7], a detailed analysis shows that a weighted average
of 78 percent of those B-II aircraft operations took place within a 450-mile radius of ARB,
according to MDOT’s own data analysis (Exhibit 1). These represent areas that are within the
flight range of ARB’s current based fleet, according to the User Survey data, from the current-
length runway. Thus, by another means of calculus, itinerant operations beyond the range of
need are fewer than 200 and Purpose and Need fails.

Further, MDOT’s choice of 2007 as a year of certification for critical aircraft was based
on an arbitrary and capricious decision. The year 2007 represents the greatest number of ARB
operations in the 5-year period 2004-2009 and was selected, according to the MDOT analyst
involved, because “our thoughts were that the current recession could possibly have affected the
2008 operational levels in such a way that 2008 year records would not be a true indicator of a
post-recession return to normal operations at the airport. . ..” (Noel, 2009). Even the FAA
suggests ARB will not return to such high operating levels as 2007 for the next 20 years [FAA
Terminal Area Forecast, EA, p. 2-10.] Thus, MDOT was showing bias and affording Ann Arbor
a huge advantage in not even evaluating operational data from any other year. Objectively, since



Molly Lamrouex, Airports Division 4
MDOT Bureau of Aeronautics and Freight Services

April 19,2010

Page 4

its standard is the independent Flight Aware data base, MDOT should analyze critical aircraft
operational data for the five years 2004-2009 and base its decision on an average of those years’
operational data.

C. Shifting Runway 6/24 150 Feet to the Southwest Will Not Achieve an Additional
Margin of Safety.

The EA states as part of its purpose to “[e]nhance operational safety in low-visibility
conditions by providing a clear 34:1 approach surface to Runway 24, over State Road.” [EA, p.
2-5]. Operational safety in low visibility conditions will not be enhanced by providing a clear
34:1 approach surface to Runway 24. The EA is correct in stating that shifting the Runway 24
threshold 150 feet west would enhance safety by effectively removing the current obstruction to
line-of-site vision (hangar) of the parallel taxiway for ATCT personnel. [EA, p. 2-5]. However,
in the next paragraph the EA states, “The proposed shift of the Runway 24 threshold would also
allow for a clear 34:1 approach surface to the east end of the runway (the current approach
surface is the steeper 20:1). By keeping obstructions below the flatter 34:1 approach surface, an
additional margin of safety is provided between approaching aircraft and any ground-based
obstacles.” [EA, p. 2-5]. This statement lacks support in either the Instrument Approach
Procedure (IAP) design or Terminal Instrument Procedures (“TERPS”) Obstruction Standards.

Both the 20:1 and the 34:1 surfaces exist simultaneously for every published IAP, and are
defined as “Obstacle Identification Surfaces” which do not establish obstacle clearance safety
margins, but rather only define instrument approach visibility minimums. The FAA does not
require either of these two surfaces to be free of penetration by obstacles, and thus “providing an
additional margin of safety” as stated in the EA does not apply in the case of these two surfaces.
Other TERPS surfaces (Obstacle Clearance Surfaces) are established which do ensure clearance
from obstructions, and the FAA requires that these Obstacle Clearance Surfaces be clear of
structures and terrain. The current IAPs to Runway 24 were designed by the FAA to
accommodate all existing obstructions. Thus, shifting the runway 150 west would
not enhance safety. Assuming that the EA is correct in the assertion that shifting the Runway 24
threshold would eliminate obstruction penetrations to the existing 34:1 Obstacle
Identification Surface, the effect would not be a safety improvement, but would result only in a
reduction in the required approach visibility minimums. [See, attached Williams Aviation
Report]

D. EA Falsely Intends to Convey Rural Setting in Densely Populated Area

The EA intends to deceive readers as to the cosmopolitan location of the airport, utilizing
Figure 2.1 [Page 2-2], for instance, which depicts unpaved Lohr and Textile Roads and vacant
land and rock pits and gravel pits where developed communities of Pittsfield (Brian Hill, Lake
Forest, Lake Forest Highlands, Lohr Lakes Village, St. James Woods, Silo Ridge, Stonebridge,
and Waterways) and Lodi (Travis Pointe) Townships exist today, with more than 2,000 homes —
making the area appear far more rural and not susceptible to the safety risks from added airport
development that are actually posed.
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1I. THE EA DOES NOT CONSIDER ALL REASONABLE ALTERNATIVES.

The National Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA™) [42 U.S.C. §§ 4321 ef seq.] requires
that federal agencies examine all reasonable alternatives in preparing environmental documents.
[42 U.S.C. § 4332(c)(iii)]. An agency preparing an EA should develop a range of alternatives
that could reasonably achieve the need that the proposed action is intended to address. The
Council on Environmental Quality (“CEQ”) Regulations (“NEPA Regulations™), which
implement NEPA, require that Federal agencies “[u]se the NEPA process to identify and assess
the reasonable alternatives to the proposed actions that will avoid or minimize adverse effects of
these actions upon the quality of the human environment™ 40 C.F.R. § 1500.2(¢e), and that
“agencies shall . . . (a) Rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives
...740 C.F.R. § 1502.14(a). The EA fails to explore all reasonable alternatives to the Preferred
Alternative selected.

The EA [p. 2-5] lists five objectives of the proposed project:

« Enhance interstate commerce by providing sufficient runway length to allow the
majority of critical aircraft to operate without weight restrictions.

*  Enhance operational safety by improving the FAA ATCT line-of-sight issues.

» Enhance operational safety in low-visibility conditions by providing a clear 34:1
approach surface to Runway 24, over State Road.

* Reduce the occurrence of runway overrun incidents by small category A-I aircraft
(local objective).

* Relocate and potentially upgrade the Runway 24 Approach Light System.

As shown in Section I above, enhancing interstate commerce by providing sufficient
runway length to allow the majority of critical aircraft to operate without weight restrictions is
not a valid need. Further, lengthening Runway 6/24 is not necessary to achieve the remaining
four objectives. Those objectives could be met by simply shifting Runway 6/24 150 feet to the
southwest, i.e., removing 150 feet from the approach end of Runway 24 and adding 150 feet to
the departure end of Runway 24. Runway length would remain 3,505 feet. Section 2.2.1 of the
EA states that a 150-foot shift of the Runway 24 threshold to the west would (1) enhance the
safety of ground operations by taxiing aircraft; (2) enhance operational safety, and possibly
prevent runway incursions, by expanding the view of the hold area and parallel taxiway to ATCT
personnel; (3) allow for a clear 34:1 approach surface to the east end of the runway, providing an
added margin of safety between approaching aircraft and ground-based obstacles, which is
particularly beneficial when aircraft are operating in low-visibility conditions; and (5) include
relocation and replacement of the existing runway approach light system with newer Medium
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Intensity Approach Lighting System with Sequenced Flashers (MALSF). [EA, pp. 2-5, 2-6].
Shifting Runway 6/24 150 feet to the Southwest without lengthening the runway would also
accommodate future widening of State Road. Nevertheless, this “reasonable alternative” was not
considered in the EA.

An Environmental Assessment “shall include brief discussions of . . . alternatives . . .” 40
C.F.R. § 1508.9(b)." Absent an analysis of an alternative based on a 150-foot southwesterly shift
of the runway, without lengthening the runway, the EA is inadequate.

III. THE EA FAILS TO ADEQUATELY ANALYZE OR DISCLOSE THE PROJECT’S
AIR QUALITY IMPACTS WHERE IT FAILS TO ADDRESS OR DETERMINE THE
PROJECT’S CLEAN AIR ACT CONFORMITY.

Section 7506 of the Federal Clean Air Act [42 U.S.C. §§ 7401 ef seq.] mandates that
“[nJo department, agency, or instrumentality of the Federal Government shall engage in, support
in any way or provide financial assistance for, license or permit, or approve, any activity which
does not conform to [a State Implementation Plan] after it has been approved or promulgated
under [42 U.S.C. § 7410].” The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has promulgated
regulations implementing Section 7506 (the “Conformity Provision”) in 40 C.F.R. §§ 93.150 et
seq. (“General Conformity Rule™). The General Conformity Rule requires, in part, that Federal
agencies first determine if a project is either exempt from conformity analysis or presumed to
conform. If it is neither, the agency must conduct a conformity applicability analysis to
determine if a full conformity determination is required. See, Air Quality Procedures for
Civilian Airports and Air Force Bases, p. 13.

The project area, i.e., Washtenaw County, is in attainment for five of the seven criteria
pollutants [p. 4-17], and marginal nonattainment for Ozone [p. C-3].> The area is designated as
in nonattainment for PM2.5. [EA, p. C-4]. Therefore, one of the following applies:(1) the project
is exempt from conformity; (2) the project is presumed to conform; or (3) the agency must
conduct a conformity applicability analysis to determine if a conformity determination for PM2.5
is required. The EA does not indicate that any of the required actions was performed

As a threshold matter, the EA is internally inconsistent with regard to whether the Project
is exempt or presumed to conform. At page C-4, the EA states unequivocally that “[f]or this

! Courts have consistently held that the “existence of reasonable but unexamined
alternatives renders an EIS inadequate.” See, e.g., Friends of Southeast’s Future v. Morrison,
153 F.3d 1059, 1065 (9th Cir. 1998).

? The original six criteria pollutants are Ozone (03), Particulate Matter (PM10), Carbon Monoxide (CO), Nitrogen
Oxides (NO2), Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) and Lead (Pb). FAA Order 1050.1E (“Environmental Impacts; Policies and
Procedures™), p. A-3, { 2.1b, includes both PM10 and PM2.5 under the category Particulate Matter. On April 5,
2010 the EPA published Revisions to the General Conformity Regulations Final Rule [75 Fed. Reg. 17254-279
(2010)] which, among other things, added PM2.5 to the list of criteria pollutants in 40 C.F.R. § 93.153(b).
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analysis it will be assumed that the project is neither exempt nor presumed to conform.”
[Emphasis added.] However, at page C-5 the EA states “. . . a conformity determination is not
required and the proposed project is presumed to conform to the state implementation plan.”
[Emphasis added.] Under either scenario, however, the EA is deficient and fails to meet the
“public disclosure” requirement under the National Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”™), 42
U.S.C. §§ 4321 ef seq.

A. The EA Fails to Establish That the Project Is Exempt.

A federal agency has two options to determine that a project is exempt from conformity
analysis: (1) if the project is included in the list of exempt actions listed in § 93.153(c)(2); or (2)
if the project’s total of direct and indirect emissions are below the emissions levels specified in §
95.153(b) of the Conformity Regulations (“de minimis™), § 93.153(c)(1).

The first option does not apply here because runway and taxiway extension projects such
as the one described in the EA [p. 2-1] are not included in the exempt actions listed in Section
93.153(c)(2). Nor does the EA establish that the Project can be considered exempt as de minimis
under 40 C.F.R. § 93.153(c)(1). The EA instead relies on the 1996 MDOT Bureau of
Aeronautics Air Quality Study of seven general aviation airports (which notably do not include
ARB) for the conclusion that “typical GA airports generate a low level of pollutants.” [EA, p. 4-
17]. From that nonspecific conclusion, the EA further generalizes to the assertion that, because
ARB is comparable in size and activity to the seven airports studied, it can be assumed that
emissions resulting from the Project will not exceed the conformity threshold levels, and, on that
basis, concludes that a conformity analysis is not required.

This assumption is fatally flawed, however, for at least two reasons: (1) the EA does not
quantify PM2.5 emissions from flight operations at ARB at all, relying exclusively on the 1996
Study; and (2) because there is no quantification, there is also no comparison with the explicit de
minimis thresholds established in 40 C.F.R. § 93.153(c)(1). It is correct that the original version
of 40 C.F.R. § 93.153(c)(1) did not establish explicit thresholds for PM2.5, as distinguished from
PM10. However, the newly implemented revised General Conformity Rule does establish that
distinction, and now serves as the template for the air quality analysis required in the EA.
Moreover, FAA Order 1050.1E, Appendix A, p. A3, § 2.16 includes both PM10 and PM2.5 in
“particulate matter.”

B. The EA Fails to Establish That the Project Is Presumed to Conform.

The second option, the presumption of conformity does not apply here either. In July,
2007, the FAA published a “Federal Presumed to Conform Actions Under General Conformity
Final Notice” [72 Fed.Reg. 41,565-580 (July 2007)] in which the FAA listed fifteen Airport
Project categories which the FAA presumes to conform to applicable SIPs. The runway and
taxiway extension project described in the EA does not fall within any of those presumed to
conform categories. Therefore, the FAA cannot rely on the Presumed to Conform Final Notice
to presume that the Project is in conformity.
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C. The EA Fails to Establish the Project’s Conformity Status.

Finally, even if, for argument’s sake, the study of airports other than ARB were adequate
for air quality analysis of ARB in the EA, the 1996 Study would be an inadequate substitute for
the required analysis. 40 C.F.R. § 93.159 requires that analyses under the General Conformity
Rule be based on, among other things: (1) “the latest planning assumptions,” 93.159(a); and (2)
“the latest and most accurate emissions estimation techniques available,” 93.159(b). The 1996,
14-year old, Study patently fails to fall within either, let alone both, of these parameters.

In summary, the EA fails to establish the existence of any of the necessary components of
the required finding of conformity for a Federal project, and, thus, is inadequate under both
NEPA and the Clean Air Act.

IV. THE EA FAILS TO ACCOUNT FOR WELLS ON AIRPORT PROPERTY.

While Section 4.5.2 of the EA purports to address “Geology, Groundwater, and Soils”
affected by the Project, it understates the significance of the fact that water resources are a
principal use of the grounds where the airport is located.

“If there is the potential for contamination of an aquifer designated by the [EPA] as a sole
or principal drinking water resource for the area, the responsible FAA official needs to consult
with the EPA regional office, as required by section 1424(e) of the Safe Drinking Water Act, as
amended.” FAA Order 1050.1E, pp. A-74, 75,9 17.1c. “When the thresholds indicate that the
potential exists for significant water quality impacts, additional analysis in consultation with
State or Federal agencies responsible for protecting water quality will be necessary. /d., pp. A-
75, A-76, 9 17.4a. “If the EA and early consultation [with the EPA] show that there is a potential
for exceeding water quality standards [or] identify water quality problems that cannot be avoided
or mitigated . . . an EIS may be required. /d., pp. A-75,9 17.3.

There are two issues raised by the Project that require further examination in the EA.
First, there is the issue of contamination from the Airport. The Airport is the location of a porous
sand/gravel formation that yields a large amount of water for pumping Historically, the land
where the airport is located was originally acquired by the City of Ann Arbor for water rights in
1929. Until recently, 15% of Ann Arbor’s water supply came from the three wells located on
Airport property. Water Quality Report, 2008, City of Ann Arbor, p. 2 (available at
http://www.a2gov.org/government/publicservices/water _treatment/documents/ccr.pdf). Due to
the importance of the water supply at ARB, the EA needs to have more than a few passing words
(“Based on coordination with the City of Ann Arbor, the proposed runway extension would not
impact the water supply wells or the new water supply line (Bahl, 2009)”). [EA, p. 4-20].

Second, paving the area for a runway, roads, efc. increases the impervious area on the
aquifer. This in turn reduces the infiltration of water that feeds the aquifer/City water supply.
Adding 950 feet to the end of the runway adds another 71,250 square feet of impervious area
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over an aquifer that is vital to the City of Ann Arbor. Further environmental review should
provide detailed analyses of the impact of this increase in impervious surface, as well as the
possibility of contamination, currently unexplored in the EA.

V. THE EA FAILS TO ANALYZE THE PRESENCE OF HAZARDOUS WILDLIFE
NEAR THE AIRPORT AND FAILS TO PRESENT ANY MANDATORY
MITIGATION MEASURES.

FAA Advisory Circular 150/5200-33B [“Hazardous Wildlife Attractants on or Near
Airports”] contains standards for land uses that have the potential to attract hazardous wildlife on
or near public-use airports. The standards are applicable to airport development projects,
including airport construction, expansion and renovation. Airports that have received Federal
grant-in-aid assistance must use these standards. [See AC 150/5200-33B, p. ii]. The FAA
recommends separation distances of 5,000 feet at airports that do not sell Jet-A fuel, and 10,000
feet at airports that sell Jet-A fuel for hazardous wildlife attractants. [AC 150/5200-33B, p.1].
The Ann Arbor Municipal Airport sells both. The FAA also “recommends a distance of 5 statute
miles between the farthest edge of the airport’s AOA [Air Operations Area] and the hazardous
wildlife attractant if the attractant could cause hazardous wildlife movement into or across the
approach or departure airspace.” [AC 150/5200-33B, p. 1]. Finally, AC 150/5200-33B provides
that “[a]irport operators should identify hazardous wildlife attractants and any associated wildlife
hazards during any planning process for new airport development projects” [p. 17] and “[t]he
FAA will not approve the placement of airport development projects pertaining to aircraft
movement in the vicinity of hazardous wildlife attractants without appropriate mitigating
measures.” pp. 17-18].

The FAA ranks geese as number three [3] in a list of the relative hazard to aircraft for 25
species groups. [AC 150/5200-33B, Table 1, p. iii]. However, the EA does not disclose that the
area surrounding the airport is a prime habitat for large numbers of Canada Geese, which data
clearly show it to be. More than a dozen Canada geese water habitats fall within the designated
risk area (Exhibit 2), which are populated by numerous Canada geese much of the year (Exhibit
3 photographs), so much so that less than 1,000 feet from the Ann Arbor Municipal Airport
itself, city officials must warn motorists of a Canada goose road crossing (Exhibit 4). And yet
EA Appendix F lists 38 species of birds that have either been observed, or for which there has
been confirmed or probable breeding in Airport fields during 2006 through 2008. And the list
does not include Canada Geese. Canada Geese populate waterways on a golf course, in business
parks and in neighboring wetlands located west and southwest of the airport, well within the
separation distances prescribed by the FAA, as the exhibits document.

We raise the Canada geese issue because of growing safety concerns with respects to bird
strikes in aviation. We know, for instance, that a 12-pound Canada goose struck by an aircraft
traveling at 150 miles per hour has the kinetic energy impact of a 1,000 pound weight dropped
from 10 feet. With more than 9,000 bird strike incidents in the U.S. last year (Associated Press,
2010), and seven reported in the history of the Ann Arbor Airport itself, it is a serious issue.
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This type of risk contributed to the deaths of three passengers and two crew members in
the crash of a Cessna Citation in Oklahoma City in 2008 because, according to the National
Transportation Safety Board, a large bird hit the plane wing because the FAA had done an
inadequate job of enforcement of wildlife hazard requirements (National Transportation Safety
Board, 2009). With many large birds in the ARB area, in close proximity to many homes, at low
altitudes of under 100 feet, citizens surrounding ARB do not want that type of disaster to be
repeated here because of an ill-informed EA that ignores Canada geese.

It must be underscored that Canada geese were a subject of detailed communication
between preparers of the EA and at least one member of the EA’s Citizens Advisory Committee
(CAC). CAC Committee Member Shlomo Castell, a commercial passenger airline pilot,
requested that the EA’s preparer, contractor JJR, collect papers from a national Birdstrike
Prevention Forum in Chicago and, perhaps, seek the assistance of the panel’s FAA liaison for a
follow-up discussion with an FAA expert who presented important information at the conference
for relevant Canada geese research. Mr. Castell’s request was summarily rebuffed by JIR study
coordinator Amy Eckland, writing, “The scope of this proposed project is to address the
recommended runway length design parameters for the critical aircraft and to address line of
sight issues from the tower. I will be meeting with CAC member and City of Ann Arbor
Ornithologist, Dea Armstrong, to better understand the birds that are known to occur around the
airport. Reviewing all of the information presented at the bird strike conference is an extensive
inquiry that is beyond the scope of this project.”

Mr. Castell followed up, explaining that in his view as a CAC member, bird strikes were
environmental and a safety issue, and that as the only professional commercial passenger airline
pilot on the panel he felt it important that such information be analyzed and that a “careful
environmental study using FAA funds (via MDOT) would seriously consider the current work of
the FAA’s top bird strike expert.” Mr. Castell went on to add: “ . .In my flying career, I have
encountered three bird strikes. The most severe one involved three geese on a final approach to
Detroit in a Boeing 727. Their bones were later found in the wing’s leading edge and flaps.
Thankfully they were not ingested by the engines. Should something similar ever occur to a
departing business jet, turbo-prop or light twin out of ARB, results will most likely be different.”

But the subject was ignored by JJR, the EA and Ann Arbor.

Consequently, the preferred alternative (Build Alternative 3) would extend Runway 6/24
950 feet to the southwest. The extension would allow aircraft landing on Runway 6 and
departing on Runway 24 to overfly areas populated by Canada Geese at altitudes of less than 100
feet. The EA does not consider this hazardous condition. Even though they are not designated as
“special concern”, “threatened” or “endangered,” the presence of Canada Geese in the Airport
area poses a hazard to aircraft operational safety, and should be identified and analyzed in the
EA, along with proper mitigation measures.

VI. THE EA DOES NOT ACKNOWLEDGE OR ANALYZE THE PROJECT’S
MANIFEST GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS.
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A Federal agency is required to evaluate not merely the direct impacts of a project, but
also its indirect impacts, including those “caused by the action and later in time but still
reasonably foreseeable.” 40 C.F.R. § 1508.8(b). Indirect impacts include a project’s growth-
inducing effects, such as changes in patterns of land use and population distribution associated
with the project [40 C.F.R., § 1508.8(b)] and increased population, increased traffic, and
increased demand for services. City of Davis v. Coleman, 521 F.2d 661, 675 (9th Cir. 1975). The
“growth-inducing effects of [an] airport project appear to be its ‘raison d’etre.”” California v.
US. D.O.T., 260 F.Supp.2d at 978, citing City of Davis, supra, 521 F.2d at 675. The EA ignores
this requirement, even though the Project is virtually defined by its growth-inducing impacts.
Despite the fact that the EA assumes that the “percent of night and jet operations would remain
constant between the existing condition and the future years,” [EA, p. 4-2] there is substantial
evidence to indicate that the Project will cause a large increase in both types of operations.

As indicated above, there are no weight restrictions that must be lifted to allow the EA’s
“critical aircraft” to operate at ARB without weight restrictions. The “load restrictions”
referenced on page 2-12 refer not to category B-II aircraft, but to the fact that higher category
aircraft (jets in the C-I and C-II categories) must currently operate at reduced weights in order to
use the current 3,505 foot runway. (Required takeoff length is the primary restrictor.)
Operationally, weight is reduced by carrying fewer passengers, less baggage and/or less fuel, all
of which discourage these aircraft from conducting operations at ARB.

For example, a Cessna Citation II (Category B-II) requires 2,990 feet for takeoff at
maximum certificated gross weight on a standard day, and can operate at unrestricted weight
from the existing 3,505 foot runway. A Lear 35 (Category C-I), on the other hand, requires 5,000
feet for takeoff at maximum certificated gross weight on a standard day. While extending the
runway to 4,300 feet would not facilitate unrestricted operations by the Lear 35, the required
weight reduction would be less than is currently required. Therefore, the runway extension to
4,300 feet would operationally benefit the Category C-I Lear 35, but would provide no
operational benefit to the Category B-II Citation jet, which the EA states is a “critical aircraft.”

The longer runway will facilitate the loading of additional passengers and baggage on
high performance jet aircraft. Also, the ability to carry additional fuel may mean that, in certain
cases, costly and time consuming intermediate fuel stops will become unnecessary. If the runway
is lengthened to 4,300 feet, it is reasonably foreseeable that ARB will become much more
attractive to operators of higher performance jet aircraft, such as the Lear 25 (Category C-1),
Cessna Citation III (Category C-II) and Cessna Citation Sovereign (Category C-II), who could
then operate at ARB instead of driving to and from Willow Run Airport.

Contrary to the unsupported assertions in the EA [EA, p. 42; Appendix B-1, p. B-4], it is
reasonably foreseeable that the fleet mix will change in favor of a higher percentage of jet
operations as compared to the current level of light single and multi-engine propeller driven
aircraft operations. The smaller Category A-I/Il and B-I aircraft account for a high percentage of
ARB operations. B-II aircraft account for a low percentage of ARB operations.
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It is, therefore, reasonably foreseeable that the number of night operations will increase
as the number of arrivals of longer haul business jets often occur in the evening hours due to the
longer time duration of their trips. Since one of the stated purposes of the EA is to increase
interstate commerce, this is not merely an indirect, but also a direct effect, the Project will have
on the surrounding community. This will also affect the fleet mix of night operations to reflect a
higher percentage of jet operations than exist under current conditions.

Thus, the evidence is clear that the Project will cause an increase in both jet and night
operations. It is also reasonably foreseeable that these added high-performance jet aircraft
operations and night operations will be accompanied by significant noise and air quality impacts.
Nevertheless, the EA fails to acknowledge, let alone analyze, these reasonably foreseeable
impacts caused by expansion of airport physical facilities and operational profile and, thus, is
inadequate.

This is especially troublesome because these increased number of high-performance
aircraft impact almost 10,000 citizens within Pittsfield Township and another 10,000 in
surrounding communities and would cross over rooftops at projected altitudes of 93 feet when
landing on an extended Runway 6 in densely populated neighborhoods.

VII.  POLITICAL JURISDICTIONS PROPOSED ACTION OR ALTERNATIVES WOULD
IMPACT

It is not surprising that Ann Arbor completely ignored the implications of its proposed
actions or alternatives on the political jurisdictions affected, as described in Federal Aviation
Administration Order 5050.4B in response to the National Environmental Policy Act, in its
Environmental Assessment — and, in fact, omitted this section completely -- since the principal
jurisdiction affected, Pittsfield Township, in which the airport is wholly located, has
unanimously passed a Resolution to oppose the expansion and is strenuously fighting it.
Neighboring Lodi Township has passed a similar Resolution opposing the expansion. That Ann
Arbor continues its push to expand its airport in the face of such opposition represents an
unconscionable, heavy-handed and perverse assertion of land rights despite the will of its
neighbors, subjecting citizens of other communities to undue risks.

Worse, MDOT, which with its predecessor state agencies has been advocating the
expansion of the Ann Arbor Airport’s primary runway for almost four decades now, is charged
under 49 USC 47128 with serving as the FAA’s agent in Michigan but jeopardized its block
grant status by taking an advocacy position, often abdicating its public agency obligation to
represent all Michigan citizens and, instead, become a de facto sponsor of the Ann Arbor
expansion. In so doing it subjects both the government of Pittsfield and the people of Pittsfield to
untold potential future damage both in safety risks and in economic loss that could result in an
effective taking of their property rights because of repeated low flying, heavy jet aircraft, forcing
them to seek recovery in the event of a tragic accident or inverse condemnation class action
proceedings, from Ann Arbor, a city already suffering from such financial difficulty that it could
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be unable to pay any significant damage awards. As such, Pittsfield victims would be left
without effective remedy at law.

Thus, on behalf of the people of Pittsfield, Lodi, Ann Arbor, and Saline, the Committee
for Preserving Community Quality seeks protection at the federal level to preserve the 14™
Amendment rights of all area citizens, but notably Pittsfield citizens, and asks federal
intervention to preserve their due process rights, since their local government is afforded no
voice in the ultimate decision. Federal law, however, provides the Pittsfield government and
citizens extraordinary petition rights direct to the U.S. Secretary of Transportation because their
situation is so unusual and so serious (49 USC 47106 (C) (1) (iii)).

Pittsfield citizens would be subjected to a perfect storm of potential risks from low-flying
aircraft in heavily populated neighborhoods that are also occupied by wildlife, including many
Canada geese, during much of the year. This is confirmed by a study conducted by MDOT and
Ann Arbor’s own airport architects (URS Corporation) (Exhibit 5), which was excluded from the
EA, and visualized on a projection of what the approach to an expanded Runway 6 would look
like relative to the close proximity to area homes, which was corrected for accuracy (Exhibit 6).

An expanded Ann Arbor Municipal Airport would attract more jets of more types and
bring multi-engine aircraft closer to heavily populated residential areas — within 600 yards at
altitudes of 93 feet above rooftops of semi-luxury homes, or lower, on a regular, planned basis.
Aircraft landing on Runway 6 would pass Lohr Road below 90 feet — the site of a new, planned
non-motorized bike path, designated the Lohr-Textile Greenway Project, for which the
Washtenaw County Parks and Recreation Commission has awarded Pittsfield a $ 300,000
Connecting Communities grant. Thus, low-flying, heavy jets would be landing just feet over
people traversing a new non-motorized trail.

This is especially dangerous with heavier aircraft because, in the event of any common
multi-engine aircraft mishaps -- such as an engine failure on takeoff, a bird strike on takeoff,
climb out, or approach, or similar incident — with aircraft in very close proximity to homes, the
risk could be grave — a perfect storm of environmental or human risk. Contrary to common
belief, any twin-engine jet would lose 80 percent of its climb performance — and at low altitudes
that could be tragic. In a light twin-engine aircraft, the consequences would be worse, because
most will not continue to climb on one engine in takeoff configuration; neither can they turn
back toward the airport at low altitude in takeoff configuration, which is why so many classically
crash near airports.

This is no allusive fear. In June 2009, a small single-engine plane landing at the Ann
Arbor Airport made an emergency landing 1,200 yards short of the field on a Stonebridge Golf
Club fairway in Pittsfield after its engine died at low altitude on final approach. (Exhibit 7) The
pilot said if there had been people on the fairway at the time, he would have “crashed into the
trees,” which would have probably been fatal for him and his grandson, whom he was instructing
at the time (Wunderlich, 2008). And it is not insignificant that, between 1973 and 2001, nine
people died from accidents flying in the Ann Arbor Airport traffic pattern within three miles of
the airport (NTSB reports, 1973-2001). With the Ann Arbor runway moved 950 feet farther to
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the southwest and even closer to hundreds of homes, as proposed, and planes still lower on
approach — and planes heavier, larger, carrying greater payloads, and more people — this poses a
risk too grave to bring to a heavily populated community.

Such impacts and safety implications on political jurisdictions where airport decision-
making bodies are absentees — and where local citizens and their governments have no say —
must be investigated to protect the safety of all concerned. This was not done or addressed in the
EA in any way.

VIII. NOISE MODELING FOR THE PROJECT FAILED TO INCLUDE INCREASED JET
AIRCRAFT AND NIGHTTIME OPERATIONS IN DEVELOPING NOISE
CONTOURS.

The FAA’s Integrated Noise Model (“INM™) was used to model annual operations for the
2009 existing condition, i.e., April 2008 through March 2009 [EA Appendix B-1, p. B-4] and
develop 65, 70 and 75 DNL noise contours for the Project. [EA, p. 4-3]. The EA states that
“[t]he existing 65 DNL contour does not extend beyond airport property.” [EA, p. 4-3]. During
the time modeled, jet operations accounted for approximately 2 percent of total operations at
ARB, and nighttime operations accounted for 4.2 percent of total operations. [EA, p. 4-2]. The
EA states: (1) “[t]he percent of night and jet operations would remain constant between the
existing condition and the future years”; (2) “fleet mix between the 2009 Existing Condition and
the 2014 Future Alternatives would remain static” [EA, p. 4-2; Appendix B-1, p. B-4]; and “[t]he
ARB 2014 proposed project alternative DNL 65 dBA noise contour does not extend beyond
airport property.” [EA, p. B-6].

However, as shown in Section VI above, the Project will likely facilitate an increased
number of night operations, and a change in fleet mix, which will include higher performance jet
aircraft. DNL calculations depend on, among other things, forecast numbers of operations,
operational fleet mix and times of operation (day verses night). [EA, Appendix B-2, p. B-16].
However, the EA fails to model or assess future increased night operations and fleet mix changes
resulting from the Project.

The FAA is required to use INM to produce, among other things: (1) noise contours at
the DNL 75 dB, DNL 70 dB and DNL 65 dB levels; (2) analysis within the proposed alternative
DNL 65 dB contour to identify noise sensitive areas where noise will increase by DNL 1.5 dB;’
and (3) analysis within the DNL 60-65 dB contours to identify noise sensitive areas where noise
will increase by DNL 3dB, if DNL 1.5 dB increases as documented within the DNL 65 dB
contour. [FAA Order 1050.1E, Appendix A, p. A-62, § 14.4d].

As the noise modeling failed to take into account the foreseeable increases in nighttime

* A significant noise impact would occur if analysis shows that the proposed action will cause noise sensitive areas
to experience an increase in noise of DNL 1.5 dB or more at or above DNL 65 dB noise exposure when compared to
the no action alternative for the same timeframe.” [FAA Order 1050.1E, Appendix A, P. A-61, § 14.3]
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and jet aircraft operations at ARB, the questions of whether the future DNL 65 dB contour will
be increased, and to what extent, and whether increased noise levels within the DNL 65 dB

contour would necessitate designation of a DNL 60 dB contour remain unanswered.

IX. PROCEDURAL JUSTICE.

For 40 months, the Ann Arbor Municipal Airport expansion proposal has been in the
works. Most of that time, it has been clouded in injustice. A long line of Procedural Justice
violations began with the birth of the expansion proposal by Ann Arbor on January 22, 2007. On
that day, the Ann Arbor City Council unanimously approved Resolution R-31-1-07, formally
adopting the airport’s previous Airport Layout Plan (ALP) and ordering the city staff to return
with a separate proposal to expand the airport’s primary runway within 60 days and that
“notification of the proposal be sent out to citizens in the surrounding area.”

Not only did the Ann Arbor city staff not return to its City Council with an expansion
proposal within 60 days, it did not share such a proposal with neighboring citizens such as
Pittsfield as required by its Council’s order. Instead, however, just 37 days after its initial City
Council Resolution order, on February 28, 2007, the city of Ann Arbor secretly submitted to
MDOT-AERO a proposal for an 800-foot extension of primary runway 06-24 at Ann Arbor
Municipal Airport — essentially, the present proposal being considered by the FAA. No
corresponding notice was given to Pittsfield.

Thus began a plan by an overzealous Ann Arbor City Administration and Airport
Manager run amok, beyond the control and limits of even its own elected officials and their
mandates, in what amounted to an illegal and systematic effort to evade and elude any type of
public disclosure about its airport expansion plans, regardless of the legal and political
consequences.

On September 12, 2007, the proposed ALP was amended at the request of MDOT to
allow for the 150-foot southwesterly movement of the entire primary runway, to provide for the
eventual widening of State Street-State Road, which MDOT concedes cannot be funded for
decades. Still, Pittsfield had not been informed by the applicant or MDOT about the proposed
expansion on land within its jurisdiction, even though the Airport Emergency Plan calls for
Pittsfield to provide primary Fire and Rescue Protection at the airport.

On April 23, 2008, MDOT approved the revised Ann Arbor Airport ALP. The state
review had taken 420 days.

On June 4, 2008, the FAA’s review of the Ann Arbor Airport ALP was begun by Cheri
Walter, an Airspace Program Manager of the FAA. On the day she began her review, Ann Arbor
Airport Manager Matt Kulhanek wrote her the following:

Cheri: Wow! I can’t tell you how much I appreciate your timely response to our
review. | was happy to just hear that you were moving it to the top of the pile. For you
to be that responsive to our local concerns reflects someone with a good heart who truly
wants to serve their customers. I can honestly say that I have never received such a high
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level of service from the FAA. I would be honored to share that with your supervisor if

you want to provide me with the contact information. Again, thank you so much. I hope
that at some point in the near future, this action assists us in providing a longer and safer
runway for the aviation community. Have a great day! (Kulhanek, 2008.)

Ms. Walter responded early the next morning with a note of thanks and the e-mail address of
her supervisor, John Weizenbach, to whom Mr. Kulhanek wrote on the following day:

Mr. Weizenbach, I wanted to send you a short email to inform you of the excellent customer
service I recently received from a member of your staff, Cheri Walter. Ms. Walter was
assigned the airway facilities review for the Ann Arbor (MI) Layout Plan update.
Unfortunately, the ALP update had taken an extended period of time through MDOT staff.
This delay was causing timing and political issues on our proposed runway extension
project. I was able to explain this to Ms. Walter whose response was remarkable. She
located our plan and completed the review in a very timely manner. This quick turnaround
from the FAA will greatly aid the success of our proposed project. Ms. Walter was pleasant,
accommodating and very open to our local concerns. As a customer of the FAA, I could not
have asked for better service. You should be very proud to have someone like Ms. Walter on
your staff and representing the FAA in such a positive way. Have a great day. (Kulhanek,
2008.)

Not surprisingly, the FAA approved the Ann Arbor ALP on June 23, 2008 — just 19 days
after the review was begun, less than 1/20"™ the time the state review took, and after the e-mail
exchange of praise between the Ann Arbor Airport manager and the FAA reviewer. And, still,
Pittsfield had not been officially notified about the expansion proposal.

On August 22, 2008, Ann Arbor first officially provided Pittsfield plans and notification of
the proposed ARB expansion and detailed proposed changes in the ALP. These documents were
required to be provided more than 18 months earlier under both the January 2007 Ann Arbor
City Council Resolution mentioned hereinabove and under a separate 1979 Policy Statement
referenced by the Ann Arbor official authoring the letter. It is noteworthy, that this first
notification from Ann Arbor to Pittsfield is dated 59 days after the FAA approved the revised
Ann Arbor Airport ALP. Under 49 USC 46110, routine federal court appeals are barred after 60
days. Thus, Pittsfield was effectively barred from legally objecting to the Ann Arbor ALP before
even being notified by Ann Arbor about its revised ALP.

Pittsfield responded to Ann Arbor’s August notice, objecting to the proposed expansion,
citing the (1) increased noise that would be generated, (2) larger aircraft that would be attracted,
and (3) and greater use by heavier aircraft that could result. Pittsfield subsequently unanimously
Resolved (March 24, 2009) to oppose any expansion of the Ann Arbor Municipal Airport. Lodi
Township subsequently passed a similar Resolution.

The Ann Arbor City Council approved the revised Ann Arbor ALP on September 22, 2008,
without considering Pittsfield’s objections, or those of Lodi Township.
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Subsequently, in Spring 2009, a Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) was appointed to
advise the preparers of the Environmental Assessment submitted by Ann Arbor. The CAC was
initially comprised of:

e The Ann Arbor Airport manager.

e The chairman of Ann Arbor’s Airport Advisory Committee.

e An Ann Arbor 4" Ward resident, who is also a member of the Airport Advisory
Committee.

e An Ann Arbor 3" Ward resident, who is also a flight instructor at the airport.
e Another pilot based at the airport, who is also chief pilot of Avfuel, which operates the
Cessna Citation 560 Excel based at the airport, which stands to be the single greatest

beneficiary from the runway extension.

e Another airport flight instructor, who is also a member of the airport-based FAA Safety
Team.

e A citizen member from Ann Arbor’s 5™ Ward.

e A representative from Ann Arbor’s 2" Ward, who is also a member of the Ann Arbor
City Council.

e A representative of the Washtenaw Audubon Society, which conducted a previous study
that found no Canada geese among 38 other species on the airport.

e Lodi Township Supervisor Jan Godek.

e Pittsfield Township Deputy Supervisor Barbara Fuller.
It was only after extensive political pressure that two additional outside members were
added to the CAC:

e Shlomo Castell, a commercial passenger airline pilot from the Stonebridge Community
Association in Pittsfield Township, and

e Kristin Judge, Washtenaw County Commissioner from District 7, which includes
Pittsfield.
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Even so, for an airport located in Pittsfield Township that most dramatically impacts
Pittsfield and Lodi Townships and Ward 4 of Ann Arbor, the CAC was dominated by Ann Arbor
and airport members who stood to benefit from the expansion and the CAC was under-
represented by those immediately outside the airport perimeter whose safety could be placed at
greater risk by any expansion. The Environmental Assessment never addressed nor studied the
safety implications of any such expansion.

Throughout the process, the only opportunity for any public discussion -- with elected public
officials present -- about the proposed expansion plan was before the Ann Arbor City Council,
where speakers must call-in to register in advance. Only the first ten callers on the day of
Council meetings are permitted to speak. Speakers are limited to three minutes. Such a process
typically has a stifling effect on open and candid discussions for subjects as complex as an
airport ALP and runway expansion proposal.

To satisfy the federal “Public Hearing” requirement, MDOT and Ann Arbor devised an
equally stifling process. On March 31, 2010, a three-hour “open house” was held during the
dinner hour period between 4-7 pm, during which individuals could assemble and provide public
comments in response to the Environmental Assessment. Local media announcements of the
event (AnnArbor.com) encouraged citizens to send Environmental Assessment comment letters
directly to the Airport Manager, rather than MDOT, until Respondents intervened and requested
that MDOT correct the process to restore a semblance of fairness. At the session itself, there was
no dias of public officials impaneled. There were no open, public statements with the media
present. All testimony was given in private rooms to court reporters, to be forwarded to MDOT
for later evaluation and, presumably, incorporation into some finalized Environmental
Assessment.

That citizens, not public officials, needed to police the process was the ultimate insult to
ensure any semblance of fairness and equity. By this public hearing process being so restricted,
members of the public were effectively deprived of their due process rights under the 14"
Amendment of the U.S. Constitution to ever have an opportunity to speak in an open and fair
forum in a reasonable amount of time in opposition to the airport expansion before a public
body. That is because, if the expansion proposal goes forward, the Ann Arbor City Council
generally restricts all outside speakers to three minutes, which is hardly an adequate time to offer
an organized and coherent argument against such a complex proposition as an airport expansion,
whereas — at the same time — city officials and their surrogates are afforded unlimited time to
speak to the City Council to advocate in favor of the runway expansion, in clear violation to due
process protections. Thus, by closing off the fairness and balance intended by this only federally-
mandated forum, related to EA comments, stifled the only open public commentary and dissent
regarding the airport, in violation of the law.

IX. CONCLUSION.

Given the Project’s many potential significant environmental impacts that have not been
identified or fully analyzed in the EA, the substantial potential risks to human and environmental
life living in the vicinity of the airport that have not been properly studied and are placed at risk
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by the proposed expansion, it should be rejected. At minimum, a full Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) is required prior to approval and implementation of the Project. “No matter how
thorough, an EA can never substitute for preparation of an EIS, if the proposed action could
significantly affcct the environment.” Anderson v. Evans, 371 F.3d 475, 494 (9th Cir. 2004).

Sincerely,

Gill, Ph.D.
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Williams Aviation Consultants

Williams Aviation Consultants, Inc. was retained by the law firm of Chevalier, Allen &
Lichman, LLP to review and comment on Chapters 1 and 2, and Appendices A and B of the
DRAFT Ann Arbor Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment (DEA), February, 2010. The
following are our comments on the DEA.

A. Accommodating the Critical Aircraft at Ann Arbor Municipal Airport (ARB)

As stated in paragraph 2.2.7, “The proposed shift and extension of primary Runway 6/24 at ARB
would provide a runway configuration that more effectively accommodates the critical aircraft
that presently use the facility. (Emphasis added)

In particular, the proposed project would provide the following benefits:

e Enhance business aviation and interstate commerce by providing sufficient runway length
to allow the majority of category B-II Small critical aircraft that currently use ARB to
operate without load restrictions (i.e. reduction in passengers, cargo, and fuel associated
with aircraft range). (Emphasis added)

According to paragraph 2.2, Purpose and Need, “The purpose of the proposed improvements at
ARB is to provide facilities that more effectively and efficiently accommodate the critical
aircraft that presently use the airport, as well as to enhance the operational safety of the airport.
(Emphasis added)

The critical aircraft is defined by the FAA as the most demanding aircraft-type that performs a
minimum of 500 annual operations at a particular airport. In cases where the critical aircraft
weigh less than 60,000 Ibs, a classification of aircraft is used rather than a specific individual
aircraft model. A recent Airport User Survey has confirmed that the critical aircraft classification
for ARB is “B-II Small Aircraft.” (Emphasis added)

Also stated under “Purpose and Need” “Development of the primary runway at ARB to the
recommended length of 4,300-feet would allow the majority of B-II Small classification aircraft
to operate at their optimum capabilities (without weight restrictions). (Emphasis added)

WAC Comment: There are no aircraft in the B-II Small aircraft classification that require a
runway length of 4,300 feet to conduct normal operations. All B-II Small Aircraft are capable
of operating out of the current runway (3,505 feet long) without the need to reduce weight by
off-loading passengers, baggage or fuel.

Regarding the establishment of the critical aircraft, ARB lacks the required number of 500
annual operations by B-II Small Aircraft, so they have added larger aircraft such as B-II
Large, Category C-I and C-II operations to meet the 500 classification requirement. It is the
Category C-I and C-1I aircraft which would benefit by the runway extension to 4,300 feet, not
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those aircraft that fall within the definition of Category B-II Small Aircraft. The current
runway length of 3,500 feet is sufficient to handle all Category B-II Small Aircraft.

B. Lengthening Runway 6/24 to 4,300 Feet: The Impact on Aircraft Load Restrictions
and Fleet Mix

The “load restrictions” referenced above in paragraph 2.2.7 refer to the fact that the higher
category aircraft (primarily jets in the C-I and C-II categories) must currently operate at
reduced weights in order to operate out of the current 3,500 foot runway (required takeoff
length is the primary restrictor). Operationally, weight is reduced by carrying fewer
passengers, less baggage and/or less fuel; all of which discourage these aircraft from
conducting operations out of ARB.

For example: A Cessna Citation II (Category B-II ) requires 2,990 feet for takeoff at
maximum certificated gross weight on a standard day and may therefore operate unrestricted
as to weight from the current 3,500 foot runway. A Lear 35 (Category C-I) requires 5,000 feet
Sfor takeoff at maximum certificated gross weight on the same standard day.

The Category B-II Citation II can conduct unrestricted operations from the current 3,500 foot
runway. Whereas extending the runway to 4,300 feet would not facilitate unrestricted
operations by the Category C-I, Lear 35, the required weight reduction would be less than is
currently required. In this way, the runway extension to 4,300 feet would operationally benefit
the Category C-I Lear 35, but would provide no operational benefit to the Category B-II Small
Citation jet, or any other Category B-II Small aircrafft.

All Category B-II Small aircraft, i.e. the ARB critical design aircraft, are currently
accommodated on the existing 3,500 foot runway. Contrary to what is stated in the DEA,
lengthening the runway to 4,300 feet WOULD NOT “provide a runway configuration that
more effectively accommodates the critical aircraft that presently use the facility.”

If the runway is lengthened to 4,300 feet, other jets such as the Lear 25 (Category C-I), Cessna
Citation III (Category C-II) and Cessna Citation Sovereign (Category C-II) may be able to
operate out of ARB with minor reductions in takeoff weight. This will impact the community
as it could reasonably be expected that the longer runway will attract more of the larger, higher
performance jet aircraft to the airport.

These added high performance jet aircraft operations will be accompanied by noise and air
quality impacts. Many of these operations will take place at night, thereby negatively affecting
the general quiet of the surrounding community.

Williams Aviation Consultants, Inc



C. Shifting Runway 6/24 150 Feet to the West While Maintaining the Current Runway
Length of 3,500 Feet: The Impact on Load Restrictions, Future Fleet Mix and Safety
of Operations

Load Restrictions

Maintaining the current runway length of 3,500 feet would mean that the Category C-1 and
C-II aircraft would continue to suffer significant load restrictions. These load restrictions
would thereby continue to serve as a deterrent to these aircraft operating out of ARB.

Future Fleet Mix

Maintaining the current runway length would serve to maintain the current fleet mix.
Category B-1I Small jet aircraft include lower powered models such as the smaller versions of
the Cessna Citation (Category B-I/Il) and the Mitsubishi Diamond jet (Category B-I). Higher
powered jet aircraft such as the Lear 25 (Category C-I), Lear 35 (Category C-I), IAI Astra
(Category C-I) and Cessna Citation III (Category C-II) may be generally discouraged from
flying into Ann Arbor and would generally, with few exceptions choose to land at Detroit and
drive the 40 miles to Ann Arbor.

Safety of Operations
2.2.1 Safety Enhancements:

In the first paragraph, the consultant is correct in stating that shifting the Runway 24
threshold 150 feet west would enhance safety by effectively removing the current obstruction
to line-of-site vision (hangar) of the parallel taxiway for ATCT personnel.

However, in the next paragraph the consultant states, “The proposed shift of the Runway 24
threshold would also allow for a clear 34:1 approach surface to the east end of the runway
(the current approach surface is the steeper 20:1). By keeping obstructions below the flatter
34:1 approach surface, an additional margin of safety is provided between approaching
aircraft and any ground-based obstacles.”

This statement betrays a lack of understanding by the consultant of Instrument Approach
Procedure (IAP) design and TERPS Obstruction Standards. Regarding the 20:1 and the
34:1 surfaces; it is not either/or, but both/and. Both the 20:1 and the 34:1 surfaces exist
simultaneously for every published IAP and are defined as “Obstacle Identification
Surfaces” which do not establish obstacle clearance safety margins but rather only define
instrument approach visibility minimums. The FAA does not require either of these two
surfaces to be free of penetration by obstacles, and thus “providing an additional margin of
safety” as stated by the consultant does not apply in the case of these two surfaces.

Other TERPS surfaces (Obstacle Clearance Surfaces) are established which do ensure

clearance from obstructions and the FAA requires that these Obstacle Clearance Surfaces
be clear of structures and terrain. The current IAPs to Runway 24 were designed by the
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FAA to accommodate all existing obstructions. In this respect, shifting the runway 150’ to
the west would not enhance safety.

Summary: Assuming that the consultant is correct in their assertion that shifting the
threshold would eliminate obstruction penetrations to the existing 34:1 Obstacle
Identification Surface, the effect would not be a safety improvement but would only result in
a reduction in the required approach visibility minimums.

D. Appendix B Noise Analysis Report
B-1 Noise Impact Analysis
B.1.3 Data
Flight Operations

The consultant states “INM-modeled annual operations for the 2009 existing condition,
consisting of operations from April 2008 through March 2009, totaled 61,969 operations, which
is approximately 169 daily operations. Jet operations accounted for approximately 2 percent of
the total operations. Nighttime operations accounted for 4.2 percent of the total operations.”

2014 future condition aircraft operations were obtained from the 2008 FAA TAF for ARB.
Modeled annual operations for the 2014 condition totaled 69,717 operations, or approximately
191 daily operations. It is assumed that the percent of night and jet operations will remain
constant between the existing condition and the future years. In addition, it is also assumed that
the fleet mix between the 2009 Existing Condition and the 2014 Future Alternatives will remain
static. The existing and future fleet mix with annual operations is shown in Table B-2.”

(Emphasis added)

The consultant wrongly assumes that the percent of night and jet operations will remain
constant, and that the fleet mix will remain static if Runway 6/24 is lengthened to 4,300 feet.

The longer runway will make ARB much more attractive to larger and higher performance jet
aircraft as the added runway length will facilitate the loading of additional passengers and
baggage on to these aircraft. Also, being able to carry additional fuel may mean that, in
certain cases, costly and time consuming intermediate fuel stops will become unnecessary. As
ARB becomes more attractive to higher performance jet aircraft, these larger aircraft may
then consider operations to/from ARB in lieu of landing at Detroit and driving to Ann Arbor.

As more high performance jet aircraft begin operations at ARB, the fleet mix will change in
favor of a higher percentage of jet operations as compared to the current level of light single
and multiengine propeller driven aircraft operations. The smaller Category A-I/II and B-I
aircraft currently reflect a high percentage of ARB operations. B-II Small aircraft (the
critical design aircraft) reflect a low percentage of ARB operations. Recall that Category B-II
Large and Category C aircraft had to be added to the currently operating Category B-II Small
aircraft design group in order to meet the 500 operation requirement for establishing the
critical aircraft and thereby justify the runway extension.
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The number of night operations also has the strong potential to increase as the number of
arrivals of the larger, longer haul business jets often occur in the evening hours due to the
longer time duration of their trips. This will also affect the fleet mix of night operations to
reflect a higher percentage of jet operations than exist under current conditions.

Williams Aviation Consultants, Inc
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Table 1
Analysis of MDOT-AERO Origin-Destination Data

Analysis of MDOT-AERO Origin / Destination Analysis of IFR Operations

State B-ll Large B-11 Small
lllinois 5 64
Indiana 1 21
Michigan 20 162
Ohio 13 38
Wisconsin 4 9

Great Lakes

Region Total 43 294
D.C. 2 1
Kentucky 0 13
Maryland 7 3
Pennsylvania 4 23
W. Virginia 0 7
Added Flights

Within 450-Mile

Radius of ARB 13 47
Total Flights

Within 450-Mile

Radius of ARB 56 341

% B-11 Operations
Radius of ARB 66% - 81%

40
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Aircraft Emergency Landing: Stonebridge Golf Course — June 2009
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April 19, 2010

Ms. Molly Lamrouex
Airports Division

MDOT

Bureau of Aeronautics and Freight Services

2700 Port Lansing Road
Lansing, Michigan 48906

Re: Ann Arbor Municipal Airport, Environmental Assessment

Dear Ms. Lamrouex:

This office has completed a review of the subject document received by this office on April 07,
2010. This review only took under consideration the sections that were in regard to water
resources.

As a result of this review the following comments are offered:

1.

The Wood Outlet Drain, a designated county drain, extends approximately 1,000 linear
feet further to the north than is shown in Figure 4.8.

It is indicated that build alternative 3 is the preferred alternative. This alternative extends
the runway 950 linear feet to the west.

It is indicated that the preferred alternative does not impact the stream that is existing on
the site. Using GIS measurements it appears that the stream is less than 1,000 linear feet
from the existing runway. The runway extension would bring this infrastructure within 50
linear feet or less of the stream. In addition to this the grading limits shown in Appendix D-
7 clearly extend into and beyond the location of the stream. Based on this information it is
not understood how it has been concluded that there are no impacts to the stream.

It is indicated that the preferred alternative does not impact the floodplain for the stream
that is existing on the site. It is indicated that proposed grading for the expansion would
not occur within the designated floodplain boundary. Based on the floodplain boundary
shown on FEMA Community-Panel Number: 260623 0010 C these statements are
incorrect. Not only do the grading limits indicated for the preferred alternative extend into
the floodplain boundary but the runway extension itself will extend into this floodplain

Office Open Week Days From 8:30 A.M. to 5:00 P.M.
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boundary. Based on this information it is not understood how it has been concluded that
there are no impacts to the floodplain.

5. Itis noted in the report that: “The amount of impervious surface on site would increase
slightly due to the extension of the runway and taxiway from the existing 7 percent of the
837 acres to 7.4 percent.” This slight increase noted equates to an additional 3.348 acres
or 145,839 square feet. This increase in impervious surface is considered by this office to
be significant and not slight particularly knowing that the additional runoff from this area
will discharge to the Wood Outlet Drain.

6. Itis noted in the report that: “Implementation of appropriate best management practices
(BMPs) would continue to control the rate of stormwater runoff and maintain water quality
standards.” It is unknown by this office as to what the control rate of stormwater is
currently being implemented or whether this rate meets county standards. The additional
volume created by this increase in imperviousness is not spoken to at all by the report. The
type or locations of the appropriate BMPs indicated are not identified.

If you would like to discuss these issues please contact me.

Sincerely,

Dennis M. Wojcik, P.E.
Chief Deputy Water Resources Commissioner

CC: M. Kulhanek, City of Ann Arbor
N. Billetdeaux, JJR

Office Open Week Days From 8:30 A.M. to 5:00 P.M.
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| MDOT AEFONAUTYZE |
e Delroit Alrports District Office
Metro Alsport Center
2?&.25,’;‘2';1‘:’;; { MAY 1 7 ZO‘BJ \ 11877 S, Wayne Road, Ste. 107
Fedatal Aviallon NER——— Romulus, Mi 48174
Adminisiralion AIRPORTS ‘.HV‘IE'»'\'Q_‘B{J
May 13, 2010 -

Michigan Departmant of Transporiation
Bureau of Asronautics and Frelght Services
¢fo Ms, Molly Lamrouex

2700 Port Lansing Road

Langing, Ml 48908

Subject: Draft Environmental Assessment for Ann Arbor Municipal Airpor
Faderal Avlation Adminisiration Review Comments

Dear Ms, Lamrouex:

We have completed a review of the draft Environmental Assessment (EA) submitied to the
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Detroit Airponts District Offlce (ADQ). Based on our
review the FAA offers the following.

Alr Trafflc offers the following comments:

No commenls.

Tech Ops offers the following comments:

Cover sheel. If the document is to be accepted as a fadaral document the coversheet will need
1o reflact this.

Section 2.1, Second bullet states “Shift and exiend the paralle taxiway to coincide with the
revised Runway 6/24", We recommend revised be changed to extended.

Section 2.2. This saction does not appear (o clearly state the need for the proposed aclion, Are
the bulleted “objectives of the proposed project” aclually proposed acilons? The |ast bultet
stales “Relocate and potentially upgrade the Runway 24 Approach Light System”. Whan with it
be known If the approach light system will be replaced or upgraded? What is this dependent
on? The remainder of the document deals with the Impact of the runway extension, hut does
not address impacts related (o the relocation of tha axlsting light system or an upgrade lo a new
system. Also, action associaled with Runway End Identifier Lights (REIL) is mentioned later in
Secllon 4.17 and should be listed here as a proposed action. Are there any other NAVAIDs
moving or being established?

Sectlon 2.2.1, This section states thal the Medlum Intensity Approach Lighting System with
Sequenced Flashers (MALSF) would serve the same function as the Omni-Directional Approach
Lighting System (ODALS) and Is atructurally vesy similar. How would the footprint of the MALSF
structures compare to the ODALS? Whal environmental [mpacts would installation of a MALSF
creata?
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Secfion 3.1.2. We suggest adding a qualifier in the second paragraph to state the following:
o would be greater than those expectad wilh the proposad expansion of ARB In Its current
jocation.”

Section 4.4, The Consequences of the Preferred Alternative section slates: “Comparisons of
existing conditions at various airports wilh future builc out conditions indicale that the nel
changs In alr emission is slill below standards.” Do {hese conditions Include ranway extension
projects similar 1o the proposed action at ARB?

This section additionally states: *Consequently, the alr model results for the Preferred
Allernative would be ldentical to (hose for the No Build Condition.” This statement implies that
ho alr emlesions would result from the proposad action. .18 this accurate?

Section 4.6.1. Would the existing Storm Waler Pollution Prevention Prograim cover the
additional impervious surface area?

Section 4.5.2. We would recommend rewording the first sentence of the Consequences of the
Preferred Alternative saction to the following (if rue and appropriate). Surface and subsurface
geological condilions would not ba impacted by the Preferred Alternalive.

Flight Procedures offera the following comments;
No comments wera provided by Filght Procedures Office (FFO).

However, it should be noted that the FPO must be notifled by formal lelter to request the
development of future approach procedures for the relocated runway end coordinates.
Information needed includes identification of when consteuction will start, finlsh, when the
aquipment will be relocated, etc, This Information is ciltical for developing/amending approach
procedures. The EPO must know the project phasing in order {0 have procedures ready when
construction is complete. (Equipment relocation, threshold displacements, etc). Changes in
runway pevement length will resuit in survey data. Please nole that survey data must meet the
specifications outlined In Advlsory Clrculars 150/5300-16, 17, and 18. Third party survays must
be coordinated with the FPO. The proponent must submit Proposed Equipment Relocalion
Data along with Information related to any equipment that will ba relocated or added to AVN-210
and ATA-110. 7. Publication of new/amended Approach procedures could take from 18 months
{o 2 years after runway data js submitted to AVN-210 and ATA-110, NOTE: Development of
Approach Procedures will not bagin untit an officlal leller of request for development of
procedures Is recelved by FPO and the proposed runway data and equipment data provided to
AVN-210 and ATA-110. Proponent must update the airport FAA Form 5010-1 lo reflect new
runway data and updated runway changes.

Alrports Division offers the following comments,

The report is nol clear if there is a federal action heing requested.

Based on the Information contained within the draft EA It appears that at least two federal
aclions are being requested. These aclions include the relocation or replacemant of the current
approach lighting system as well as the development for future approach procedures for the
new runway end locatlons. The EAA recommends that these actions be cleariy identiflsd
throughoul the document. The first page of the document states that this draft EA will become a
State of Michlgan document when signed by the Stale Officlal and does nol Include similar
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janguage for the Federal Aviation Administration although there Is a signature line included for a
fedecal officlal. Please refer to FAA Order 5050.48 section 707(f).

Sectlon 1 page 1-1. The drafl A stales that the projecls under conslderation are those shown
on the FAA approved Alrport Layout Plan (ALP). This statement should be clarlfied as to the

role of Michigan Depariment of Transportation (MROT) in conditlonalty approving the ALP set

on behalf of the FAA under the authorlty of the State Block Grant Program. When referencing
iha ALP throughout the document, addltional emphasis should be made lo the June 23, 2008
ALP approval letter that cleaily states ihat the approval is conditional. Several conditions were
placed on the approval letter Inciuding the requirements that the projecls contalned within the
ALP set must comply with the Nalional Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The FAA

recommends Incluslon of the conditional ALP approval letter in the draft EA for disclosure

purposes. -

We also suggest the exaculive summary clearly outline who wiil be responsible for actions

_ assoclated with the proposed project (L.e. local sponsar, lacal unit of government, State of
Michigan, Federal Government). For the FAA to co-sign the document, the requesled Federal

Actions must be clearly Identifled within the axscutive summary and throughout the document

where appropriate.

Sactlon 2 page 21, References to the ALP set need to alarlfy that MDOT has only
condltionaily approved the ALP.

Sectlon 2,2 page 2-4. The classlflcalion of a B-{l Small Aircraft has been determined with a

reference to MDOT 2009. Is the B-li “Small Aircrafl’ a designation that is contained within

MDOT planning guidance? The FAA Is not famlllar with the classification of “small” when

lélentifying the critical deslgn alrcraft for an alrporl. Please clarify how this distinclion was
erived.

Sectlon 2.2 page 2-4, The.paragraph discussing Origin-Destination Analysis should be
expanded (or references made where Informalion can be reviewed) to provide clariflcation to the
general statements that are made. Specifically, Is there a list of destinations that ¢an be
provided that witl substantiate the need for a runway extension? A listing of destinatlons may
ald the reader In pulting the proposed project into perspeclive and may further substantlate the
need for a runway extension. The report states that a significant number of operations occur
betwesn ARB and distant locattons without quantifying the number and {ypes of operations that
are being referenced, The FAA recommends this bs clarified In the report or referenced 1o the
appropriale appendices.

Saction 2.2 page 2-6. Are the bulleted ltems for the objeclives of the proposed projecl
presented in order of relative importance?

The statement that the project will enhance Interstate commerce does not appear to be
substantiated by supporting documentaticn hare or elsewhare in the document, How has this
been verliied? What are the enhancemenls? 1s this & need for the project? The FAA
recommends referring to FAA Orders and Advisory Circulars that address runway length,
operalional capacily of the alrcraft utilizing ARB, and any deficlencies that currently exist at ARB
that are a function of the current runway tength, Wilhout a detalled discussion and explanation
of what the intarstate ccmmerce enhancement is and how (his has been quantifted as a current
neec'laltzie FAA does not recognize this as a need for the project based on the [nformation
provided,
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If enhancing interstate commerce Is a stated need for the project then the report should be
expanded 1o inciude a fult range of alternatives thal can address this need Inchuding alternative
modes of transportation ag an example.

The last bulleled objaclive in this section Is for the retocation and potential upgrade of the
Runway 24 approach lighting system. The report does not appear {o document why his lsa
need for the project of If lhe approach lighting syslem is currently required of needed in the
future.

What benefit does the current approach fighting system provide the alrpent? There does not
appear o be a credit for a reduction In minimums al the alrport as & resull of having the ODALS.
Has a Benefit Cost Analysls (BCA) been completed oF requested of the EAA substantiating the
need for relocaling of replacing the ODALS? Depending on the resulls of the BCA and
associated justificatlon for relocaling the exlsting or installiing a replacement light lane at ARB,
the potential exists ihat the Federal Aclion may be limited to abandoning {he existing ODALS
and no relocallon of replacement would occur With federal funds.

Section 2.2.1 page 2-8, The first paragraph implies thal runway incursions have been
ocourring at ARB as a result of issues with the current line of sight between the ATCT and a
portian of the taxiway system and taxiway hold area. The report further indicates that the
proposed project will possibly prevent incursions from occurring. Are {here any documented
runway Incurslons resulting from the current line of sight lssue that can e Included In the report
to substantlate this claim? The FAA supports safely enhancement projects and would consider
{his a measure to Improve the line of sight from the ATCT to paralie! taxiway and the hold area if
it can be demonstrated that {he existing condition contributes to runway incurstons. While a
goal of the FAA Is 1o reduce the number of runway incursions at alrports natlonwide, the FAA
can not definitively conclude that this proposed safety enhancement at ARB will potentially
pravenl runway incurslons but rather if the line of sight issue ig improved this may reduce the
possibility of runway incursions.

This section includes discusslon of the potential 1o achleve a clear 34:1 approach and reduce
minimums &t the airport, The ADQ previously requested clarification on this lssue in an e-mail
dated March 4, 2010 (altached for raference). Based on the e-mall exchangs, the FAA
understands there is no anticipation of & reducing of minimums &l this airport for the foresesable
planning future,

Since minimums will not be reduced as a resuit of the project, the F AA Is unclear on the need
for a 34:1 approach or how It enhances safety of the approach procedures currently published
for the airport based on the existing 20:1 approaches, The document should better explain how
providing a 34:1 approach enhances safely for the exlsting and future users at (he airport or
how this also may impact Interstate commerce. Has the current 20:1 clear approach resulted in
missed approaches that have been documented? if so how often does this conditlon ocour?

Is providing clear 34:1 approaches a project need or @ penefit that may resuit from the
ralocation of the runway? garller in the report it was identified as a stated objectiva, however,
the discusslon In the report does not appear to substantlate the need for this when gorbined
with 8lhe a-mall exchange of March 4, 2010 and conditionally approved ALP dated June 23,
2008,
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While the future 34:1 approaches are Identifiad on the condilionally approved ALP, It should be
noted that this woutd result In an expansion of the approach surface from the exlsting
§00'x2,000'x5,000' te 500’x3,500'x10,000". The EA needs to fully disclose ihe Increase in the
approach surface Il @ 34:1 approach is achieved and document any environmental impacts thal
resuit from the larger approach surface.

Section 2.2.2 page 2-8. it Is nol clear to the FAA why there s a summary of Wings of Mercy
operalions since 1992 Including 61 flights reported In 2009. This data appears to be In addilion
1o what was collected as part of {he user survey report that relied predominately on information
from calendar year 2007, Whal is the relevance of including the 2009 dala or specifically
Identifylng the Wings of Mercy flight oparations? Ase there a range of alrcraft types that fly for
Wings of Mercy? Does the proposed runway extension impact their operational capacily?

" Sectlon 2,2.2 page 2-7. Discussion on the Michlgan Slate System Plan (MASP) identifies the
airpori reference code (ARC) as B-ll. Doss the MASP differentiate between 8-l amall and B-ll
latge? in absence of a clearly deflned calegory of 811 *small alrcraft®, the FAA wotlld suggesl
simply referring Lo the alrport wilh @ B-fl ARC.

Sactlon 2.2.3 pages 2-7 and 2.8, This seclion most clearly identifies why a runway extension
is being proposed in accordance with FAA advlsory circutars and Slate standards outlined in the
2008 MASP. This seclion, in combination with saction 2.2.4 that documents subslantlal use (L.e.
over 500 annual operatlons) by the B-li oritical design family of alreraft appears {0 subslantiale
the justification for the runway extension based on the 2007 operatlonal dala.

Sectlon 2.2.4 page 2-9, Detailed operalional information is presented for calendar year 2007,
Subsequenl years are generalized based on trend analysis and overall decrease in operations
as reported in the FAA Terminal Area Forecast (TAF), There doés not appear to be an
evaluatlon 1o account for the 21.8% decrease in operations belwsen 2007 and 2009, Would it
be prudent to verify If the operalional decrease impacted one user group more than other user
groups? Are the numbers of local and ilinerant operations decreasing at the same rate or Is one
segmenl impacted to a greater extent? This avaluation may be accomplished through
addltional user survey data collection of potentially from the ATCT located at ARB for
gubsequent years since 2007. Additlonally, the FAA recommends that the year of the TAF
being ulllized for this report be identified.

Section 2.2.4 page 2-11. Spacilic information for AvFuel Corporation is presented to validate
assumplions for the continued classification of the alrport as B-ll. It should be noted thal AvFuel
bases & Cltatlon 560 Excel jet at ARB and Is designated in the report a8 a B-ll “Large" aircrall,
The discussion further indicales that the Chlef Pliot submitted written documentatlon regarding
potential future operational levels at ARB. The writlen documentation doses not appear lo be
included within the report or appendices. However, according o the text in the report, the Chief
Pliot anlicipates future operational levals increasing to 360-450 annual operations, This leve! of
use, in combination with a limited number of additional similar B-1} alrcraft would appeat to
classlify the alrport as a B-ll “Large" designation. The FAA relterates the hesitation on b
identification of either a “small” o “large” within an airpor reference code and racommends (hal
any qualifler to the slze of the Bl crilical design alroraft be removed from the report. The
number of operalions forecasted to ocour by AvFuel Corporation would further support the
ellmination of the qualitier as “small” to the ARC.

Sactlon 2,2.6 page 212, The local objective of reducing runway overfun Incldents appears to
conclude that if the added runway length were present, all the Incidents would have been

PAGE
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avolded. Based on Information presented, the FAA does not necessarlly come to the same
conclusion, Thers are many tactors that go into any oveirun incident and if addiilonal runway
lenglh ware present this may have only prolonged the overrun incident, The A-l category of
aircraft involved with overrun incidents do not appear {o have needed any length beyond the
existing runway length io operate al full capacity and |n a safe manner.

The paragraph that references Accelerated Stop Distance Available {ASDA) raquirements
appear to include fleet mixes other than A-l and implies ihat alccraft cah accommadate thelr
operational requirements with & reduced load capacity. The ADO Is not aware of any A alrerall
operating at ARB that would need to operate at a reduced Joad capacity lo adequately satisfy
thelr calculations for safely operating al ARB. '

It Is not clear when the 11 overrun Incldents ocourred, thelr causs, of conclusions that suppori
that runway length was a faclor in the overrun Incidents. Can addltional information be provided
to support this position? If additional information Is not available the FAA recommends
removing this section from the document. :

The FAA recognizes that this seclion of the report was included as a local objective and ltis
clearly and approprlately stated that the FAA does not recognize this as a nead for extending
the runway at ARB. '

Section 2.2.7 page 2-12. The first bullet point indicates {hat additlonal runway length will allow
for the majority of B-li “small” alrcrafl to operale without load restrictions. Has it been
documented that the current B-l1 "small" users operate with load restrictions? f so, how often
does this oceur and what are the quantifiable impacts {o their operations?

The third hutlet implles that operational safety will be improved with a clear 34:1 approach.
Currently the alrport has LPV approaches with minimums of 300" and 1 mile. The ADO
questions If a flatier approach is warranted In absence of reducing minimums as indicated In the
March 4, 2010 e-mall correspendence. The discussion on the 34:1 approach should be re-
evaluated and its need clearly identified. Currently the report does not seem to substantiate a
need for a 34:1 approach |f minimums are not anticipated to be lowersd.

section 3 page 3-1. The report indlcates that alternatives were developed to meel the goals of
ARB. These goals are to improve safely and efliciency and serve current users. These goals
do not appear to be congistent with thoso previously outlined in the bullat points of saclion 2.2
(purpose and need). This section should refer to the statad needs and evaluate the alternatives
abllity to meet those needs,

Section 3.1.3 pages 3-3 and 3-4, There is discussion on extending the runway {o the east and
a listing of ltemns impacted by pursuing this allernative. There is, however, no conclusion or
stalement thal this option elther should be, or was, eliminated. Ht can be inferred later in the
raport by the absence of this allernaiive that it was gliminated but the cenclusion as o why Il
has been ellminaled has not bean stated.

When addressing the FAA's comments (included within this leller) associatad with the stated
needs for the project eartier in the repont, the responses {o these comments may Influence the
conclusions on why some of the alternatives carried forward have heen eliminated. Specifically,
if needs stated In section 2.2 are not further substanilated, or It is concluded that one or more of
(he needs do nol exist, additional afternatives may need lo be carrled forward If they adequalely
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address he needs for the project. The FAA will re-evaluale the conclusions of the alternatives
seclion once the FAA's comments on the purposs and need saclion are addressed.

Seétlon 3.3 page 3-8. Based on the Informalion presented In the draft EA, the FAA has nol
reached the same conclusion that alternatives 1 and 2 do not meet the stated needs for the
project. An apparant evaluation parameler for aiternative % included in section 3.3.3 discusses
the tower line of sight. This evaluation matrix does not appear to be consistent with those goals
stated In Seclion 3 on page 3-1. The previous comment on the apparent disconnect betwesn
the different sections of the report also applles to the specilic allernatlve evaluatlon. Tha FAA
recommends that the decislon matrix for which alternatives were eliminated be clarified in the
EA.

Table 3«1 page 3-8. The table appears to Incorrectly dismiss alternalive 1 because it does not
meet purpose and need. .The discussion In 3,3.2 does not support that conclusion. Additlonally,
(here Is reference to a future expansion of State Road, This appears o be the first reference to
this issue. ls this a need for the State Road expansion project? In what lime frama is the Stale
Road expansion project expecled to occur? Should there be expanded discussion on other
reglonai ptanning projects in this EA so the public can betier understand the different
parameters thal ARB Is confined lo or bound by?

Additional allernatives that may be consldered for evaluation to address the need siatements
could Include a combination of items such as: alternative modes of transportation to address
enhancing Interstate commerce, removal or relocatlon of obstructions that limit the ATCT fine of
sight Issues, and raising of constructing a new ATCT lo address the line of sight Issues. Have
any previous discussion on additional alternatives been eliminated prlor to, or as part of the
planning and environmental assessment process for ARB?

Sectlon 3.4 page 3-9, This section contains a brlef summary of environmantal resources that
wiil not be impacted by bulld alternative 3. Would It be advantageous to also summarize
environmental impacts assoclaled with the other build allernatives? There ls a general
statemen! regarding nolse Impact analysis in this section that identifies that the 65 DNL contour
is not within 1,000 feet of any residential struclure. What is the purpose for this statement? The
FAA Is not aware of an environmental Impact declslon matrix assoclated with the distance
belween residential slruclures and the 65 DNL canlour,

Section 4.3.5 page 4-17. The conclusion for the implementation of the preferred allernalive
slales that a positive result of Improvemants is the abliity of business owners o achleve
improved fles! efficiency for critical alreraft by maximizing thelr passenger and/or cargo loads.
Haow has this stalement been substantiated? What records exist that current users at ARB are
not operating al maximum passenger andior cargo loads? What has been the economic Impact
of the reduction of loads if they are occurring?

Sectlon 4.9 pages 4-22 and 4-23. Slale endangered and speolal concern spacies wers
identified at ARB. The sponsor appears {o be proposing a mitigation effort to limit grading for
the project to aveid breeding seasons for the specilic species. Has this proposed mitigation
plan been found to be acceptable by the resource agencles? Thare Is reference to an Audubon
Soclely agreement regarding mowing boundartes. Who is the agreement between? Has this
agreement been reviewed by the environmental assessmenl preparation team? Are there
limilations or restrictions for use of alrport land as a result of this agreement? Has the Audubon
Society been Included or have they provided Input to this draft EA?

a9
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Section 4-16 pages 4-24 and 4-25. The FAA recommends thal the score from the USDA form
AD 1008 be disclosed In this section and explain what the score means. The conssguences
Identify that some prime and unlque farmland of local importance are impacted by this project.
The amounl of prime and unique farmland should be quantified. Are thers any mitigation
requiremants for this change in uss?

Section 4-16 page 4-25. The report Identified a decrease in facllily energy usage with the
installation of LED taxiway lights. I8 this net decrease in eneigy usaye compared to baseline or
existing condlitions?

Section 4,17 page 4-25, There is no discusslon on potentlal relocation of the ODALS or
replacement with upgraded equipment. Would there ba impacts with either scenarlo (relocation
or replacement)? It ahoutd also be notad that the polential exists for ihe current ODALS to be
abandoned If a relocation or upgradse is not justified with a BCA.

Sectlon 4.20 page 4-28. The evaluation regarding consiruction impacts in the draft EA do nol
appear 10 addregs staging areas during project implementatlon. The FAA recoimmends the
report verily that staging areas will not Impact snvironmerital resources, and as necessary,
outline any required mitigalion meastires for staging area impacts.

Section 4.21 page 4-26, Shouid the reference to ASTM Standard E1527-94 he updated to
E1627-05? The EA should also state if the review was done in accordance with FAA Order
1060.19B, “Environmental Due Diligence Audits”.

Soction & page 6-1. The FAA suggasts thal this section be litled Mitigation rather than
Environmental Consequences —~ Qlther Conslderations. We also question if it is prudent to
discuss noise, social Impacls and community disruplion, welland impacts, and threatened and
andangered species In this section since there appear o be no mitlgation requirements
associated with any of these categorles. The EAA suggests either listing all environmental
categorles reviewed that do not require mitigation or nol list any of the categories that do not
have required miligation. Is it a true statement thal there are no mitigation measures for
threatened and endangered species? section 4.9 appears to indicate there are seasonal
limitations on when grading will occur.

Would it be bellar to outline required permits for the project in thls section, best management
practices, construction requirements, etc. rather than having a discussion on whal mitigation
measures are not required?

sectlon 6.2.1 pages 6-1 and 6-2. This section Includes a summary of when Cllizen's Advisory
Commiltea (CAC) meetings wefe held and the overall agenda for each meeting. The EA does
nol document either In the text of in an appendix what [ssues may have been raiged and how
they were addressed in the CAC meelings. The FAA suggesls additiona! Informallon from the
CAC meetings be included in the EA.

Sectlon 6.2.2, page 6-2. The last sentence of this section should indicate thal comments
tecelved will be reviewed, summarlzed, and addressed.

Section 7 page 7-3, This seclion identifles a request that the state and federal agencies
approve a Finding of No Significant Impact, This Is the first location In the document that
specifically requesls a federal action. As discussed previously, the FAA requests that earlier In
the document the specilic actions being requested of each agency be outlined. Based on the

18
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review of (his document the FAA anlicipates thal the FAA will be requested lo evaluate, and as
appropriaie, abandon/relocate/replace the exlsting approach lighting system and davelop new
flight procedures for the new runway end locatlons,

Next steps.

The draft EA appears to be intended to bs a Jolntly executed document by both MDOT and the
FAA. Since there are several updates/clarlfications requested by the FAA contained in this
lotler and the sponsor's responsss may be substantlal, it would be prudent to afford the public
an additional opportunity to review and comment on the changes that are anticlpated to be
made for the final draft publication. Most spacifically, the document will need to clearly oulline
the requested local, state and federal actlons. Since this was not clearly presented In the Initial
draft EA, (he FAA may conslder (hese changes and clarifications as a materlal change to the
document that should resull In solicitation of additional public comment. This may he
accomplished by an additional public Information mesling or public hearing.

Once the FAA receives conlirmation that the above comments have been addressed In the form
of an updated draft EA, the FAA requests that we be allotted sufficlent ime to review, comment,
and potentially concur wilh the updates prier to making tha document available to the public for

further comment.
If you desire further clarification of these comments, please contact me at (734) 229-2916,

Sincersly,

Brad N. Davldson, P.E.
Community Planner/Environmental Prolection Speclallst
Delrolt Airports Disirict Office RPN

Encl: E-mall corraspondence daled March 4, 2010 batween the ADQ and MDOT
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STATE OF NUCRIGAN

JENNIFER M. GRANHOLM - DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION KIRK 1. STEUDLE

CIRECTOR
LANSING

November 15, 2010

Mr. Emest P, Gubry

Cnvironmental Protection Specialist
Detroit Airports District Office
Metro Airport Center

11677 S. Wayne Road, Ste. (07
Romulus, MI 48174

Re:  Ann Arbor Municipal Airport (ARB), Environmental Assessment (EA)
Response to Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Comments

Dear Mr. Gubry:

The Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) Bureau of Aeronautics and Freight
Setvices received comments from your office regarding the draft ARB EA dated May 13, 2010,
This letter serves as a response to those comments. Please refer to FAA comments shown below
in bold text, followed by MDOT responses.

1) Cover sheet. If the document is to be accepted as a federal docwment the coversheet
will need to reflect this.

Response:  We were unaware of FAA’s current preferred format for cover sheets.
Please provide FAA guidance documentation/templates for EA cover sheets. An
example of an acceptable cover sheet format would be helpful. We will revise the cover
sheet to meet FAA requirements.

2) Scction 2.1. Second builet states “Shift and extend the parallel taxiway to coincide
with the revised Runway 6/24%, We recommend revised be changed to extended.

Response: Comment acknowledged. This change will be noted in the amended EA.

3) Section 2.2. This section does not appear to clearly state the need for the propose
action. Are the bulleted “objectives of the proposed project” nctually proposed
actions? The last bullet states “Relocate and potentially upgrade the Runway 24
Approach Light System”. When will it be known if the appronch light system will
be replaced or upgraded? What is this depeudent on? The remainder of the
document deals with the impact of the runway cxtension, but does not address
impacts related to the relocation of the existing light system or an upgrade to a new
system. Also, aclion associated with Runway End Identifier Lights (REIL) is

AERONAUTICS BUILDING » 2700 PORT LANSING RD . + LANSING, MICHIGAN 48908
www.michigan.gov « (517) 335-9283
LH-LAN-0 (01/03)
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4)

mentioned later in' Seetion 4.17 and should be listed here as a proposed nction. Are
there any other NAVAIDs moving or being established?

Response: The bulleted items are considercd objeetives of the proposed project. The
last bullet: “Relocate and potentinlly upgrade the Runway 24 Approach Light System”,
was included because the Omni-Ditectional Approach Lighting System (ODALS) wilt
need to be relocated if the runway is shilled to the southwest, and these lights are very
old. Since the ODALS are owned by the FAA, it is the responsibility of the FAA to
determine whether (he existing lights will be relocated, replaced with the more curient
MALSF, or abandoned altogether.

There is local preference by the pilots to maintain the ODALS. Since
replacing/relocating the ODALS for the shifted runway end does not result in any adverse
impacts, the EA conservatively included their relocation. A decision by the FAA that
there is no benefit in maintaining them does not result in significant changes to the
affected environment deseribed in the EA.

The area of potentin! effect evaluated in the EA includes the area where the light system
would be upgraded and/or relocated. Therefore potential impacts from an
upgraded/relocated Jighting system have been addressed.

The preferred alternative for n revised Rumvay 6/24 will result in the refocation and
reestablishinent of all other associated runway lighting. These lighting systems include
Medium Intensity Runway Lights (MIRL), Runway End identifier Lights (REIL), and
Visual Approach Slope Indicator lights (VASI), as well as the Medium | ntensity Taxiway
Lights (MITL) on the parailel taxiway. These systems are owned and operated by the
sponsor and are inherently part of the rumwvay project. They were not called ont in the
project Purpose and Need, just as the need for new runway paint marking was not called
out. Relacation/upgrade of the ODALS was called out specifically in the project
justification because this action results in the need for FAA signature on this document,
There are no other FA A-owned navigational aids (NAVAIDS) associated with the
proposed project.

Section 2.2.1. This section states that the Medium Intensity Approach Lighting
System with Sequenced Flashers (MALST) would serve the same function as the
Omni-Directional Approach Lighting System (ODALS) and is structu rally very
similar, Tfow would the footprint of the MALSF structures compare to the
ODALS? What environmental impaets would installation of n MALST create?

Response: The footprint of the MALSF would be 100’ shorter than the footprint of the
existing ODALS.

The MALSF consists of seven light structures, all of which are located on the extendled
runway centerline. The structures are located with a 200° spacing between each, for a
total overall length of 1,400°,

a4
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6)

7)

The ODALS consisl of live light struclures located on the extended ranway centertine,
with a 300" spacing between each structure, for a total overall length of 1,500°, Two
additional ground-level light fixtures are located at the runway threshold, one on each
side.

Additional details regarding MALSF and ODALS approach light systems are included in
FAA Advisory Circular 150/5340-30D. Installation of the MALSF will not result in any
adverse environmental impacts, as identifiec in Section 4.17.

Section 3.1.2. We suggest adding a qualifier in the second paragraph to stafe the
following: “...would be greater than those expected with the proposed expansion of
ARB in its current location,” ‘

Response: Comment acknowledged. This change will be noted in the amended 1A,

Section 4.4. The Consequences of the Preferved Alternative section states:
“Compnrisons of existing conditions at various airports with future huild out
conditions indicate that the net chauge in air emission is still helow standards.,” Do
these conditions include rumwvay extension projects similar to the proposed action nt
ARB?

Response: The conditions referenced in this section are based on the comparison of
operational emission rates of seven case study airporis across the state, The case studies,
which inchided airports similar to ARB, did evaluate the operational emission rates of the
airports in their proposed ultimate build out conditions.

Project construclion emission rates are estimated to be less than eight tons per year of
NOx, well below the Environmental Protection Agencies de minimis threshold of 100
tons/year (rates derived from US Court of Appeats Case, City of Olmstead Falls v. FAA,
2002). Therefore, the emissions do not constitute a change in conditions for the proposed
ARB runway extension project,

This section additionally states: “Consequently, the air mode! results for the
Preferred Alternative would be identical to those for the No Build Condition.” This
statement implics that no nir emissions would result from the proposed action. Is
this accurate?

Response: As stated in (his section of the dralt EA, the Air Quality Study conducted by
Landrum and Brown concluded that proposed projects at general aviation airports are not
cxpected (o cause or contribute to any new violations of the National Ambient Air
Quality Standards (NAAQS). Also, the results of the air model analysis showed that net
aircraft emissions are not expected to increase as a result of the proposed praject.
Therefore, aircraft emissions should be the same - with or without the project.

Additionally, a model was run to determine automotive-related emissions associated with
the proposed project. Since there would be no revisions 1o the existing roadway system

as
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as a result of the project, the mocdel showed that there would be no increase in air
emissions attributed to antomobiles,

Section 4.5.1. Would the existing Storm Water Pollution Pievention Program cover
the additionnl impervious surface area?

Response: Yes

Section 4.5.2. We would recommend rewording the first sentence of the
Consequences of the Preferred Alternative section ta the following (f true and
approprinte): Surface and subsurface geological conditions would not be impacted

by the Preferred Alternative.

Response: Comment acknowledged. This change will be noted in the amended BA.

Flight Procedures offers the following comments:

10) No comments were proviided by Flight Procedures Office (FPO).

11) However, it should be noted that the FPO must be notified by formal letter to

request the development of future approach procedures for the relocated runway
end coordinates. Information needed includes identifiention of when construction
will start, finish, when the equipment will be reloeated, ete, This information is
critical for developing/amending approach procedures. The FPO must know the
project phasing in order to have procedures ready when construction is complete.
(Equipment relacation, threshold displacements, etc). Changes in runway pavement
length will result in survey «data, Please note that survey dats must meef the
specifications ontlined in Advisory Cireulars 150/5300-16, 17, and 18, Third party
surveys must be coordinated with the FPO. The proponent must submit Proposed
Equipment Relocation Data along with information related to any equipment that
will be relocated or added to AVN-210 and ATA-110. 7. Publication of
new/amended Approach Procedures could take firom 18 months to 2 yenrs after
runway data is submitted to AVN-210 and ATA-110. NOTE: Development of
Appronch Pracedures will not begin until au official letter of request for
development of procedures is received by FPO and the proposcd runway data and
equipment data provided to AVN-210 and ATA-110. Proponent must update the
airport FAA Form 5010-1 to veflect new rnmway data and updated vunway changes,

Response: Comments acknowledged

Airports Division offers the following comments:

12) The report is not cleay if theve is a federal action being requested.
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Response: The format of the draft EA is the same format used for other EA’s co-signed
by MDOT and FAA wnder the block grant agreement. The FAA was involved with this
preject since it began andt understands the proposed actions. That said, we acknowledge
the document does not explicitly state the ‘proposed federal action’. We suggest that
previous FAA/MDOT aciions have inciuded this information in the Finding of No
Signilicant Impact (FONS?) document and that we use the same approach wilh this
project.

13) Based on the information contained within the dvalt EA it appears that at lenst two
federal actions are heing requested. These actions include the relocation or
replacement of the curyent approach lighting system as well as the development for
fature appronch pracedures for the new rumway end locations, The FAA
recommends that these actions be clearly identified thronghout the document, The
first page of the document states that this draft EA will become a State of Michignn
document yhen signed by the State Official and docs not include similar lInnguage
for the Federal Aviation Administration although there is a signature line included
for a federal official, Please refer to FAA Order 5050.413 section 707(1).

Response: As stated above, the requested federal action is relocation or abandonment of
the fedexally owned NAVAIDs (ODALS). MDOT has never included development of a
new approach as a stated action in an EA. To date, FAA Flight Procedures Office has
always completed separate environmental clearance for new approsches, We request
clarification from FAA that this is necessary and suggest that development of a new
approach is inherent as part of the proposed rumvay shififextension (e.g. like paint

| marking) and should not have to be called out as a separale proposed aclion.

14) Section 1 page 1-1. The dralt EA states that the projecis under consideration are
those shown on the FAA approved Airport Layont Plan (ALP). This statement
should be clarified as to the role of Michigan Department of Transportation
(MDOT) in conditionafly approving the ALP set on behalf of the FAA under the
anthority of the State Block Grant Program. When referencing the ALP
throughout the document, additional emphasis should be made to the June 23, 2008
ALP approval letter that clearly states that the npproval is conditional. Severni
conditions were placed on the approval letter incliding the requirements that the
projects contained within the ALP set must comply with the National

tnviromnental Policy Act (NEPA). The FAA recommends inclusion of the
conditional ALP approval letter in the draft EA for disclosuye purposes,

Response: The standard language that is used in the ALP approval le(ters for all FAA -
NPJAS airports is that they are “conditionally approved”, subject to environmental
clearances, justification for development of specific projects, etc.

This language was originally developed by the FAA back when that agency was
respansible for signing the ALP approval letters. When MDOT became a block grant
state and ook over the responsibility of signing (he ALP approval letters on behalf of the



P1/14/2011 14:13 7349449452 ANDREW R MCGILL PHD PAGE 88

Mr. Ernest P, Gubry Page 6 ol 25
November 15, 2010

FAA, we kept (he same boilerplate language that the FAA had been using, and referred to
all approvals as “condlitional approvals”,

Although the standard language in the approval letter for the April 2008 ALP for Ann
Arbor Municipal Airport states that it has been “conditionally approved” by MDOTT, it is
in fact a fully-approved ALP, the same as any other aitport with an approved ALP. The
ALP was reviewed by many branches of the FAA through the customary FAA-Airspace
Review process, and all FAA comments or concerns were addressed prior to MDOT
signing the standard format approval letter on behalf of the FAA.

Paragraph No. | of the ALP approval letter specifically states that the FAA has concurred
with the proposed developmenl on the ALP for planning purposes based on current
safety, utility, and efficiency standards, with the condition that justification of need is
required prior to seeking FAA financial participation in the actual devetopment of the
projects. '

Since the ALP has in fact been thoroughly reviewed and approved by both the FAA and
MDOT, we do not agree that when referencing the current approved ALY in the FA,
there is a need to specily that it is “only conditionally approved by MDOT?. Stating such
would be misleading, as it infers that the ALP does not have FAA approval, and only a
limited approval by MDOT.

ALP approval letters have never been a part of any of our past EAs, and there are no
established procedures which require or recommend the inclusion of such. 1f the FAA
would like to discuss a change in policy regnrding inclusion of ALP approval letters in all
future EAs, we are open (o further discussion.

15) We also suggest the exccutive summary clearly ontline who will be responsible for
actions associnted with the proposed project (i.e. loeal sponsor, local unit of
government, State of Michigan, Federal Government). For the FAA to co-sign the
document, the requested Federnl Actions mnst be elearly identified within the
execufive summary and throughout the document where approprinte,

Response: The format of the drafl EA is the same format used for other EA’s co-signed
by MDOT and FAA under the block grant agreement. The FAA was invo<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>