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I. 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.  Id.  ARB averages 161 operations per day, 64% of 

those operations are local general aviation, and 36% are transient general aviation operations.1  

Id.  Although located outside the city limits of Ann Arbor, the City of Ann Arbor (the “City”) 

owns and operates the airport.2  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.3  

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. 

http://www.a2gov.org/government/publicservices/fleetandfacility/Airport/Pages/default.aspx
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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 Assessment4 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.5  

Thus, according to ARB and MDOT, one goal of the proposed project is to move Runway 24 
                                                           
4  The City of Ann Arbor issued a draft Environmental Assessment in March, 2010.  Exhibit 26. 
5  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.6 

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,7 to provide for the 

widening of State Street-State Road, which MDOT conceded could not be funded for decades.8  

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 

                                                           
7  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. 
8  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.9   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.  

§ 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.10  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. 

                                                           
9  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.”  Id.  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 
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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. 
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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 façade 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.  Id.  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.”11   

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. 

                                                           
11  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, 2010,12 

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 19. 

 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 
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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. 

 
II. LEGAL BASIS FOR PETITION 
 
 A. Statutory Basis for Pittsfield Petitioning the Secretary of Transportation. 
 

Federal law gives communities13 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. §§ 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 project14  .  .  .  .   

  

                                                           
13  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. 
14  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. § 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. § 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. § 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 
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making” (5 U.S.C. § 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. 

 
III. 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. §§ 4321 et seq.) 

process, federal agencies are required to 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 . . .” 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.”15  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 

                                                           
15  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.”  Id., 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.”16  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-II 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-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. In fact, the 

representative B-II 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, ¶ 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-II 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-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 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-II, 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-II operations at 

ARB in 2007. 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, 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 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-II 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 



34 
 

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 
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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. § 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. § 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.”  California v. 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-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.  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 II (Category B-II), 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-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 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-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, 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/II 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, Järup 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.  It 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. 



44 
 

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. § 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 PM2.5.  Id.  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.  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: 

(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 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 PM2.5 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 PM2.5, as distinguished from PM10, 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.” 

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. § 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” (§ 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 

A[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, & 17.1c.  Likewise, A[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, & 17.4a.  Finally, in situations such as this, A[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, & 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: A[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 30.17  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. 

…. 

                                                           
17  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.18  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. 
 
 

 
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. 

mailto:staber@taberlaw.com
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 1692 users online  

KARB
Ann Arbor Municipal Airport
Ann Arbor, Michigan, USA

GOING TO ANN ARBOR?
   

FAA INFORMATION EFFECTIVE 10 JANUARY 2013

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

 Loc |  Ops |  Rwys |  IFR |  FBO |  Links
Com |  Nav |  Svcs |  Stats |  Notes

 

 
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

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

CRLr312/16.6 CARLETON VORTAC 115.70 03W
DXOr278/16.8 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 --- --.. .--

GROSSE ILE 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   RUNWAY 24
Latitude: 42-13.214628N 42-13.549472N

Longitude: 083-45.006382W 083-44.374113W
Elevation: 831.3 ft. 826.0 ft.
Gradient: 0.1% 0.1%

Traffic pattern: left left
Runway heading: 060 magnetic, 055 true 240 magnetic, 235 true

Markings: nonprecision, in fair condition nonprecision, in fair
condition

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.

 

Sectional chart

 

Airport diagram

CAUTION: Diagram may not be current

Download PDF
of official airport diagram from the FAA

 

Airport distance calculator

Flying to Ann Arbor Municipal Airport?
Find the distance to fly.

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)

RY 06, PAPI UNUSABLE 7
DEGS LEFT & RIGHT OF

COURSE.

2-box VASI on left

(3.00 degrees glide

path)

Approach lights: ODALS:
omnidirectional

approach lighting system
Runway end identifier lights: yes

Touchdown point: yes, no lights yes, no lights
Obstructions: 33 ft. trees, 924 ft. from runway,

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

59 ft. trees, 1500 ft.

from runway, 22:1 slope
to clear

Runway 12/30

Dimensions: 2750 x 110 ft. / 838 x 34 m
Surface: turf, in fair condition

Runway edge markings: 12/30 MKD WITH YELLOW CONES.
RUNWAY 12   RUNWAY 30

Latitude: 42-13.495667N 42-13.254500N
Longitude: 083-45.050167W 083-44.534500W
Elevation: 839.0 ft. 822.0 ft.
Gradient: 0.6% 0.6%

Traffic pattern: left left
Runway heading: 127 magnetic, 122 true 307 magnetic, 302 true

Runway end identifier lights: no no
Obstructions: 42 ft. trees, 990 ft. from

runway, 23:1 slope to

clear

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

to clear

Airport Ownership and Management from official FAA records

Ownership: Publicly-owned
Owner: ROGER W. FRASER

100 N, FIFTH AVE
ANN ARBOR, MI 48104
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

    

Aircraft operations: avg 161/day *

64% local general aviation
36% transient general aviation

* for 12-month period ending 31 December 2011

Additional Remarks

From  to KARB

Sunrise and sunset
Times for 24-Jan-2013

 Local
(UTC-5)  Zulu

(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

242153Z 32005KT 10SM CLR
M09/M20 A3053 RMK AO2 SLP357
T10891200 $

KYIP 
9nm E 

242153Z AUTO 30005KT 10SM
CLR M08/M18 A3055 RMK AO2
SLP357 T10831183 TSNO

KDTW 
18nm E 

242153Z 27004KT 10SM BKN220
M08/M19 A3056 RMK AO2 SLP359
T10781194

TAF
KYIP 
9nm E 

241726Z 2418/2518 34009KT
P6SM FEW060 FM250100
VRB02KT P6SM BKN100 OVC220
FM250900 15005KT 5SM -SN
BKN050 OVC100 FM251300
16005KT 3SM -SN BR BKN010
OVC020 FM251700 16005KT 1SM
-SN BR OVC020

KDTW 
18nm E 

241726Z 2418/2524 33009KT
P6SM FEW025 SCT100 FM250100
VRB02KT P6SM BKN100 OVC220
FM251000 15005KT 5SM -SN
BKN050 OVC100 FM251300
16005KT 3SM -SN BR BKN010
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.

 

 

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
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- 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 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.

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
RNAV (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  Fuel Prices  Comments

Aviation fuel, Oxygen service, Aircraft parking

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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UNICOM 123.00
734-662-6806
734-662-0559
[web site]
[email]

(ramp or tiedown), Flight training, Aircraft
rental, Aerial tours / aerial sightseeing, Aircraft
maintenance, ...

More info and photos of Aviation
Center

 

         
 

100LL Jet A
FS $5.69 $4.89 
GUARANTEED

MEMBERS
ONLY

Discounts

  
   21 read write

UNICOM 123.00
734-994-6651
734-994-6671
[web site]
[email]

Excellence in Aviation. From beginning
student pilots through ATP, Aircraft Sales,
Full Service Maintenance facility and
professional staff, Solo Aviation is
conveniently located at the main terminal.

More info and photos of Solo
Aviation

 

            

      
 

100LL Jet A
FS $5.75 $4.98 
GUARANTEED

MEMBERS
ONLY

Discounts

  
   5 read write

FS=Full service

 

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

 

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.

 

 

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

Miles Price ($)

COURTYARD BY MARRIOTT ANN ARBOR  1.3 159-169

SHERATON ANN ARBOR HOTEL  1.3 149-169

CLARION HOTEL AND CONFERENCE CENTER  4.7 75-120

RED ROOF INN ANN ARBOR - UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN SOUTH  1.2 70-71

HOLIDAY INN EXPRESS & SUITES ANN ARBOR  1.2 133-209

CANDLEWOOD SUITES DETROIT ANN ARBOR  1.5 103-139

SLEEP INN & SUITES  9.4 80-120

 
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  1.2 110-111

HAMPTON INN ANN ARBOR-SOUTH  1.2 144-145

RESIDENCE ANN ARBOR BY MARRIOTT  1.2 169-179

FAIRFIELD INN BY MARRIOTT ANN ARBOR  1.3 89-99

EXTENDED STAY DELUXE DETROIT - ANN ARBOR  1.3 83-98

HOLIDAY INN & SUITES ANN ARBOR UNIV MICHIGAN AREA  1.4 137-176

LAMP POST INN  3.0 54-73

A VICTORY INN & SUITES - ANN ARBOR  3.7 50-80

ANN ARBOR REGENT HOTEL & SUITES  3.9 114-144

    Hotels in other cities near Ann
Arbor Municipal Airport

27 in Ann
Arbor

1 in Ypsilanti
1 in Milan
4 in Belleville

9 in Canton

2 in Chelsea
3 in Plymouth

27 in Romulus
4 in Dundee
2 in Northville

http://www.airnav.com/airport/KARB/AV_CENTER
http://www.airnav.com/airport/KARB/AV_CENTER/link
mailto:mark@aviationcenter.aero?subject=Message%20from%20AirNav.com%20user%20to%20Aviation%20Center%20(KARB)
http://www.airnav.com/airport/KARB/AV_CENTER
http://www.airnav.com/airport/KARB/AV_CENTER
http://www.airnav.com/popup/aff.html?K=AIRBOSS
http://www.airnav.com/popup/aff.html?K=AVTRIP
http://www.airnav.com/popup/aff.html?K=HERTZ
http://www.airnav.com/fuel/guarantee.html
http://www.airnav.com/airboss/
http://www.airnav.com/members/login?return=/airport/KARB
http://www.airnav.com/airboss/pilot/newmemberinfo.html
http://www.airnav.com/popup/ratings.html
http://www.airnav.com/airport/KARB/AV_CENTER#c
http://www.airnav.com/airport/KARB/AV_CENTER/comment
http://www.airnav.com/airport/KARB/SOLO
http://www.airnav.com/airport/KARB/SOLO/link
mailto:info@soloaviation.aero?subject=Message%20from%20AirNav.com%20user%20to%20Solo%20Aviation%20(KARB)
http://www.airnav.com/airport/KARB/SOLO
http://www.airnav.com/airport/KARB/SOLO
http://www.airnav.com/popup/aff.html?K=AIRBOSS
http://www.airnav.com/popup/aff.html?K=AVTRIP
http://www.airnav.com/popup/aff.html?K=ALAMO
http://www.airnav.com/popup/aff.html?K=ENTERPRISE&a=KARB
http://www.airnav.com/popup/aff.html?K=NATIONAL_CAR_RENTAL
http://www.airnav.com/popup/aff.html?K=PART_141
http://www.airnav.com/fuel/guarantee.html
http://www.airnav.com/airboss/
http://www.airnav.com/members/login?return=/airport/KARB
http://www.airnav.com/airboss/pilot/newmemberinfo.html
http://www.airnav.com/popup/ratings.html
http://www.airnav.com/airport/KARB/SOLO#c
http://www.airnav.com/airport/KARB/SOLO/comment
http://www.airnav.com/popup/service-explain.html?K=FS
http://www.airnav.com/airport/KARB/update-fuel
http://www.airnav.com/listings/subscribe/KARB
http://www.airnav.com/reserve/hotel?tnid=2RGI&near=KARB
http://www.airnav.com/reserve/hotel?tnid=32EO&near=KARB
http://www.airnav.com/reserve/hotel?tnid=2INM&near=KARB
http://www.airnav.com/reserve/hotel?tnid=39T3&near=KARB
http://www.airnav.com/reserve/hotel?tnid=3A75&near=KARB
http://www.airnav.com/reserve/hotel?tnid=307P&near=KARB
http://www.airnav.com/reserve/hotel?tnid=47PB&near=KARB
http://www.airnav.com/reserve/hotel?tnid=2VPM&near=KARB
http://www.airnav.com/reserve/hotel?tnid=36US&near=KARB
http://www.airnav.com/reserve/hotel?tnid=4JF4&near=KARB
http://www.airnav.com/reserve/hotel?tnid=2I6P&near=KARB
http://www.airnav.com/reserve/hotel?tnid=2F26&near=KARB
http://www.airnav.com/reserve/hotel?tnid=2RR0&near=KARB
http://www.airnav.com/reserve/hotel?tnid=38JA&near=KARB
http://www.airnav.com/reserve/hotel?tnid=5O2T&near=KARB
http://www.airnav.com/reserve/hotel?tnid=4LEL&near=KARB
http://www.airnav.com/reserve/hotel?tnid=3O54&near=KARB
http://www.airnav.com/reserve/hotel?tnid=2C6O&near=KARB
http://www.airnav.com/reserve/hotel?in=ANN+ARBOR,MI,US&near=KARB
http://www.airnav.com/reserve/hotel?in=YPSILANTI,MI,US&near=KARB
http://www.airnav.com/reserve/hotel?in=MILAN,MI,US&near=KARB
http://www.airnav.com/reserve/hotel?in=BELLEVILLE,MI,US&near=KARB
http://www.airnav.com/reserve/hotel?in=CANTON,MI,US&near=KARB
http://www.airnav.com/reserve/hotel?in=CHELSEA,MI,US&near=KARB
http://www.airnav.com/reserve/hotel?in=PLYMOUTH,MI,US&near=KARB
http://www.airnav.com/reserve/hotel?in=ROMULUS,MI,US&near=KARB
http://www.airnav.com/reserve/hotel?in=DUNDEE,MI,US&near=KARB
http://www.airnav.com/reserve/hotel?in=NORTHVILLE,MI,US&near=KARB
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DAYS INN OF ANN ARBOR  3.9 59-85

BELL TOWER HOTEL  3.9 199-304

COMFORT INN AND SUITES ANN ARBOR  3.9 80-90

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

 

 

Other Pages about Ann Arbor Municipal Airport

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

 

 
 

Copyright © AirNav, LLC. All rights reserved. Privacy Policy  Contact

http://www.airnav.com/reserve/hotel?tnid=2TT3&near=KARB
http://www.airnav.com/reserve/hotel?tnid=4P29&near=KARB
http://www.airnav.com/reserve/hotel?tnid=4U7E&near=KARB
http://www.airnav.com/listings/subscribe/KARB
http://www.airnav.com/airportlink?5YD2T
http://www.airnav.com/airportlink?5YD2T
http://www.airnav.com/airportlink?6JSOL
http://www.airnav.com/airportlink?6JSOL
http://www.airnav.com/airportlink?7QNW5
http://www.airnav.com/airportlink?7QNW5
http://www.airnav.com/airport/KARB/reportlinks
http://www.airnav.com/info/privacy.html
http://www.airnav.com/info/contact.html
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30 RUNWAY IDENT:
31 LENGTH:
32 WIDTH:
33 SURF TYPE-COND:
34 SURF TREATMENT:
35 GROSS WT:
36 (IN THSDS)
37
38

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:

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:

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

>
>
>

>
>
>
>
>

>
>
>
>

SW
DW
DTW
DDTW

39 PCN:

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

>

>
>
>

>
>
>

PU10 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:

GENERAL

ROGER W. FRASER
100 N, FIFTH AVE

734-994-2650
MATTHEW KULHANEK
100 N, FIFTH AVE, P.O. BOX 8647
ANN ARBOR, MI 48107-8647
734-994-9124

ANN ARBOR, MI 48104

42-13-22.7410N  ESTIMATED
083-44-44.1860W
839.0  ESTIMATED
837

NGY

PUBLIC

70 FUEL:
SERVICES

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

80 ARPT BCN:
81 ARPT LGT SKED:

CG
SEE RMK

82 UNICOM: 123.000
83 WIND INDICATOR:

YES84 SEGMENTED CIRCLE:
85 CONTROL TWR: YES
86 FSS: LANSING

NO87 FSS ON ARPT:
88 FSS PHONE NR:
89 TOLL FREE NR: 1-800-WX-BRIEF

90 SINGLE ENG:
91 MULTI ENG:
92 JET:

137
16

1
TOTAL:

93 HELICOPTERS:
94 GLIDERS:
95 MILITARY:
96 ULTRA-LIGHT:

10
0
0
1

100 AIR CARRIER:
102 AIR TAXI:
103 G A LOCAL:
104 G A ITNRNT:
105 MILITARY:

TOTAL:
0

0
37,511
21,174YES-L

154

58,685

0

>
>

>
>

>

>

>

>
>
>
>

>
>
>
>

OPERATIONS FOR 12
MONTHS ENDING

>

100LL A      

12/31/2011

FACILITIES

BASED AIRCRAFT

OPERATIONS

RUNWAY DATA

LIGHTING/APCH AIDS

OBSTRUCTION DATA

DECLARED DISTANCES

>

>

>

>
>

>

>

111 INSPECTOR: S( ) 07/11/2012112 LAST INSP: 113 LAST INFO REQ:

APR-OCT ALL 0800-1800
NOV-MAR ALL 0800-2000

06/24
3,505

75
CONC-F
GRVD
45.0
70.0

MED
NPI - F NPI - F/

P4L V2L/
20 20/

3.003.00 /
N - N / N - N

 - N/ - N
Y /

ODALS/

A(NP) A(NP)/
/

TREES TREES/
/

33 59/
924 1,500/

370L 0B/
21:1 22:1/

N N/

/
/
/
/

12/30
2,750
110

TURF-F

 -  - /
/
/
/

N - N / N - N
 - N/ - N

N N/
/

A(V) A(V)/
/

TREES TREES/
/

42 60/
990 768/
0B 115L/

23:1 12:1/
N N/

/
/
/
/

 -  - /
/
/
/

 - /  - 
 - / - 

/
/

/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/

/
/
/
/

 -  - /
/
/
/

 - /  - 
 - / - 

/
/

/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/

/
/
/
/

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.

AIRPORT MASTER RECORD
Form Approved OMB 2120-0015

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION

PRINT DATE:
01/10/2013AFD EFF

09524.*A
ANN ARBOR MUNI
ANN ARBOR MI

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

4 STATE:

7 SECT AERO CHT:

FAA SITE NR:
5 COUNTY:

DETROIT

LOC ID:>
>

6 REGION/ADO: AGL/DET

ARB

03 S

01/24/2013
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30 RUNWAY IDENT:
31 LENGTH:
32 WIDTH:
33 SURF TYPE-COND:
34 SURF TREATMENT:
35 GROSS WT:
36 (IN THSDS)
37
38

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:

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:

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

>
>
>

>
>
>
>
>

>
>
>
>

SW
DW
DTW
DDTW

39 PCN:

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

>

>
>
>

>
>
>

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:

GENERAL
70 FUEL:

SERVICES

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

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:

90 SINGLE ENG:
91 MULTI ENG:
92 JET:

TOTAL:
93 HELICOPTERS:
94 GLIDERS:
95 MILITARY:
96 ULTRA-LIGHT:

100 AIR CARRIER:
102 AIR TAXI:
103 G A LOCAL:
104 G A ITNRNT:
105 MILITARY:

TOTAL:

>
>

>
>

>

>

>

>
>
>
>

>
>
>
>

OPERATIONS FOR 12
MONTHS ENDING

>

FACILITIES

BASED AIRCRAFT

OPERATIONS

RUNWAY DATA

LIGHTING/APCH AIDS

OBSTRUCTION DATA

DECLARED DISTANCES

>

>

>

>
>

>

>

111 INSPECTOR: S( ) 07/11/2012112 LAST INSP: 113 LAST INFO REQ:

 -  - /
/
/
/

 - /  - 
 - / - 

/
/

/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/

/
/
/
/

 -  - /
/
/
/

 - /  - 
 - / - 

/
/

/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/

/
/
/
/

 -  - /
/
/
/

 - /  - 
 - / - 

/
/

/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/

/
/
/
/

 -  - /
/
/
/

 - /  - 
 - / - 

/
/

/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/
/

/
/
/
/

110 REMARKS:>
A 110-3  RY 24 RUNUP AREA, FIRST 200 FT OF TWY A, & TWY AI BTN TWY A & RY 24 HOL LINE NOT VSB FM TWR.
A 110-4  NO SNOW REMOVAL FOR RY 12/30.
A 110-5  24 HR RESTROOMS LCTD IN Q-ROW NW HANGARS, COMBINATION 13455.

AIRPORT MASTER RECORD
Form Approved OMB 2120-0015

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
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01/10/2013AFD EFF
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>
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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.  

I 

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.  

II 

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.  

III 

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

1. Roll Call  
2. Approval of Agenda  
3. Reading and approval of minutes of previous meeting  
4. Audience participation  
5. Reports of Airport Manager  
6. Reports of Townships/FAA Tower Manager/Committees  
7. Unfinished business  
8. New Business  
9. Items for Next Agenda  

10. Notice of Next Scheduled Meeting  
11. Adjournment  

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.  

IV 

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.  

V 

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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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 



 2

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. 

 
2. “Non-aeronautical facilities” means facilities whose use is unrelated to 

aeronautical operations or purposes. 
 
3. A modification of the Airport Layout Plan is a land use plan as used in Section 

II.B. of the Policy Statement. 
 
4. 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.  

 
5. 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. 

 
6. 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. 

 
7. 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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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. 

 
8. 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.  

 
9. 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.  

 
10. Ann Arbor will consider and endeavor to incorporate reasonable 

recommendations provided by Pittsfield.  
 
11. 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. 

 
12. Ann Arbor will obtain Pittsfield utility permits as required by Pittsfield ordinance 

for connections to Pittsfield sanitary sewer or water lines. 
 
13. 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. 

 
14. Non-aeronautical facilities at the Airport will be required to comply with Pittsfield 

planning and zoning requirements and the Pittsfield construction code ordinance. 
 
15. 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. 

 
16. 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. 
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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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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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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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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-II 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-II 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-II 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-II 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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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-II, small aircraft.  
 
According to FAA Advisory Circular 150/5325-4B, the recommended runway length for 
categroy B-II 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-II 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: 
 

• The editorials and op eds are not stating the truth.  
• There is a mix of supporters and non-supporters. The non-supporters are concerned 

because of the impact on their quality of life. 
• Is it possible to raise the tower to eliminate the line of sight issues?  
• 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. 
 

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

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

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

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

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

• 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-II) is the design group.  The previous ALP, dated 1994, was approved 
by MDOT in 1995 and indicated the design aircraft was approach category B-II.  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).   
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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 AirportAnn Arbor Municipal Airport

Runway Extension EARunway Extension EA

Aircraft Noise AnalysisAircraft Noise Analysis
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FAA Order 1050.1E  
Environmental Impacts: Policies 

and Procedures

FAA Order 5050.4B
NEPA Implementing Instructions 

for Airport Actions

Title 14 CFR Part 150
Airport Noise Compatibility 

Planning

FAA Policy and Guidance 
for NEPA Compliance
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FAA Integrated Noise Model (INM) version 7.0a
• Has been distributed for use by the FAA since 1978
• 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
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• EA determines noise impacts on INM DNL 
contours

• Analysis will include:
– Base year - 2009
– Future year - 2014

• With and without proposed project
– Standard DNL Metric

Assessment of Aircraft Related Noise
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Aircraft Noise: How Do We Measure and Assess 
Impacts
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Aircraft Noise: How Do We Measure and Assess 
Impacts
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Aircraft Noise: How Do We Measure and Assess 
Impacts
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• 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 Metric
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Noise Modeling MethodologyNoise 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
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Noise Modeling MethodologyNoise Modeling Methodology

INM Input Data:
• Aircraft Operations

– 2009 Base Year:  61,969
– Future Year 2014: 69,717

• 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
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Runway UtilizationRunway Utilization

2.5 %2.5 %67.5 %27.5 %
Single 
Engine 
Piston

70 %30 %Multi-engine 
Piston

70 %30 %Turbo prop

70 %30 %Jet

Ruwnay
30

Runway
12

Runway
24

Runway
06

Aircraft 
Type
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Aircraft Operations Aircraft Operations –– Air Taxi/CommuterAir Taxi/Commuter
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Aircraft OperationsAircraft Operations
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FAA INM Aircraft SubstitutionsFAA INM Aircraft Substitutions
(INM Database contains 274 Aircraft and 260 substitutions)(INM Database contains 274 Aircraft and 260 substitutions)
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FAA INM Aircraft SubstitutionsFAA INM Aircraft Substitutions
(INM Database contains 274 Aircraft and 260 substitutions)(INM Database contains 274 Aircraft and 260 substitutions)
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• Noise Exposure Contours at DNL 65, 70, and 75 
dB

• No-Action and Proposed Project
• Average Annual Day: Daily average of annual 

operations
• Impacts determined by:

Yearly Day/Night Average Sound Level (DNL)

Assessment of Aircraft Related Noise Impacts 
in an Environmental Assessment
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• Impacts are determined by comparing future 
Proposed Project DNL contours to the          
No-action alternative DNL contour.

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

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

Assessment of Aircraft Related Noise Impacts
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INM Output DataINM 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 
Lmax, Leq, SEL, and Number of Events Above (if 
necessary)
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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     
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Information Packet – Citizens Advisory Council Meeting #3 
 

Ann Arbor Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment 
 

Prepared By: JJR 
 

February 22, 2010 
 
The JJR 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. 
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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 I-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: 
 

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

 Shift and extend the parallel taxiway to coincide with the revised Runway 6/24.  
 Provide a new taxiway connector to the extended Runway 6 end. 
 Provide a new taxiway connector and holding bay to the shifted Runway 24 end.  
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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 lbs, 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” (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 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 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-II 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: 
 

 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. 

 
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: 
 

 Two fixed-wing FBOs; 
 A helicopter FBO; 
 Three national rental car agencies; 
 Two flying clubs; 
 Four flight schools and pilot training centers; 
 FAA ATCT; and, 
 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-II.  Basic 
standard developmental items for B-II 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-II 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-II 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 I 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 III: Wingspan 79-feet or more, but less than 118-feet. 
 Group IV: 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 MTOWs of 12,500 lbs. or less.  Large Aircraft are those with 
MTOWs greater than 12,500 lbs. 
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As previously mentioned, the airport user survey confirmed that the current critical aircraft 
category (and ARC) for ARB is “B-II 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-II 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-II.  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-
II 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-
II 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-II Operations for 
each year have been calculated based on the percentage of actual B-II 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 Estimated Category B-II 
Operations 

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 

 
* = Actual Total Operations from FAA ATCT records 

      ** = Forecasted Total Operations from FAA TAF  
    *** = 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.   



 

Ann Arbor Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment DRAFT   Purpose and Need 
February 2010  Page 2 - 11 
 

AvFuel Corporation, which bases a B-II 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-I 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: 
 

 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).      

 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. 

 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. 

 Address the local objective of decreasing the number of runway overruns by small 
category A-I aircraft by providing approximately 800-feet of additional runway 
pavement.  
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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. 

2. It is indicated that build alternative 3 is the preferred alternative.  This alternative extends 
the runway 950 linear feet to the west. 

3. 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. 

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.  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 

JANIS A. BOBRIN 
 
WATER RESOURCES COMMISSIONER 

705 North Zeeb Road 
P.O. Box 8645 

Ann Arbor, MI  48107-8645 
 

email: drains@ewashtenaw.org 
http://drain.ewashtenaw.org 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

DENNIS M. WOJCIK, P.E. 
Chief Deputy Water Resources  

Commissioner 
 

DANIEL R. MYERS, P.E. 
Director of Public Works 

 
Telephone 734.222.6860 

Fax 734.222.6803 
 

mailto:drains@ewashtenaw.org
http://drain.ewashtenaw.org/
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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. It is 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. 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.”  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 
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it's like being there

WEMU's Andrew Cluley had questions about the budget for Ann Arbor

city administrator Steve Powers after the April 16 council meeting.

Image links to Cluley's report. (Photos by the writer.)

BY APRIL 21 , 2012 at 6  pm

Also: Residents raise concerns over flooding, DTE "smart meters"

Ann Arbor city council meeting (April 16, 2012): The most significant item on the council’s agenda

was the introduction of the city’s proposed fiscal year 2013 budget by city administrator Steve Powers.

But Powers led off the presentation by

explaining that Monday evening would not

be a time for detailed discussion and

questions about the budget. For details of

that presentation, see Chronicle coverage:

“

.”

The budget presentation occurred

Monday night because of a city charter

requirement. It was Powers’ first such

presentation – as he was hired by the

council last year, and started the job in

September. The city council will have until

May 21, its second meeting in May, to

modify and adopt the budget.

In terms of the sheer number of agenda

items, the topic of zoning and land use was

a main focus of the meeting. The council

unanimously rejected a proposed conditional rezoning of 1320 S. University to a higher density than its

current D2 (downtown interface) designation. But winning unanimous approval was a site plan for a

Tim Hortons on South State Street, near Ellsworth. The council also gave initial approval to AAA

Michigan for a rezoning request involving a parcel on South Main, which the auto club would like to

have designated as P (parking). A half dozen different rezoning requests for parcels that had recently

been annexed into the city also received initial approval.

Prompting considerable discussion among councilmembers were four resolutions concerning an

environmental study on a possible extension of a runway at the Ann Arbor municipal airport. The

resolutions all passed, but the main grant funding went through on just a 7-4 vote. The city was being

asked for an additional $1,125 in matching funds to wrap up the final stages of an environmental

assessment being done by the Michigan Dept. of Transportation, which was already mostly completed

two years ago.

Also related to transportation, the council authorized over $6 million in contracts related to street

resurfacing projects. That included a second set of local streets (after having approved funding for the

first set at its previous meeting) as well as the section of East Stadium Boulevard between Packard and

Washtenaw. In connection with those infrastructure projects, the council also authorized contracts for

materials testing.

In other action related to infrastructure, the council approved a $93,438 item for construction of

unisex bathrooms in city hall – but not without questions about the scope of the overall municipal

center renovation work.

On personnel-related items, the council gave final approval to legislation that incorporates

provisions of the collectively bargained labor contracts with police command officers and firefighters

into the city’s set of ordinances on retirement and health care.

As a result of other council action on Monday night, Ann Arbor police officers will be able to arrest

City Council Acts on Zoning, Airport, Streets

DAVE ASKINS

Ann Arbor Council Gets Draft 2013

Budget

http://annarborchronicle.com/2012/04/21/city-council-acts-on-zoning-airport-streets/
http://annarborchronicle.com/author/dave-askins/
http://annarborchronicle.com/2012/04/16/ann-arbor-council-gets-draft-2013-budget/


The magenta parcel and arrow indicate the 1320 S. University parcel

proposed for conditional rezoning to a higher density use that's found in

the dark brown (D1) areas to the west and north. The light brown area

to the south and west is D2 (downtown interface). Light green is PL

(public land). Yellow is R2B and dark purple is R4C – both residential

zoning. (Image links to higher resolution image.)

and charge “super drunk” drivers who have more than 0.17 blood alcohol content – because the council

modified the city’s ordinances to conform with recent changes in state law.

In other business, the council also authorized a contract with a new auditor, The Rehmann Group,

set a hearing on a tax abatement for Sakti3, and imposed a temporary ban on digital billboards.

Highlights of public commentary included concerns about new DTE “smart meters” and localized

flooding incidents in the city. The flooding was attributed by residents to the city’s layering of new

asphalt onto an adjacent street, and to the city’s sanitary sewer disconnection program.

1320 S. University Rezoning

The council was asked to consider a request to conditionally rezone 1320 S. University – from D2

(downtown interface) to D1 (downtown core).

The request included setting conditions

on the D1 designation, such as restrictions

on height and floor area that are less than

what’s allowed in “unconditioned” D1. For

example, the by-right height limit in D1 is

180 feet, but one condition the owner of

the property – Philip Sotiroff – wanted to

place on the property was a 145-foot height

limit.

That 145-foot limit, however, is more

than twice the limit of the parcel’s current

D2 zoning, which allows buildings only as

tall as 60 feet. Currently at the site – on

the south side of South University,

between Forest and Washtenaw avenues –

is the three-story Park Plaza apartment

building.

The site is adjacent to a D1 parcel to the

east, where the Landmark apartment

building is being constructed, at 601 S.

Forest. But the 1320 S. University property

also abuts lower-density residential zoning. Single-family homes are located to the south of the site,

and a fraternity is located to the west.

The South University area was an intensely debated part of the ,

which the city council finally ratified on  after more than two years of planning work. As

part of that process, the city planning commission had initially recommended a zoning map that

assigned D1 zoning to the 1320 S. University parcel. The city council subsequently drew the lines

differently, which resulted in a D2 designation for the parcel, and sent the map back to the planning

commission. The planning commission then revised some parts of its map, including the designation

for 1320 S. University.

More recently, at its  meeting, planning commissioners voted unanimously not to

recommend that 1320 S. University be rezoned from D2 to D1.

Council on S. University Rezoning: Public Hearing

Marc Gerstein introduced himself as a resident of Forest Court, and since 1982 the owner of a

house that abuts the south boundary of a parking lot at the rear of 1320 S. University. He noted that

any change in the zoning will affect him directly. He urged the council to follow the staff report and the

unanimous recommendation of the city planning commission and to reject the request for conditional

rezoning from D2 to D1.

He noted that the planning staff report finds that D2 was warranted for the parcel and was carefully

considered by the city planning commission and the council. The staff had found there was no error in

that decision. He noted there’d been no changes in the neighborhood since passage of A2D2 two years

ago. To rezone the parcel now would strip away any buffer between the small residential houses and

the 1320 S. University parcel. He concluded by asking the council to deny the petition for rezoning.

Council on S. University Rezoning: Council Deliberations

A2D2 downtown rezoning initiative

Nov. 16, 2009

Feb. 7, 2012

http://www.a2gov.org/a2d2/Pages/AnnArbo.aspx
http://annarborchronicle.com/2009/11/18/downtown-planning-process-forges-ahead/
http://annarborchronicle.com/2012/02/11/planning-commission-upholds-a2d2-zoning/


Tony Derezinski (Ward 2), who is the city council’s representative to the city planning commission,

described the location of the parcel proposed to be rezoned. Two high-rise buildings stand to the west

at South University and South Forest – University Towers on the northwest corner and the currently

under-construction Landmark Building (formerly called the 601 S. Forest). To the east stands a

fraternity house. Derezinski noted the A2D2 zoning ordinances had been adopted after considerable

debate. The planning commission had unanimously agreed with the recommendation of the staff that

the parcel not be rezoned, he said.

Christopher Taylor (Ward 3) also concurred that the prior community conversation had been

rigorous and extensive and warrants the council’s respect.

Jane Lumm (Ward 2) added that she felt having a buffer in the form of D2 zoning makes a great

deal of sense.

Outcome: The council unanimously rejected the proposed conditional rezoning of 1320 S. University.

The city council’s vote was just its initial consideration of the request – a “first reading.” A rezoning

request, like any ordinance change, requires initial approval, followed by a public hearing and a final

vote at a subsequent meeting. Often, councilmembers will advance an ordinance change to a second

reading, if they have not settled on a position and are interested in hearing the sentiments that might

be expressed at a public hearing. So the fact that the council rejected the proposal on first reading can

be taken as a measure of the council’s especially strong opposition to changing the zoning that was

agreed on as part of the A2D2 process.

Tim Hortons Site Plan

On the April 16 agenda was a site plan for a new  restaurant at 3965 S. State St. The

site plan had received a unanimous recommendation for approval by the Ann Arbor planning

commission at its  meeting. The site is located on the east side of the street, near the

intersection of State and Ellsworth.

The plan calls for demolishing a vacant building on the 2.23-acre site where previous restaurants,

including Enzo’s and Gallagher’s, were located. In its place, a one-story 1,953-square-foot restaurant

with drive-thru facilities would be built on a 1.18-acre site divided from the current parcel. The building

would face West Ellsworth and use an existing shared drive on South State, as well as a relocated drive

onto West Ellsworth. An outdoor seating area is proposed on the east side of the building.

The property is zoned C3 (fringe commercial), which allows for construction of a drive-thru

restaurant. The planning commission’s recommendation of approval was contingent on two issues: (1)

submission of a tree health evaluation form, and (2) approval of the parcel’s land division, prior to the

city issuing permits for construction of the new building.

Much of the discussion among planning commissioners at their meeting had focused on the

proposed roundabout at State and Ellsworth. A spokesman for Tim Hortons said they’d found out

about the roundabout plans late in the process, but were working to integrate their own plans to

accommodate it. He indicated that if the company gets approval from the city, they hope to open in

August. Construction for the roundabout is expected to begin in the spring of 2013, with completion in

the fall of that year.

During council deliberations on April 16, Tony Derezinski (Ward 2), the city council’s representative

to the planning commission, made some brief remarks. He described it as a property that’s been vacant

for a couple of years. It would be a great improvement, he said. The planning commission went

through ingress and egress issues. Derezinski said he felt it adds value and would be a good place to

get coffee in the morning.

Sabra Briere (Ward 1) noted that the State Street corridor is currently undergoing a study. She

wondered how this particular project fits into the ongoing discussions that the corridor study group

has had. City planning manager Wendy Rampson told Briere that it doesn’t really fit into ongoing

discussions on the corridor, but it does remove a relatively blighted building on the site. The corridor

study has not gotten as far as making land use recommendations yet, Rampson said.

Responding to a question from mayor John Hieftje, Rampson said that the plan is to begin

construction in May. Tim Hortons is moving in a timely way, she said. A land division needs to be

completed before they can start, she said. And the Tim Hortons team is coordinating with the

Washtenaw County team that is planning the roundabout at Ellsworth and State. She figured in a

couple of months, construction might start.

Tim Hortons

March 6, 2012

http://www.timhortons.com/
http://annarborchronicle.com/2012/03/13/planning-action-cars-noodles-donuts-gas/


Outcome: The council voted unanimously to approve the Tim Hortons site plan.

AAA Request for Parking Zoning

Before the council for its consideration was initial approval to a proposal from AAA Michigan to

rezone half of a parcel located at 1200 S. Main to P (parking). To take effect, the initial approval from

the city council would need to be followed by a second and final approval following a public hearing at

a subsequent meeting.

The rezoning to P (parking) is part of a two-parcel site plan proposal – for which the city planning

commission provided a positive recommendation at its  meeting. At that meeting, the

commission took two votes on the 1200 S. Main parcel – the site plan and the rezoning proposal. And

on both votes, the planning commission split 6-3. For the other, adjacent parcel at 1100 S. Main, the

city planning commission voted unanimously to recommend the site plan for approval.

In front of the city council on April 16, however, was just the resolution to rezone a portion of the

1200 S. Main parcel to P (parking).

The two parcels, at 1100 and 1200 S. Main, are across from Michigan Stadium. An AAA branch built

in the 1950s is located there. The owner wants to build a new branch on a different part of the site, tear

down the existing building, and reconfigure parking spaces.

The two parcels are part of a 1.5-acre site containing four parcels owned by the auto club and all

zoned O (office). Located on the 1200 S. Main parcel is the current one-story branch building with

walk-out basement and 36 parking spaces, with exits onto South Main, Berkley and Potter.

The 1100 S. Main site is a surface parking lot, which has 72 spaces and exits onto both Potter and

Keech. The owner is requesting to build a one-story, 5,443-square-foot new branch building on the

northeast corner of that site, with parking for 21 spaces. A second phase of the project would include an

eventual 2,230-square-foot addition to the south side of that building. There are six landmark trees on

the site, and the plan would require removal of two that are located along South Main, near Keech.
Other trees would be added elsewhere on the site.

After the new structure is completed, the old building at 1200 S. Main would be torn down and a 14-

space parking lot would be put on that parcel. And to do that, the proposal asks that the northern 123

feet of that parcel – about half of the parcel – be rezoned from O (office) to P (parking), so that parking

could become the principal use for that site. A site plan for that parcel is also required. The rezoning to

P (parking) is what the city council considered on April 16.

The owner’s overall plan called for a total of 35 spaces – a reduction from the current parking on the

site, which was approved in the mid-1970s but no longer conforms with existing zoning. The 35 spaces

would be four more spaces than the 31 maximum number permitted under the O (office) zoning, based

on the new building’s square footage in both phases. That’s why the owner requested that a portion of

the overall site be rezoned for parking – in the P (parking) district, there is no maximum.

AAA Request for Parking Zoning: Council Deliberations

City planning manager Wendy Rampson was asked to the podium to summarize the proposal,

which she did. The current configuration has the AAA office sitting on the parcel to the south, with

surface parking on the parcel to the north. She said the configuration was approved in the 1970s based

on an interpretation that parking would be allowed on the northern parcel, based on the ownership by

AAA of both parcels. The city does things differently now – if there’s no other use on a parcel besides

parking, then the city requires that it be zoned P (parking).

Rampson described what AAA wants to do as a “flip flop” – build a new branch office on the

northern parcel and put parking on the south parcel. It’s that south parcel that AAA wants rezoned.

She noted that the city planning commission vote was 6-3 on rezoning. Staff also had some concerns

about approving parking as a principle use, because that’s something the city is trying to get away

from. The plan has a lot of benefits with respect to stormwater detention, she said, and reduces the

amount of impervious surface across the two sites, as well as the total amount of parking.

Tony Derezinski (Ward 2) said the site plan really did sell the proposal. The building that AAA is

putting up is an improvement over the one that’s currently there. The old building has a lot of mileage

on it, he said. With its location across from the University of Michigan football stadium, the building

would be noticed by a large number of visitors to Ann Arbor, he said.

Rampson added that it’s a two-phase project. In the new building, AAA anticipates adding more

services, so that’s the rationale for wanting to have parking available on both parcels.
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Carsten Hohnke (Ward 5) said he felt like the project is a step in a better direction, but not what

the city would want if the project were starting from scratch. He wondered what AAA’s plans would be

if the council turned down the request to rezone. Rampson said she didn’t know. Before AAA brought

forward their proposal, however, they’d gone over ways to solve the parking issue without rezoning.

One possibility would be to retrofit the existing building. They also considered different configurations

that would reduce the amount of parking. But ultimately AAA did not want to pursue those, she said.

Mike Anglin (Ward 5) asked if there’d been given any consideration to moving the building further

away from the sidewalk, and he wondered if AAA could be forced to comply with a greater setback

requirement. Rampson reminded Anglin that the recent area, height and placement revisions had

reduced the amount of setback required – which in this case allowed the building to be moved further

way from the residential area to the west and closer to Main Street. Rampson also explained that the

curbcuts to Main Street would be removed.

Stephen Kunselman (Ward 3) wanted to know what assurance the council would have that the old

building will be torn down. Rampson explained that once it’s zoned P (parking), the building couldn’t

be used for anything. And AAA is not intending to keep the building in place – the space is needed for

parking.

Outcome: The council gave unanimous initial approval to the AAA Michigan rezoning request for 1200 S.

Main.

Annexation Rezonings

The council was asked to consider initial approvals of six separate rezoning requests associated

with annexation into the city of Ann Arbor from Scio Township. The zoning change in all cases is from

the township to a residential category.

Five of the properties were annexed into the city on  – in connection with the expansion

of a well-prohibition zone due to 1,4 dioxane groundwater contamination caused by the Pall Corp.’s

Wagner Road facility, formerly owned by Gelman Sciences. Those five properties are: 305 Pinewood St.;

3225 Dexter Rd.; 427 Barber Ave.; 545 Allison Dr.; and 3249 Dexter Rd.

Annexation into the city allows the properties to connect to city of Ann Arbor water services. Pall

has paid all petition filing fees as well as the connection and improvement charges for water and

sanitary sewer service that are related to the annexations. The zoning for which the city council gave

initial approval is for R1C (residential). [ ]

[ ]

A sixth parcel for which the council gave initial rezoning approval – also due to annexation, but not

related to the well-prohibition zone – is located at 1575 Alexandra Blvd. The parcel was given initial

approval to be rezoned from the township to R1A (residential) zoning.

As ordinance changes, all rezoning requests require an initial approval from the city council,

followed by a public hearing and a final approval at a subsequent meeting.

Sabra Briere (Ward 1) offered the only council comment on any of the annexation-related rezoning

requests, noting that they all went from township zoning to single-family residential.

Outcome: The council unanimously approved all the annexation-related rezoning requests. The requests

need to come back for a second and final approval by the council, after a public hearing.

Ann Arbor Airport Study

On April 16 the council considered four different resolutions in connection with 

, three of them connected to the completion of an environmental assessment of a

proposed 800-foot lengthening of the airport runway.

The city council had initially authorized funding for the assessment project at its 

. The assessment began on . The process appeared to culminate in a public

hearing in April 2010. [See Chronicle coverage: " ."] In the

interim, city councilmembers have removed the runway extension from the city’s capital improvements

plan (CIP) each year they’ve been asked to give the CIP its annual approval.

However, when the Federal Aviation Administration responded to the draft report, that prompted

communication between the city of Ann Arbor and the FAA. And that back-and-forth has resulted in

FAA requests for more work, which is meant to wrap up the environmental assessment (EA). From the

staff memo accompanying one of the resolutions:
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Jane Lumm (Ward 2) talks to Kathe Wunderlich (back to camera)

The FAA’s response was received nearly a year later (September, 2011). The remaining

work on the EA includes modifications based on the FAA comments, coding public and

agency comments and responses for the final EA document, preparation of the Errata and

FONSI for submission to MDOT-Aero. There is about 2-3 months of work remaining to

complete the EA.

One of the resolutions authorizes $800 for an additional map to be prepared by URS Corp., one of

two consultants that the Michigan Dept. of Transportation is using for the project. The amount is

covered by MDOT’s project contingency budget. This item is not specifically related to the

environmental assessment.

A separate resolution authorized $12,000 of additional consulting work, also with URS. A third

resolution authorized an additional $26,552 worth of consulting work from SmithGroupJJR. The

additional work by URS and SmithGroupJJR is being covered by a $45,000 grant program, which

consists of $42,750 in federal funds, $1,125 in state funds and $1,125 in airport matching funds (the city’s

portion.) Authorization of the grant program was the fourth airport-related item on the agenda.

Ann Arbor Airport Study: Public Comment

During public comment, James Vincze introduced himself as a member and vice chair of the

airport advisory committee. He urged the council to complete the airport runway extension study. It’s

important to get the process completed, he said. Significant time and resources have already been

spent and the public has been involved. Matt Kulhanek is a good airport manager, he said. Voting to

complete the study doesn’t mean the council favors runway extension, he said. Rather, it means the

council wants to get the facts out and have a complete study and analysis.

Ann Arbor Airport Study: Council Deliberations

Airport manager Matt Kulhanek was asked to the podium to answer questions. Jane Lumm (Ward

2) began by asking why the city is continuing to spend money to study the runway extension, when the

council had consciously removed the extension from the city’s capital improvements plan. She had a

hard time reconciling that, even though the amounts of money weren’t actually all that large.

Kulhanek pointed out that the first airport-related item on the agenda – the $800 for the map

preparation – was not related to the environmental assessment.

So mayor John Hieftje then asked the council to vote on that item. And that vote was unanimous in

favor.

Kulhanek noted that the council’s direction had been to get the facts on the proposed runway

extension and that direction had come on two occasions, with votes to fund the environmental

assessment. He said the council’s subsequent action to remove the runway extension from the capital

improvements plan was based on a concern that by including it in the capital projects budget, it

reflected a de facto support of actually doing the project. But at no time has the staff received direction

to pull back from completing the environmental assessment. Kulhanek indicated that another grant

agreement would be coming to the council later, after the one they were considering that evening.

Mike Anglin (Ward 5) asked for

clarification of the unexpected review by

the FAA technical committee to which the

staff memo had referred. Kulhanek

explained that when the document was first

entered into the system, the city was not

expecting further FAA review. But two

weeks ago, he said, the city received

notification from FFA technical operations,

a branch within the FAA, indicating that

branch would need to sign off on it. The

reason that technical operations would

need to review it was due to two sets of

navigational aids that would be relocated if

the runway project moves forward. The

document had already been given an 11-

month review by the district office of the



before the council meeting. Wunderlich has worked as part of a citizens

group opposing the runway extension.

Sabra Briere (Ward 1) briefed Stephen Kunselman (Ward 3) before the

start of the meeting. They both voted against the grant funding for the

environmental assessment of the airport runway extension.

FAA, and the conclusion had initially been

that the technical operations division didn’t

need to review it. At that point, the city had

the understanding the FAA was finished. That changed in the last two weeks, when city staff found out

that FAA technical operations would need to review it.

Stephen Kunselman (Ward 3) asked if the resolution that night was specifically for the relocation of

navigational aids. No, replied Kulhanek. A resolution to approve another grant for that would come

some time in the future. The grant before the council that night was to finish up the documentation of

the environmental assessment and get it in a final format to submit to the FAA for review. What would

come back to the council later is a reimbursement agreement for the work the FAA will have done to

review the documentation.

Kunselman said he was confused why

there’d be the need for another

reimbursement agreement. Kulhanek

reviewed the purpose of that night’s grant

agreement.

Sabra Briere (Ward 1) was up next to

question Kulhanek and she apologized for

putting him on the spot. His reply

indicated he’d anticipated lots of

questions: “That’s okay, I didn’t think I was

going to get a pass tonight!”

In 2009, Briere said, the council had

approved two grants and in 2010 the

council had approved an additional grant.

At the time, she said, she thought that the

EA document was in draft form and almost

complete. Kulhanek indicated that was not

the case. The grant funding in 2009 had

kicked off the project, he said. When the

2009 grants were approved, the city had

also approved contracts with the two engineering firms.

Briere summarized what the council was considering as funding additional work by the engineering

firms to get the EA document into shape to be submitted to the FAA. Kulhanek indicated that was

basically right. The work the two firms would do would in essence finalize the document for everything

except the FAA technical operations review. That review will have a specific scope – just the impact on

the navigational aids.

Responding to a question from Briere, Kulhanek explained that the EA would cover more than just

a discussion of navigational aids. It would include economic impacts, physical impacts, noise impacts,

and wetlands impacts. There’s a whole variety of things that are included. It’s a broad document that

includes public comment, as well as input from various agencies like the county road commission,

county water resources commissioner and the like.

Briere said she had trouble understanding why an environmental assessment would take four years.

Hieftje asked if Kulhanek saw a benefit to the city and users of the airport, if the council does not

want to go ahead with the runway extension, once the process is completed. Kulhanek told the mayor

that he felt the biggest benefit would be to finishing what they’ve started back in 2009. The council

would be able to make a decision based on an actual study of what the impacts are – not what our gut

feels or our heart feels. A decision could be based on actual data and feedback from the public and

various agencies and everyone involved. Kulhanek said there’s already been a lot of time and money

invested in getting to this point in the project, and he thought it’s important to follow through to have

solid information. If the council chooses not to go forward on the runway project, it can make that

choice.

Hieftje started adding up the money in the request. He asked Kulhanek how much more money

would need to be spent – local as well as other money – to complete the project. Kulhanek said the

first three grant agreements totaled $309,000.

The city’s share of that had been $7,725. From a local perspective, he said, that’s a minor cost. The



Mayor John Hieftje opposed the grant funding for completion of the

environmental assessment for an extension of the Ann Arbor municipal

airport.

grant agreement before the council that

night was for $45,000 with a local share of

$1,125. The next and last grant agreement

will be around $30,000. The total for the EA

would be around $385,000 with a local

share of less than $10,000, Kulhanek said.

Kulhanek estimated that it would take

the consultants another two months to do

the additional work. He thought that three

to six months from now, the last grant

agreement would be back in front of the

council for approval. Assuming three to four

months for review, Kulhanek estimate that

it would be early 2013 before the process

was complete.

Hieftje asked again if there was some

benefit to the environmental study, beyond

knowing the impact of the runway

extension. Kulhanek said it’s good

information. Knowing the noise levels is

useful. Knowing about bird species is also

useful, he said. There are some mowing

restrictions to protect their habitats.

Kunselman contended that everything

Kulhanek had just mentioned as beneficial had already been done, so what the council was being asked

to do was approve more money for consultants to wrap things up. He said the city continues to throw

money at a project at the end. He said he’d vote no on everything. It’s taxpayer dollars, whether it’s

local or federal. He said his constituents don’t want the runway extension and he’d vote no on that,

too. The consultants can wrap it up without additional money, he said. He said he was done throwing

money at this kind of thing.

Lumm said she’d been struggling with this. She allowed that it was a very small city share.

Ultimately though, what the council would be doing is spending money on something that won’t move

forward. She reiterated the fact that the council had removed the project from the CIP, which she

translated into a decision that the council wouldn’t move forward. Kulhanek ventured that the council

might be “wowed” by the EA and perhaps be open to the possibility of extending the runway.

Outcome: The main resolution, on the $45,000 grant, was approved on a 7-4 vote. Voting for a grant

contract with the Michigan Dept. of Transportation were Sandi Smith (Ward 1), Tony Derezinski (Ward 2),

Christopher Taylor (Ward 3), Margie Teall (Ward 4), Marcia Higgins (Ward 4), Carsten Hohnke (Ward 5) and

Mike Anglin (Ward 5). Opposing it were Sabra Briere (Ward 1), Jane Lumm (Ward 2), Stephen Kunselman

(Ward 3) and mayor John Hieftje. Both contracts with the consultants were opposed by Lumm and

Kunselman. Hieftje joined them in opposing the contract with SmithGroupJJR.

Street Repair

The council was asked to consider two major contracts involving street resurfacing and

reconstruction. One was a second large contract for street resurfacing work this season – $4,054,599

with Barrett Paving Materials Inc. At its previous , the council had authorized a

$3.6 million contract with Barrett for an initial set of streets to be resurfaced. The project includes a

$405,000 contingency.

The second set of streets includes portions of the following: South Seventh Street, Mt. Pleasant

Avenue, Park Drive, Mt. Vernon Avenue, Manhattan Drive, Meadowbrook Avenue, Martha Avenue,

Palomar Drive, Catalina Avenue, Eton Court, South Forest Avenue, Vinewood Blvd., Dorset Road,

Berkshire Road, Woodside Road, Londonderry Road, Tremmel Avenue, Page Court, Pine Valley Court,

Esch Avenue, and Esch Court.

Also at the April 16 meeting, in connection with the regular street resurfacing program, the council

considered a $143,455 contract with a different company, CTI and Associates Inc. (CTI), for construction

materials testing services. The materials to be tested include oils, aggregates, asphalt, and concrete.

Funds for the street resurfacing projects are drawn from the city’s street repair tax, which voters agreed

to renew in November 2011 for another five years, through 2016.

meeting on April 2, 2012

http://annarborchronicle.com/2012/04/09/city-council-on-art-dda-status-quo-is-ok/


Another road construction project on the agenda was a contract with Dan’s Excavating Inc. for

$2,314,951 for replacement of two old water mains and resurfacing of the East Stadium Boulevard from

Washtenaw Avenue to Packard Street. The total project is estimated to cost $3,600,000. Of that

amount, $1,400,000 will come from the water fund capital budget and $2,200,000 will come from

millage approved capital budget.

The East Stadium project will maintain the existing five lanes of vehicular traffic, and new bike

lanes will be added on both sides of the street.

Also on the agenda was a materials testing contract for the East Stadium Boulevard project –

$50,185 with Inspection Services Company Inc.

The only substantive discussion on the four items was on the materials testing. Mike Anglin (Ward

5) asked why the materials testing was being done. City project engineer Igor Kotlyar explained that

such testing is always done for such projects. It’s a standard testing procedure, he said. Some of it

involves making sure the proper materials are delivered to the site. But it also involves making sure

that the materials are properly deployed as the project work is done.

For example, when a water main is backfilled with sand, it’s tested to make sure that the sand is

compacted to the proper density. Gravel that’s put into the road bed is also tested for property

compaction, Kotlyar explained. Homayoon Pirooz, head of project management for the city, responded

to a question from Anglin by explaining that the city itself is not certified to perform that kind of

testing, and does not have the certified equipment to do that. He indicated that it’s essentially a

specialty.

Outcome: The council unanimously approved the four resolutions involved with street resurfacing and

reconstruction work.

Fire, Police Retirement/Health Changes

On the April 16 agenda was a resolution for final approval of changes to the employee retirement

system to accommodate recent changes to the collective bargaining agreement with the city’s police

command officers union and firefighters union. Also before the council was final approval to revisions

of the retirement health care benefits to reflect changes to those collectively bargained agreements.

Changes to the retirement system include: (1) increasing the pension contribution of command

officer members to 6% from 5%; (2) implementing a pick-up feature as permitted by the Internal

Revenue Code for the pension contributions of firefighters and command officers, converting their 6%

pre-tax contribution to a 6% post-tax contribution; (3) increasing the vesting and final average

compensation requirements for firefighters hired after July 1, 2012; and (4) implementing a federal

provision that allows eligible retired public safety officers to pay qualified health insurance premiums

directly from their pensions.

The change to the retiree health care system stipulates that new hires after July 1, 2012 will be

eligible for an access-only health care plan at the time of their retirement, instead of a city-paid retiree

health care plan.

Fire, Police Retirement/Health Changes: Public Hearings

On the retirement changes for police command officers and fire personnel, Thomas Partridge

questioned whether the public had been fully informed on the substance of the change. He felt that

representatives of the police department and the union representatives involved in the contract

negotiations should have been present to explain their side of the issue.

Edward Vielmetti flipped through the pages of the ordinance revision in the three-ring binder that

holds the council agenda, and counted out the number of pages that had been red-lined as he flipped

through them. When he got to 16, he did not continue counting, but noted that more than 16 pages of

the ordinance have been amended. He stated that he had no idea how councilmembers could evaluate

whether this is a good idea or a bad idea. He said that he himself (if he were a member of council)

wouldn’t know what to do with a proposal like that. He hoped the city was making a wise choice.

On the retiree health care benefits, Partridge complained that Gov. Rick Snyder and former city

administrator Roger Fraser [who now works for the state as an assistant state treasurer] are attempting

to erode benefits to public employees, including those in high-risk jobs.

Fire, Police Retirement/Health Changes: Council Deliberations

On the retirement changes, Sabra Briere (Ward 1) said she believed the primary changes reflect the



bargained-for benefits from recent union settlements. The city is taking advantage of IRS rules, she

said.

On the retiree health care changes, Jane Lumm (Ward 2) said that the changes to the ordinance

were consistent with the changes to the access-only health plan that had been adopted by the

command officers and firefighters.

Outcome: The council unanimously approved the ordinance changes affecting retirement and health care

benefits for police command officers and firefighters.

0.17 BAC as Separate Offense

The council considered final approval to a change in the city’s traffic ordinance to adopt

a provision of the Michigan Vehicle Code – which establishes driving with a blood alcohol content

(BAC) of more than 0.17 as a separate offense from operating under the influence. The council had

given its initial approval to the ordinance change on April 2.

The Michigan legislature had previously changed the MVC, which Ann Arbor has adopted, to

include the separate charge for the very high BAC of 0.17. However, the legislature did not at that time

change the Home Rule Cities Act to allow cities to impose the greater penalty of 180 days in jail and/or

$700 fine that comes with the BAC 0.17 charge. But in February 2012, the legislature amended the

Home Rule Cities Act to allow for that penalty. Ann Arbor is making the change to its local ordinance

in order to be able to charge drivers with the 0.17 offense.

Records from January 2010 through February 2012 provided to The Chronicle by CLEMIS (Courts

and Law Enforcement Management Information System) show three instances of 0.17 offenses – which

could not at the time be charged as a separate offense. The CLEMIS records for the same time period

also show three reports for the moderately higher BAC level of .08, which could already be charged

separately from operating under the influence. [ ]

As a change to the city’s ordinances, the change required a second vote and a public hearing (which

is separate from the general public commentary held at the start of the meeting.)

0.17 BAC: Public Hearing

Edward Vielmetti led off the hearing by asking where a copy of the proposed changes to the

ordinance might be found. Mayor John Hieftje told him it was available online or in a large three-ring

binder near the podium – which Thomas Partridge had been perusing. Vielmetti then reviewed the

ordinance change, while Partridge held forth.

Partridge began by complaining about Hieftje’s standard boilerplate recitation of the rules for

public hearings, which include a provision that speakers confine their remarks to the topic of the public

hearing. Partridge construes the rule as a way of inappropriately limiting free speech.

On the substance of the ordinance change, Partridge said it would have been better to attach a

resolution that would stop people who are high on alcohol and drugs from driving or causing

disruptive behavior in the city of Ann Arbor. He called for a parallel amendment to go forward, that

would encourage and require all retailers and bars serving alcohol and supermarkets selling alcohol, to

note the names and identity of people who purchase alcohol. He also called for bars to refuse service

to patrons who have visited other bars before arriving, who are clearly under the influence of alcohol,

and who intend to drive.

Based on his review – while Partridge was speaking – of the ordinance changes, Vielmetti said it

appeared to him that the ordinance changes would increase the penalties for driving “super drunk.” He

pointed out that there are a number of students in Ann Arbor who don’t just drive relatively drunk, but

who also walk relatively drunk. And they may be so drunk that they pose a danger to others while

driving, but also to themselves due to alcohol poisoning.

From reading the student press, Vielmetti said it’s his understanding that there’s a concern about

prosecution for those who help their classmates who are trying to obtain treatment for alcohol

poisoning – because they might be slapped with a “minor in possession” citation themselves. He

cautioned the council not to overly hastily increase the penalties for drunken behavior, without also

addressing the needs of those who need to receive treatment. It would be unfortunate to put yourself

in a situation where you thought you were making an improvement, and then create some unintended

consequences, he said – people driving themselves home, because they weren’t ready to help their

friends walk themselves home.
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Margie Teall (Ward 4) chairs the council's audit committee.

0.17 BAC: Council Deliberations

Sabra Briere (Ward 1) alluded to Vielmetti’s comments during the public hearing, by saying she

liked the idea of finding a solution for adolescents who are at risk of underage drinking violations. She

felt the decision was straightforward. People who have 0.17 BAC should pay a heavier penalty, she said.

Stephen Kunselman (Ward 3) asked if the state law on 0.17 BAC was already in effect for people on

University of Michigan property. Assistant city attorney Abigail Elias responded to the question by

saying that for the “super drunk” provisions, which are for driving or operating a vehicle, the change to

the ordinance simply brings it into conformity with the state law. If anyone were driving where the city

did not have jurisdiction, she said, state law would apply.

Kunselman followed up by asking if UM’s department of public safety already has the authority to

enforce the 0.17 BAC provisions on the Ann Arbor city streets. Elias told Kunselman that Ann Arbor

police officers would enforce the law on city streets. She said she did not know if UM DPS officers were

enforcing state law on city streets. That’s a question she could not answer, she said. Mayor John

Hieftje said his understanding was that UM DPS officers have the ability to enforce laws on Ann Arbor

city streets, but it’s unusual for them to do so. He stated that he’d be happy to see UM DPS join in

helping out on the “party patrol” that the Ann Arbor police department uses to police student

neighborhoods on evenings when parties are frequently held.

Outcome: The council unanimously approved the 0.17 BAC ordinance change.

Selection of Auditor

The council was asked to consider a five-year contract for independent auditing work with The

Rehmann Group – based on its $344,500 bid. The contract allows for two one-year extensions.

Abraham & Gaffney, the firm that the

city has used for the last few years, also bid

on the work. The Abraham & Gaffney bid

came in at $387,500. Two other firms also bid for the city of Ann Arbor auditing work: Andrews,

Hooper, Pavlik PLLC ($340,500); and Doeren Mayhew ($361,300).

Andrews, Hooper, Pavlik’s was the low bid, but the selection was not made purely on price. The

amount of the bid counted for 30 points out of a possible 100. The other two categories were “expertise

and experience” (40 points) and “auditing approach” (30 points). Rehmann and Abraham & Gaffney

both scored the maximum 70 on the categories other than price. The memo accompanying the

resolution indicates that the choice was also based on “a desire to periodically change service

providers.” [ ]

For Rehmann, then, the fact that it was not the incumbent firm was an advantage for the city

auditing contract award. Last year, when it competed for the Ann Arbor Transportation Authority’s

auditing contract, Rehmann had found its incumbent status to be a disadvantage. Because of the

auditor rotation policy the AATA board had adopted on , Rehmann was not eligible for

selection when the AATA board opted to award the contract to Plante & Moran on .

Selection of Auditor: Council Deliberations

Margie Teall (Ward 4) introduced the resolution as chair of the audit committee, indicating that she

was pleased that the audit committee had been asked to be a part of the selection and evaluation

process. The audit committee had been pleased with the representative from Rehmann who had

interviewed with the committee.

Jane Lumm (Ward 2) said she supported the selection of Rehmann, saying that it was considered

best practice to rotate auditors and that Rehmann is well respected. She asked about the notation in

the evaluation of proposals that indicated Rehmann projected using 200 hours less than Abraham &

Gaffney. She asked if the city is comfortable with that.

Sandi Smith (Ward 1), who also serves on the audit committee, noted that the auditor’s contract is a

multi-year contract. The firm will need fewer hours as they get more familiar with the city’s auditing

project over time.

Outcome: The council unanimously approved the selection of The Rehmann Group as the city’s auditor.

Hearing on Sakti3 Tax Abatement

On the agenda was a resolution to set a public hearing for May 7 regarding a tax abatement for
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 – an Ann Arbor-based battery technology spinoff from the University of Michigan. Sakti3 is led

by UM professor Ann Marie Sastry.

According to the staff memo accompanying the resolution, Sakti3 is requesting an abatement on

$151,433 of real property improvements and $1,374,861 of new personal property. If approved, it would

reduce Sakti3 Inc.’s annual tax bill by $23,200 for each of three years in the recommended abatement

period. The new building improvements and personal property investments would generate about

$29,500 in property taxes for each year during the abatement period.

Previously,  to set a public hearing on the establishment of the

industrial development district under which Sakti3 is applying for an abatement. And ,

the city council voted to establish the district.

Outcome: Without comment, the council unanimously approved setting a May 7 public hearing on a tax

abatement for Sakti3.

Digital Billboards

The council was asked to consider a 180-day moratorium on two items: (1) city staff consideration of

applications to erect digital billboards; and (2) the erection of digital billboards.

Coming under the temporary moratoria are “billboards commonly referred to as ‘electronic message

centers,’ ‘electronic message boards,’ ‘changeable electronic variable message signs,’ or any billboard

containing LEDs, LCDs, plasma displays, or any similar technology to project an illuminated image

that can be caused to move or change, or to appear to move or change, by a method other than

physically removing and replacing the sign or its components, including by digital or electronic input.”

The resolution acknowledged that such signs are already prohibited by the city’s sign ordinance.

From that ordinance, the list of prohibited signs include those that “…incorporate in any manner or are

illuminated by any flashing or moving lights other than for conveyance of noncommercial information

which requires periodic change.”

The resolution was added late to the agenda, after printed copies of the agenda were made for the

council chamber audience. Based on the time stamp on the online agenda, the item appears to have

been added at 6:48 p.m. – for the council meeting scheduled to start at 7 p.m. The item was sponsored

by mayor John Hieftje.

Sabra Briere (Ward 1) said she was confident there are some places for digital billboards in our lives,

but she did not want to see them on crowded downtown Ann Arbor streets. Imposing a temporary

moratorium on whether to allow them in the city limits made sense to her, she said.

Mike Anglin (Ward 5) said that many of the billboards in the city had 30-35 year leases on them,

and it becomes complex to get them removed. He said that Adams Outdoor Advertising had been

asking to “do trades” for many years. As issues for the public, Anglin identified distractibility while

driving and “virtual vision pollution.” He gave the corner of Madison and Main, late at night, as an

example. It looks like you’re coming into an entertainment area, he said, like vaudeville or something.

He called for a community discussion about whether to have digital billboards. Do they bring value?

he asked. He didn’t want to make the decision piecemeal.

Outcome: The council unanimously approved the temporary 180-day moratorium on digital billboards.

Personal Computer Replacement

The council had on its agenda a $450,000 purchase order with  to cover the

replacement of personal computers over the next two years.

The project budget includes the purchase of a minimum of 305 desktops and 195 laptops. Funding

for replacement of the city’s computers comes from the information technology services unit.

Sabra Briere (Ward 1) asked for an explanation of the city’s replacement policy. Paul Fulton, the

city’s IT service delivery manager, described how the replacement cycle for desktop machines and

special-purpose laptops is five years. The replacement cycle for general purpose laptops is three years.

About four years ago, he said, the city did a general refresh, and those machines are now coming due

for replacement – a total of about 500 machines.

Outcome: The $450,000 purchase order with Sehi Computer Products was unanimously approved.

Biosolids Contract

Sakti3

the council voted on March 21, 2011

on April 4, 2011

Sehi Computer Products
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Paul Fulton (right, foreground) is typically on hand before the council

meetings start, to handle any computer issues councilmembers might

have. On April 16, he was called to the podium during the meeting to

explain the computer replacement cycle.

The council considered a contract with

BioTech Agronomics Inc. to spread

biosolids from the wastewater treatment

plant on agricultural fields – during April to

December. The rest of the year, the

material gets landfilled. The contract pays

about $0.0321 per gallon, which works out

to approximately $514,000 per year.

Stephen Kunselman (Ward 3) wanted to

know where the material was going. Ed

Sajewski, contract/project services manager

for the wastewater treatment plant,

explained that it would be spread on farm

fields in the outlying area. He described

the nutritive benefit – carbon, nitrogen,

phosphorus – of applying the material to

fields, as opposed to just landfilling it.

Kunselman wondered if there were testing

procedures to make sure no heavy metals were in the material. Yes, replied Sajewski, the city has a lab

to do that testing, and it’s required to be done through the permit the city has with the U.S.

Environmental Protection Agency.

Outcome: The council unanimously approved the $514,000 contract for spreading of biosolids.

Mowing Contracts

The city council considered three contracts for mowing different city-owned properties – traffic

islands, areas of the wastewater treatment plant, and neighborhood athletic fields: (1) Green-Vision

Lawn & Landscaping ($105,336 for 3 years); (2) A2 Outdoors Creations ($43,275 for 3 years); and (3) KBK

Landscaping for mowing and trimming services at neighborhood athletic fields and five city locations in

the amount of $17,190/year ($51,570 for 3 years).

Sabra Briere (Ward 1) said that people who drive into the city would have a right to complain if the

city didn’t maintain the traffic islands. Logistically, she described it as a challenge to get the mower out

to the locations and to then mow just five square yards.

Stephen Kunselman (Ward 3) asked about the four parks that are a part of the contract – which

parks? Matt Warba, acting field operations manager, told Kunselman the four are: Miller Nature Area,

Forsythe, Kempf House and 875 S. Maple. Warba confirmed what Briere had said about the logistical

challenge of mowing the areas covered in the contracts. He said there are 184 traffic islands. The city’s

strength is mowing large areas of grass, not the small intricate areas like traffic islands or the areas

around , a museum located on South Division.

Outcome: The council voted unanimously to approve the mowing contracts.

City Hall Restrooms

Pulled out of the consent agenda by Jane Lumm (Ward 2) for separate consideration was a $93,438

contract with LC Construction LLC. The project involves the construction of five unisex restrooms, on

floors 2-6, in the old elevator tower of city hall.

Lumm was dissatisfied with the answer

she’d received from staff before the

meeting to a question about why the

bathrooms had not been constructed as

part of the overall municipal center

renovation project.

She characterized the response she’d

received as essentially, “We ran out of

money.” She wanted all the costs for such

projects captured in one place.

Otherwise, it’s hard to understand

which costs are related to city hall

renovation and which are not, she said.

Kempf House

http://kempfhousemuseum.org/


Before the council meeting, Jane Lumm (Ward 2) talked with city

administrator Steve Powers (left).
Outcome: The council unanimously

approved the restroom construction contract.

Placid Way Park Improvements

Pulled out of the consent agenda by Sabra Briere (Ward 1) for separate consideration was a $79,980

contract with Michigan Recreational Construction Inc. for improvements to Placid Way Park. The

contract – which involves installing new play equipment as well as park furniture and landscaping –

had been recommended for approval by the city’s park advisory commission at their 

. The 1.32-acre neighborhood park is located on the city’s north side near the larger Dhu Varren

Woods Nature Area and Foxfire South Park.

In her brief remarks, Briere described Placid Way as an unusual park that runs between

neighborhoods. It’s heavily-used by a neighborhood that has many children, she said. And it’s a

pathway from one neighborhood to another. She was happy see the upgrades happening. Mike Anglin

(Ward 5) who serves as one of two city council ex officio non-voting appointees to the park advisory

commission, noted the discussion that PAC had had on the park.

Outcome: The council unanimously approved the Placid Way Park renovation contract.

Technical Amendment to Retirement System

Before the council for its final consideration were some amendments to the city ordinance that

governs the retirement system. The first change explicitly describes the process that’s already used to

establish the interest rate in crediting participant contribution accounts. The second change corrects a

language error introduced with an ordinance revision made last year, which misstates the methodology

for calculating a participant’s early retirement benefit. The staff memo accompanying the council

resolution indicates that the rates have been calculated correctly, despite the language error.

During the public hearing on the amendments, Edward Vielmetti introduced himself as a graduate

of the University of Michigan’s economics department. He said he didn’t know very much about

retirement planning. But he said he did know that projections for future returns are notoriously

unreliable. In the past, retirement plans that made naive assumptions about future returns have had

catastrophic surprises attached to them. He said he could speak to that from some of his own
investments over the last 20 years.

Even portfolios that appear to be diversified usually are not, Vielmetti said. He urged the council to

do something other than the simplest straight-line projection of future interest rates to project the

range of possible outcomes – because a very good year or very bad year early in the cycle can make an

enormous difference. Retirement planning is a serious business, he said, and he hoped the city is not

taking an oversimplified approach.

Deliberations by the council included brief remarks from Jane Lumm (Ward 2), who characterized

the amendments as technical changes that had been requested by the city attorney’s office. It’s not a

change to the actual retirement plan, but rather a cleanup of some language, she said.

Outcome: The council unanimously approved the technical changes to the retirement ordinance.

Communications and Comment

Every city council agenda contains multiple slots for city councilmembers and the city administrator

to give updates or make announcements about issues that are coming before the city council. And

every meeting typically includes public commentary on subjects not necessarily on the agenda.

Comm/Comm: Greenbelt

Carsten Hohnke (Ward 5) gave an update on the most recent greenbelt advisory commission – as

the city council appointee to that body. He briefed his council colleagues on the mid-year financial

report the group had received at its last meeting – there’s about $6 million left in the millage fund for

greenbelt acquisitions, and $4.5 million that’s designated for park acquisitions. [For a more detailed

look at the April 5, 2012 GAC meeting, see Chronicle coverage: "

," which includes details of the mid-year financial report.] Hohnke also highlighted a deal that the

Southeast Michigan Land Conservancy had closed on 100 acres along Prospect Road, a large portion of

which is open to the public. The deal was done in partnership with the Ann Arbor greenbelt program.

[For coverage, see " ."]

Comm/Comm: Parks Millage
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Christopher Taylor (Ward 3) – in his capacity as one of two city council ex officio non-voting

appointees to the city park advisory commission – reminded his colleagues of the remaining public

outreach activity the city is doing on the .

[For coverage of the millage proposal, which the city council will likely put on the November 2012

ballot, see " ."] A public meeting on the renewal of the tax

will be held on April 23 from 6:30-7:30 p.m. at Leslie Science and Nature Center. And the final meeting

will be April 26 at the Ann Arbor District Library Traverwood branch, Taylor said.

Comm/Comm: UM Wall Street Parking

Sabra Briere (Ward 1) reported that earlier in the day, Jim Kosteva –University of Michigan director

of community relations – had informed members of the Ann Arbor city council that UM’s board of

regents would be voting on April 19 on a proposal to build a 700-space parking structure, to be located

between Wall Street and Maiden Lane. [As expected, UM regents .]

By way of background, the university announced on  that it was withdrawing from a

partnership with the city to build additional parking at the same site where the city hopes to build a

transit station – just south of Fuller Road and north of East Medical Center Drive. The Fuller Road

site, as a location for additional university parking, had been an alternative to constructing additional

parking on Wall Street – which the UM was on course to build up until 2009. The news Briere was

reporting, then, reflects the UM’s decision to revert to a previous course.

Since before she was first elected [in 2007], Briere said, other members of the city council, the

mayor, and other residents had tried to convince regents that while additional parking might be

necessary, it should be considered for a satellite location, not a residential street. She said some folks

look at the barren parking lot that forms the block between Maiden Lane and Wall Street and say,

“Well, who’d want to live there, anyway? Go ahead, shove in a parking structure.”

Briere said she’d rather have seen a much more serious effort on the part of UM to improve mass

transit. She wanted to encourage the university to develop more aggressive carpooling and alternative

transportation options for staff. She wanted to see the number of people reduced who feel that they

need to be able to get into their car without walking or waiting. She wanted better consideration of the

infrastructure and the environmental impact that the parking structure would have on the community.

For those who think that no one will care and that it’s all a wasteland, she asked them to

remember, “It’s the university that created that wasteland, and the university that wants to make it

increasingly inhospitable to the residents who live [there].” She asked the regents of the University of

Michigan to remember that good neighbors work together. They could just as easily build parking

structures on the north campus or the athletic campus, creating options for those who want to park

there, and reducing the number of employees who choose to park and not ride [a play on the term for

lots designed for people to arrive, park, then take public transportation to their final destination –

called park-and-ride lots.]

Comm/Comm: Agenda Item Titles

Sabra Briere (Ward 1) noted that the length of the titles to agenda items had begun to creep longer

and they were not getting clearer as a result. She asked that the 20-word rule on agenda item titles be

followed.

By way of illustration, the following title appeared on that night’s agenda (137 words):

An Ordinance to Amend Sections 1:552.1, 1:561, 1:562, 1:565, 1:566, 1.567, 1:568, 1:572 and

1:592 of Chapter 18, Employees Retirement System, Title I of the Code of the City of Ann

Arbor to Implement a “Pick-Up” Provision Allowed by Internal Revenue Code 414(h) for

Members represented by the IAFF, Local 693 and the Command Officers Association, and

Increase the Contribution Level for Members Represented by the Command Officers

Association, and to Implement a HELPS provision for Eligible Retired Public Safety Officers,

and to Implement an Other Qualified Adult Pop-Up Provision for Members represented by

the Ann Arbor Police Officers Association, the Command Officers Association and AFSCME,

and to Implement Other Collectively Bargained Changes for Members Represented by the

IAFF, Local 693 (Ordinance No. ORD-12-10)

Comm/Comm: Medical Marijuana Dispensary Licenses

parks maintenance and capital improvements millage renewal

Park Commission Briefed on Millage Renewal

approved the project
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Churchill Drive (highlighted in pink) was the subject of public

commentary about localized flooding. It's located south of Scio Church

Road and east of I-94. This screenshot is from the recent FEMA flood

maps adopted by the city, which shows the floodplain (green) and

floodway (blue) that exists in the neighborhood, but starting east of

Churchill and extending eastward. (Image links to higher resolution

file.)

Sabra Briere (Ward 1) also told her colleagues that she’d listened to their requests at the council’s

previous meeting, on , that medical marijuana dispensary licenses be brought to the

council for a vote. However, after further consultation with the city attorney, Stephen Postema, she

reported that he’s said he would not be able to provide adequate background information to the

council on the issue until June. She wanted to let her colleagues know that she had checked, and that

Postema was not prepared to move as quickly as she was.

Comm/Comm: Blight Removal

Stephen Kunselman (Ward 3) reported that the city’s efforts at  are working in his

neighborhood, on Springbrook. He thanked everyone who supports blight removal and the city staff for

making it happen.

Comm/Comm: Localized Flooding

During public commentary time, Ellen Fisher told the council she was speaking for herself and

many of her neighbors in the Churchill Drive area. [It's an area on the west side of the city, east of I-94

and south of Scio Church Road.] She reminded councilmembers that some of them had heard from her

before in letters she’d written. That night, she said she wanted to put a face to the message. She told

the council that she and her husband had moved into their house on March 23, 1974 – 38 years ago. For

26 years, they had no problems, she reported. However, they’d experienced three localized floods in

the neighborhood since 2000, two within the last two years.

She contended that three specific

actions by the city of Ann Arbor were

responsible for the flooding – which

resulted in her home now serving as the

“neighborhood detention pond.” First, she

said, residential development had been

allowed north of Scio Church Road, which

caused additional water to flow into the

Churchill Downs neighborhood during bad

storms. Second, she said, in 1998 the roads

in the neighborhood (Wiltshire and

Churchill) were resurfaced. But instead of

removing older pavement, she said, new

asphalt was just laid on top of the old. As a

result of laying down new asphalt on top of

the old, she described the crown of the

road now as above the curb, and the curb

as only two inches high. So any time the

water gets deeper than two inches on the

road during a storm, it’s forced off the road

into people’s houses.

The third city action, she said, was the

 implemented after the floods of 2000. Since that time, the city

has known that the stormwater system in the Churchill Downs area is inadequate, she said. But in

2009 homeowners there had to participate in the footing drain disconnect program.

By way of background, the program requires disconnection of a property’s footing drains to the

sanitary sewer system, with a new connection made to the stormwater system. The move is meant to

prevent the phenomenon of raw sewage backing up into people’s basements – due to overloading the

sanitary system, which is not designed to deal with the volume of water associated with storms.

Fisher’s contention is that the stormwater system in the neighborhood is also not adequate to handle

the volume of water due to storms.

Fisher continued by describing another flood just a month ago, and showed the council a photo of

her house, which she described as an island surrounded by water – 5-6 inches. Storm drain covers were

blown off, and geysers shot up five feet into the air, she reported. Water flowed into their basement

through the egress windows and up from the sump that was installed through the footing drain

disconnect program.

The city of Ann Arbor has attributed this to an “act of god,” she said. But she called the flood in her

basement an “act of the city.” She called on the city to accept responsibility. In the short term, she

April 2, 2012
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Marcia Higgins (Ward 4) as she listens to Ellen Fisher's public comment

on localized flooding issues. To Higgins' right (in green shirt) is Margie

Teall (Ward 4). Fisher was speaking about flooding in Ward 4.

called for the city to solve the problem of

water entering the basement through the

sump and to cover the cost of cleanup and

mitigation. In the long term, she said, the

city needs to address flooding in the

neighborhood. She presented the council

with a petition signed by several residents

of the neighborhood, many of whom were

in the audience at city council chambers.

Lowell Fisher, Ellen Fisher’s

husband, spoke from his wheelchair. He

told the council that the floods were taking

an emotional and financial toll on him. The

value of their home has plummeted, he

said. They’re afraid to restore their

basement – so they’re left with a basement

they can’t use. Because he can’t visit all his

children, they travel to visit him. They need

their basement to host their children and

grandchildren. Two years ago a flood cost

them $20,000. But their claim for $5,000 in cleanup costs was denied. Nothing was done by the city to

prevent another occurrence, he said. He stressed that the floods are not freak storms. There had been

storms for the last 26 years prior to the occurrence of flooding problems. He concluded that it’s time

for the city to take action. More than a dozen people stood in the audience to show support during

Fisher’s remarks.

Comm/Comm: Smart Meters

Nanci Gerler alluded to a mayoral proclamation that led off the meeting, which established April

22, 2012 as Earth Day in Ann Arbor – the 42nd anniversary of the international observation of Earth

Day, which was .

Gerler told the council she’d attended the first Earth Day and still has an 

somewhere in her house. She told the council she appreciated being a part of a community that values

the environment and accessibility for those with disabilities. She warned the council that 

 had been introduced in Ann Arbor like a Trojan horse, using the guise of sustainability. Only

recently had the meters been installed in Ann Arbor, she said, but other parts of the state had a longer

experience with them. She told the council that 18 other municipalities have passed resolutions and

moratoriums on smart meters, due to questions health safety and invasion of privacy, she said. Why

not Ann Arbor? she wondered. Ann Arbor is usually progressive on such issues.

Gerler described how DTE is making no exceptions, and does not give consumers the right to opt

out. She said that she’d been told by the Michigan Public Service Commission that if she refuses to

allow installation, she could have her electricity shut off, even if she pays in a timely fashion. She

offered to work with councilmembers to bring them up to speed on the issue. She asked

councilmembers to help her get the message out.

Darren Schmidt introduced himself as the president and CEO of the 

. He described how the center helps people improve their health through nutrition. He said

that a few years ago he became aware that some of the fatigue, memory loss, sleep disorders, and

illnesses including Parkinson’s Disease could be attributed to “dirty electricity” and magnetic fields.

[The council's agenda included a mayoral proclamation establishing April as Parkinson's Disease

Awareness Month.] He showed the council a book titled “ ,” which that concluded

electromagnetic frequencies and radio frequencies are the No. 1 cause of cancer in the U.S. He cited

another book, titled “ ,” that provides ways to avoid electromagnetic pollution.

Schmidt said 3-5% of the population are extremely sensitive to magnetic fields and 35-50% are

somewhat sensitive, but may not know it. Most doctors don’t know anything about this condition, he

said. He had stumbled across it because his patients need the best care possible and they’re not

constrained by pharmaceutical requirements. He also showed the council a letter from the American

Academy of Environmental Medicine. The president-elect of that organization, he said, is Amy Dean,

who’s a doctor of osteopathic medicine (D.O.) and based in Ann Arbor. The AAEM on April 12 released

its position paper on electromagnetic fields and radio frequency health effects, and that paper had

called for immediate caution on installation of “smart meters.” He compared installing “smart meters”

launched in Ann Arbor on March 10-14, 1970
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in neighborhoods to “living in a microwave” that can’t be turned off.

Comm/Comm: Affordable Services for Most Vulnerable

Thomas Partridge called on the council to fund services for the most vulnerable – from disabled

citizens, to senior citizens, to the middle class – those who need job opportunities and access to public

transportation to get to those jobs. He called for the nomination of Barack Obama for re-election as

president of the United States.

Present: Jane Lumm, Mike Anglin, Margie Teall, Sabra Briere, Sandi Smith, Tony Derezinski,

Stephen Kunselman, Marcia Higgins, John Hieftje, Christopher Taylor, Carsten Hohnke.

Next council meeting: Monday, May 7, 2012 at 7 p.m. in the second-floor council chambers at city

hall, 301 E. Huron. [ ]

The Chronicle could not survive without regular  to support our coverage of public

bodies like the Ann Arbor city council. Click this link for details: . And if you’re

already supporting us, please encourage your friends, neighbors and colleagues to help support

The Chronicle, too!
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12 Comments

1. BY 

APRIL 21,  2012 at  8:24 pm  |  

Did the airport runway extension study take into account the donut imbalance that will result

from having a Tim Horton’s off the northeast end of the runway and no donuts off the

southwest end?

On a more serious note, I was surprised to read in the Detroit Free Press that DTE has asked for

a rate increase to pay for the new “smart” meters. I thought the whole idea was that they’d be

cheaper because meter readers would no longer have to be sent out. If they end up costing us

more than the old meters, what’s the point?

2. BY 

APRIL 21,  2012 at  11: 16 pm  |  

Um, is that stuff about the smart meters and cancer and that true? Cuz I’m kind of worried.

3. BY TOM WH ITAKER

APRIL 22,  2012 at  11:03 am  |  

I’m not clear on the biosolids contract that was approved. Is the City PAYING $514K to have

biosolids spread on farm fields, or is the City being PAID $514K for providing this “fertilizer?”

If the City is paying, how much more or less is this cost per gallon ($0.0321) than the cost of

landfilling it?

4. BY 

APRIL 22,  2012 at  11:21 am  |  
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Re: [3] It’s the city’s cost.

Assuming a weight of about 8 pounds a gallon, that works out to ((US$ 0.0321) / 8) * 2000 =

8.02500 U.S. dollars per ton.

From  of the “organics subcommittee” of the solid waste unit

(comparing the cost of processing organics versus landfilling them) it looks like the city currently

pays $26 per ton to put material in a landfill.

5. BY TOM WH ITAKER

APRIL 22,  2012 at  10:30 pm  |  

Thanks, Dave.

While you were looking into that, I checked the web to see if Bio Tech Agronomics was affiliated

with WeCare Organics, the firm running the City’s compost facility. I could not find any

connection between the two in the brief time I spent on it.

WeCare Organics blends biosolids into compost in other cities, and has affiliates that transport

biosolids and make fertilizer products from blends of compost and biosolids. Some people

expressed concern that WeCare would introduce biosolids into Ann Arbor’s compost, but

assurances were provided around the Council table that this would not happen and as far as I

know, it hasn’t happened.

6. BY 

APRIL 23,  2012 at  12:03 am  |  

The “student press” alluded to in my commentary on minor-in-possession laws can be found

starting here:

[ ]

with this pull quote

“To combat the potential issue at the University, members of the Central Student Government

— formerly known as the Michigan Student Assembly — are working on a proposal to

implement medical amnesty at the University, a policy that would protect students from

receiving an MIP if they call for alcohol-related medical attention for another person while also

under the influence.”

7. BY LIEBEZEIT

APRIL 23,  2012 at  5: 14  am  |  

“He said that a few years ago he became aware that some of the fatigue, memory loss, sleep

disorders, and illnesses including Parkinson’s Disease could be attributed to “dirty electricity”

and magnetic fields.”

Hilarious…classic Ann Arbor.

8. BY 

APRIL 23,  2012 at  8:24 am  |  

If you are concerned about the electromagnetic fields from your electric service, there is a simple

solution. Call up DTE and ask them to remove the meter.

9. BY 

APRIL 23,  2012 at  10: 18 am  |  

Re: [8] Calling DTE and asking them to remove the meter.
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Our smart meter was installed a few weeks ago. I called customer service just now to test

whether a simple phone call could do the trick. According to the customer service representative

I talked to, there’s currently no provision for opting out either before or after the fact. However,

she indicated that talks are taking place between DTE and the 

 about providing customers the ability to opt out. To be clear, I’m not actually

interested in having the “smart meter” removed; I was just following up on Jim’s suggestion.

10. BY 

APRIL 23,  2012 at  10:51 am  |  

And to follow up on [9], the “talks” that are taking place between DTE and MPSC can be more

precisely described as follows, based on a conversation with MPSC just now.

On Jan. 12,  requiring utilities to file information with MPSC about “smart

meter” rollout plans, including estimated cost, funding, estimated savings, and non-monetary

benefits, scientific information, and whether an opt out would be provided (included how costs

associated with opt outs might be recovered.) The deadline for that filing was March 16, 

. Public comment on that was open through April 16. The information filed in response

to MPSC’s order will all be complied into a report, supplemented with independent review of

relevant literature, and produced by June 29. At that point, MPSC commissioners will have a

document on the basis of which they could issue further orders or weigh future rate cases

brought by DTE before the MPSC.

Also in the mix is pending , which would legislatively provide for an opt-out by

consumers and regulate how data collected by the meters is used.

11. BY 

APRIL 23,  2012 at  1:03 pm  |  

Dave, you misunderstood me. You are perfectly within your rights to have the meter removed,

and if DTE won’t do it, you can remove it yourself (safely, please!). You will then be left with no

electromagnetic fields in your house from your DTE electric service. You will also have no

electricity.

12. BY 

APRIL 23,  2012 at  1:09 pm  |  

Re: [11] Ah! Yes, I did misunderstand you.
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FAA 
Airports 
 
 
 

 
 

Grant Assurances 
Airport Sponsors 

A. General. 

1. These assurances shall be complied with in the performance of grant agreements 

for airport development, airport planning, and noise compatibility program grants 

for airport sponsors. 

2. These assurances are required to be submitted as part of the project application by 

sponsors requesting funds under the provisions of Title 49, U.S.C., subtitle VII, as 

amended.  As used herein, the term "public agency sponsor" means a public 

agency with control of a public-use airport; the term "private sponsor" means a 

private owner of a public-use airport; and the term "sponsor" includes both public 

agency sponsors and private sponsors. 

3. Upon acceptance of this grant offer by the sponsor, these assurances are 

incorporated in and become part of this grant agreement. 

B. Duration and Applicability. 

1. Airport development or Noise Compatibility Program Projects Undertaken 

by a Public Agency Sponsor.  The terms, conditions and assurances of this grant 

agreement shall remain in full force and effect throughout the useful life of the 

facilities developed or equipment acquired for an airport development or noise 

compatibility program project, or throughout the useful life of the project items 

installed within a facility under a noise compatibility program project, but in any 

event not to exceed twenty (20) years from the date of acceptance of a grant offer 

of Federal funds for the project.  However, there shall be no limit on the duration 

of the assurances regarding Exclusive Rights and Airport Revenue so long as the 

airport is used as an airport.  There shall be no limit on the duration of the terms, 

conditions, and assurances with respect to real property acquired with federal 

funds.  Furthermore, the duration of the Civil Rights assurance shall be specified 

in the assurances. 

2. Airport Development or Noise Compatibility Projects Undertaken by a 

Private Sponsor.  The preceding paragraph 1 also applies to a private sponsor 

except that the useful life of project items installed within a facility or the useful 

life of the facilities developed or equipment acquired under an airport 

development or noise compatibility program project shall be no less than ten (10) 

years from the date of acceptance of Federal aid for the project. 
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3. Airport Planning Undertaken by a Sponsor.  Unless otherwise specified in this 

grant agreement, only Assurances 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 13, 18, 30, 32, 33, and 34 in 

section C apply to planning projects.  The terms, conditions, and assurances of 

this grant agreement shall remain in full force and effect during the life of the 

project. 

C. Sponsor Certification.  The sponsor hereby assures and certifies, with respect to this 

grant that: 

 

1. General Federal Requirements.  It will comply with all applicable Federal laws, 

regulations, executive orders, policies, guidelines, and requirements as they relate 

to the application, acceptance and use of Federal funds for this project including 

but not limited to the following: 

Federal Legislation 

a. Title 49, U.S.C., subtitle VII, as amended. 

b. Davis-Bacon Act - 40 U.S.C. 276(a), et seq.
1
 

c. Federal Fair Labor Standards Act - 29 U.S.C. 201, et seq. 

d. Hatch Act – 5 U.S.C. 1501, et seq.
2
 

e. Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies 

Act of 1970 Title 42 U.S.C. 4601, et seq.
1 2

 

f. National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 - Section 106 - 16 U.S.C. 

470(f).
1 

 

g. Archeological and Historic Preservation Act of 1974 - 16 U.S.C. 469 

through 469c.
1
 

h. Native Americans Grave Repatriation Act - 25 U.S.C. Section 3001, et 

seq. 

i. Clean Air Act, P.L. 90-148, as amended. 

j. Coastal Zone Management Act, P.L. 93-205, as amended. 

k. Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973 - Section 102(a) - 42 U.S.C. 4012a.
1
 

l. Title 49, U.S.C., Section 303, (formerly known as Section 4(f)) 

m. Rehabilitation Act of 1973 - 29 U.S.C. 794. 

n. Civil Rights Act of 1964 - Title VI - 42 U.S.C. 2000d through d-4. 

o. Age Discrimination Act of 1975 - 42 U.S.C. 6101, et seq. 

p. American Indian Religious Freedom Act, P.L. 95-341, as amended. 

q. Architectural Barriers Act of 1968 -42 U.S.C. 4151, et seq.
1
 

r. Power plant and Industrial Fuel Use Act of 1978 - Section 403- 2 U.S.C. 

8373.
1
 

s. Contract Work Hours and Safety Standards Act - 40 U.S.C. 327, et seq.
1
 

t. Copeland Anti kickback Act - 18 U.S.C. 874.1 

u. National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 - 42 U.S.C. 4321, et seq.
1
 

v. Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, P.L. 90-542, as amended. 

w. Single Audit Act of 1984 - 31 U.S.C. 7501, et seq.
2
 

x. Drug-Free Workplace Act of 1988 - 41 U.S.C. 702 through 706. 

Executive Orders 
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Executive Order 11246 - Equal Employment Opportunity
1
 

Executive Order 11990 - Protection of Wetlands 

Executive Order 11998 – Flood Plain Management 

Executive Order 12372 - Intergovernmental Review of Federal Programs 

Executive Order 12699 - Seismic Safety of Federal and Federally Assisted New 

Building Construction
1
 

Executive Order 12898 - Environmental Justice 

 

Federal Regulations 

a. 14 CFR Part 13 - Investigative and Enforcement Procedures. 

b. 14 CFR Part 16 - Rules of Practice For Federally Assisted Airport 

Enforcement Proceedings. 

c. 14 CFR Part 150 - Airport noise compatibility planning. 

d. 29 CFR Part 1 - Procedures for predetermination of wage rates.
1
 

e. 29 CFR Part 3 - Contractors and subcontractors on public building or 

public work financed in whole or part by loans or grants from the United 

States.
1
 

f. 29 CFR Part 5 - Labor standards provisions applicable to contracts 

covering federally financed and assisted construction (also labor standards 

provisions applicable to non-construction contracts subject to the Contract 

Work Hours and Safety Standards Act).
1
 

g. 41 CFR Part 60 - Office of Federal Contract Compliance Programs, Equal 

Employment Opportunity, Department of Labor (Federal and federally 

assisted contracting requirements).
1
 

h. 49 CFR Part 18 - Uniform administrative requirements for grants and 

cooperative agreements to state and local governments.
3
 

i. 49 CFR Part 20 - New restrictions on lobbying. 

j. 49 CFR Part 21 - Nondiscrimination in federally-assisted programs of the 

Department of Transportation - effectuation of Title VI of the Civil Rights 

Act of 1964. 

k. 49 CFR Part 23 - Participation by Disadvantage Business Enterprise in 

Airport Concessions. 

l. 49 CFR Part 24 - Uniform relocation assistance and real property 

acquisition for Federal and federally assisted programs.
1 2

 

m. 49 CFR Part 26 – Participation By Disadvantaged Business Enterprises in 

Department of Transportation Programs. 

n. 49 CFR Part 27 - Nondiscrimination on the basis of handicap in programs 

and activities receiving or benefiting from Federal financial assistance.
1
 

o. 49 CFR Part 29 – Government wide debarment and suspension 

(nonprocurement) and government wide requirements for drug-free 

workplace (grants). 

p. 49 CFR Part 30 - Denial of public works contracts to suppliers of goods 

and services of countries that deny procurement market access to U.S. 

contractors. 
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q. 49 CFR Part 41 - Seismic safety of Federal and federally assisted or 

regulated new building construction.
1
 

Office of Management and Budget Circulars 

a. A-87 - Cost Principles Applicable to Grants and Contracts with State and 

Local Governments. 

b. A-133 - Audits of States, Local Governments, and Non-Profit 

Organizations 
1    

These laws do not apply to airport planning sponsors. 
2 

  These laws do not apply to private sponsors. 
3 

  49 CFR Part 18 and OMB Circular A-87 contain requirements for State 

and Local Governments receiving Federal assistance. Any requirement 

levied upon State and Local Governments by this regulation and 

circular shall also be applicable to private sponsors receiving Federal 

assistance under Title 49, United States Code. 

Specific assurances required to be included in grant agreements by any of the 

above laws, regulations or circulars are incorporated by reference in this grant 

agreement. 

2. Responsibility and Authority of the Sponsor. 

a. Public Agency Sponsor: It has legal authority to apply for this grant, and 

to finance and carry out the proposed project; that a resolution, motion or 

similar action has been duly adopted or passed as an official act of the 

applicant's governing body authorizing the filing of the application, 

including all understandings and assurances contained therein, and 

directing and authorizing the person identified as the official 

representative of the applicant to act in connection with the application 

and to provide such additional information as may be required. 

b. Private Sponsor: It has legal authority to apply for this grant and to 

finance and carry out the proposed project and comply with all terms, 

conditions, and assurances of this grant agreement. It shall designate an 

official representative and shall in writing direct and authorize that person 

to file this application, including all understandings and assurances 

contained therein; to act in connection with this application; and to 

provide such additional information as may be required. 

3. Sponsor Fund Availability. It has sufficient funds available for that portion of 

the project costs which are not to be paid by the United States. It has sufficient 

funds available to assure operation and maintenance of items funded under this 

grant agreement which it will own or control. 

4. Good Title. 

a. It, a public agency or the Federal government, holds good title, 

satisfactory to the Secretary, to the landing area of the airport or site 

thereof, or will give assurance satisfactory to the Secretary that good title 

will be acquired. 
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b. For noise compatibility program projects to be carried out on the property 

of the sponsor, it holds good title satisfactory to the Secretary to that 

portion of the property upon which Federal funds will be expended or will 

give assurance to the Secretary that good title will be obtained. 

5. Preserving Rights and Powers. 

a. It will not take or permit any action which would operate to deprive it of 

any of the rights and powers necessary to perform any or all of the terms, 

conditions, and assurances in this grant agreement without the written 

approval of the Secretary, and will act promptly to acquire, extinguish or 

modify any outstanding rights or claims of right of others which would 

interfere with such performance by the sponsor. This shall be done in a 

manner acceptable to the Secretary. 

b. It will not sell, lease, encumber, or otherwise transfer or dispose of any 

part of its title or other interests in the property shown on Exhibit A to this 

application or, for a noise compatibility program project, that portion of 

the property upon which Federal funds have been expended, for the 

duration of the terms, conditions, and assurances in this grant agreement 

without approval by the Secretary. If the transferee is found by the 

Secretary to be eligible under Title 49, United States Code, to assume the 

obligations of this grant agreement and to have the power, authority, and 

financial resources to carry out all such obligations, the sponsor shall 

insert in the contract or document transferring or disposing of the 

sponsor's interest, and make binding upon the transferee all of the terms, 

conditions, and assurances contained in this grant agreement. 

c. For all noise compatibility program projects which are to be carried out by 

another unit of local government or are on property owned by a unit of 

local government other than the sponsor, it will enter into an agreement 

with that government. Except as otherwise specified by the Secretary, that 

agreement shall obligate that government to the same terms, conditions, 

and assurances that would be applicable to it if it applied directly to the 

FAA for a grant to undertake the noise compatibility program project. 

That agreement and changes thereto must be satisfactory to the Secretary. 

It will take steps to enforce this agreement against the local government if 

there is substantial non-compliance with the terms of the agreement. 

d. For noise compatibility program projects to be carried out on privately 

owned property, it will enter into an agreement with the owner of that 

property which includes provisions specified by the Secretary. It will take 

steps to enforce this agreement against the property owner whenever there 

is substantial non-compliance with the terms of the agreement. 

e. If the sponsor is a private sponsor, it will take steps satisfactory to the 

Secretary to ensure that the airport will continue to function as a public-

use airport in accordance with these assurances for the duration of these 

assurances. 

f. If an arrangement is made for management and operation of the airport by 

any agency or person other than the sponsor or an employee of the 

sponsor, the sponsor will reserve sufficient rights and authority to insure 
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that the airport will be operated and maintained in accordance Title 49, 

United States Code, the regulations and the terms, conditions and 

assurances in this grant agreement and shall insure that such arrangement 

also requires compliance therewith. 

g. Sponsors of commercial service airports will not permit or enter into any 

arrangement that results in permission for the owner or tenant of a 

property used as a residence, or zoned for residential use, to taxi an 

aircraft between that property and any location on airport.  Sponsors of 

general aviation airports entering into any arrangement that results in 

permission for the owner of residential real property adjacent to or near 

the airport must comply with the requirements of Sec. 136 of Public Law 

112-95 and the sponsor assurances. 

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. 

8. Consultation with Users. In making a decision to undertake any airport 

development project under Title 49, United States Code, it has undertaken 

reasonable consultations with affected parties using the airport at which project is 

proposed. 

9. Public Hearings. In projects involving the location of an airport, an airport 

runway, or a major runway extension, it has afforded the opportunity for public 

hearings for the purpose of considering the economic, social, and environmental 

effects of the airport or runway location and its consistency with goals and 

objectives of such planning as has been carried out by the community and it shall, 

when requested by the Secretary, submit a copy of the transcript of such hearings 

to the Secretary. Further, for such projects, it has on its management board either 

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. 

10. Air and Water Quality Standards. In projects involving airport location, a 

major runway extension, or runway location it will provide for the Governor of 

the state in which the project is located to certify in writing to the Secretary that 

the project will be located, designed, constructed, and operated so as to comply 

with applicable air and water quality standards. In any case where such standards 

have not been approved and where applicable air and water quality standards have 

been promulgated by the Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency, 

certification shall be obtained from such Administrator. Notice of certification or 

refusal to certify shall be provided within sixty days after the project application 

has been received by the Secretary. 

11. Pavement Preventive Maintenance. With respect to a project approved after 

January 1, 1995, for the replacement or reconstruction of pavement at the airport, 
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it assures or certifies that it has implemented an effective airport pavement 

maintenance-management program and it assures that it will use such program for 

the useful life of any pavement constructed, reconstructed or repaired with 

Federal financial assistance at the airport. It will provide such reports on 

pavement condition and pavement management programs as the Secretary 

determines may be useful. 

12. Terminal Development Prerequisites. For projects which include terminal 

development at a public use airport, as defined in Title 49, it has, on the date of 

submittal of the project grant application, all the safety equipment required for 

certification of such airport under section 44706 of Title 49, United States Code, 

and all the security equipment required by rule or regulation, and has provided for 

access to the passenger enplaning and deplaning area of such airport to passengers 

enplaning and deplaning from aircraft other than air carrier aircraft. 

13. Accounting System, Audit, and Record Keeping Requirements. 

a. It shall keep all project accounts and records which fully disclose the 

amount and disposition by the recipient of the proceeds of this grant, the 

total cost of the project in connection with which this grant is given or 

used, and the amount or nature of that portion of the cost of the project 

supplied by other sources, and such other financial records pertinent to the 

project. The accounts and records shall be kept in accordance with an 

accounting system that will facilitate an effective audit in accordance with 

the Single Audit Act of 1984. 

b. It shall make available to the Secretary and the Comptroller General of the 

United States, or any of their duly authorized representatives, for the 

purpose of audit and examination, any books, documents, papers, and 

records of the recipient that are pertinent to this grant. The Secretary may 

require that an appropriate audit be conducted by a recipient. In any case 

in which an independent audit is made of the accounts of a sponsor 

relating to the disposition of the proceeds of a grant or relating to the 

project in connection with which this grant was given or used, it shall file 

a certified copy of such audit with the Comptroller General of the United 

States not later than six (6) months following the close of the fiscal year 

for which the audit was made. 

14. Minimum Wage Rates.  It shall include, in all contracts in excess of $2,000 for 

work on any projects funded under this grant agreement which involve labor, 

provisions establishing minimum rates of wages, to be predetermined by the 

Secretary of Labor, in accordance with the Davis-Bacon Act, as amended (40 

U.S.C. 276a-276a-5), which contractors shall pay to skilled and unskilled labor, 

and such minimum rates shall be stated in the invitation for bids and shall be 

included in proposals or bids for the work. 

15. Veteran's Preference.  It shall include in all contracts for work on any project 

funded under this grant agreement which involve labor, such provisions as are 

necessary to insure that, in the employment of labor (except in executive, 

administrative, and supervisory positions), preference shall be given to Vietnam 
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era veterans, Persian Gulf veterans, Afghanistan-Iraq war veterans, disabled 

veterans, and small business concerns owned and controlled by disabled veterans 

as defined in Section 47112 of Title 49, United States Code.  However, this 

preference shall apply only where the individuals are available and qualified to 

perform the work to which the employment relates. 

16. Conformity to Plans and Specifications.  It will execute the project subject to 

plans, specifications, and schedules approved by the Secretary. Such plans, 

specifications, and schedules shall be submitted to the Secretary prior to 

commencement of site preparation, construction, or other performance under this 

grant agreement, and, upon approval of the Secretary, shall be incorporated into 

this grant agreement. Any modification to the approved plans, specifications, and 

schedules shall also be subject to approval of the Secretary, and incorporated into 

this grant agreement. 

17. Construction Inspection and Approval. It will provide and maintain competent 

technical supervision at the construction site throughout the project to assure that 

the work conforms to the plans, specifications, and schedules approved by the 

Secretary for the project. It shall subject the construction work on any project 

contained in an approved project application to inspection and approval by the 

Secretary and such work shall be in accordance with regulations and procedures 

prescribed by the Secretary. Such regulations and procedures shall require such 

cost and progress reporting by the sponsor or sponsors of such project as the 

Secretary shall deem necessary. 

18. Planning Projects. In carrying out planning projects: 

a. It will execute the project in accordance with the approved program 

narrative contained in the project application or with the modifications 

similarly approved. 

b. It will furnish the Secretary with such periodic reports as required 

pertaining to the planning project and planning work activities. 

c. It will include in all published material prepared in connection with the 

planning project a notice that the material was prepared under a grant 

provided by the United States. 

d. It will make such material available for examination by the public, and 

agrees that no material prepared with funds under this project shall be 

subject to copyright in the United States or any other country. 

e. It will give the Secretary unrestricted authority to publish, disclose, 

distribute, and otherwise use any of the material prepared in connection 

with this grant. 

f. It will grant the Secretary the right to disapprove the sponsor's 

employment of specific consultants and their subcontractors to do all or 

any part of this project as well as the right to disapprove the proposed 

scope and cost of professional services. 

g. It will grant the Secretary the right to disapprove the use of the sponsor's 

employees to do all or any part of the project. 

h. It understands and agrees that the Secretary's approval of this project grant 

or the Secretary's approval of any planning material developed as part of 
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this grant does not constitute or imply any assurance or commitment on 

the part of the Secretary to approve any pending or future application for a 

Federal airport grant. 

19. Operation and Maintenance. 

a. The airport and all facilities which are necessary to serve the aeronautical 

users of the airport, other than facilities owned or controlled by the United 

States, shall be operated at all times in a safe and serviceable condition 

and in accordance with the minimum standards as may be required or 

prescribed by applicable Federal, state and local agencies for maintenance 

and operation. It will not cause or permit any activity or action thereon 

which would interfere with its use for airport purposes. It will suitably 

operate and maintain the airport and all facilities thereon or connected 

therewith, with due regard to climatic and flood conditions. Any proposal 

to temporarily close the airport for non-aeronautical purposes must first be 

approved by the Secretary. In furtherance of this assurance, the sponsor 

will have in effect arrangements for- 

1) Operating the airport's aeronautical facilities whenever required; 

2) Promptly marking and lighting hazards resulting from airport 

conditions, including temporary conditions; and 

3) Promptly notifying airmen of any condition affecting aeronautical 

use of the airport. Nothing contained herein shall be construed to 

require that the airport be operated for aeronautical use during 

temporary periods when snow, flood or other climatic conditions 

interfere with such operation and maintenance. Further, nothing 

herein shall be construed as requiring the maintenance, repair, 

restoration, or replacement of any structure or facility which is 

substantially damaged or destroyed due to an act of God or other 

condition or circumstance beyond the control of the sponsor. 

b. It will suitably operate and maintain noise compatibility program items 

that it owns or controls upon which Federal funds have been expended. 

20. Hazard Removal and Mitigation. It will take appropriate action to assure that 

such terminal airspace as is required to protect instrument and visual operations to 

the airport (including established minimum flight altitudes) will be adequately 

cleared and protected by removing, lowering, relocating, marking, or lighting or 

otherwise mitigating existing airport hazards and by preventing the establishment 

or creation of future airport hazards. 

21. Compatible Land Use. It will take appropriate action, to the extent reasonable, 

including the adoption of zoning laws, to restrict the use of land adjacent to or in 

the immediate vicinity of the airport to activities and purposes compatible with 

normal airport operations, including landing and takeoff of aircraft. In addition, if 

the project is for noise compatibility program implementation, it will not cause or 

permit any change in land use, within its jurisdiction, that will reduce its 

compatibility, with respect to the airport, of the noise compatibility program 

measures upon which Federal funds have been expended. 
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22. Economic Nondiscrimination. 

a. It will make the airport available as an airport for public use on reasonable 

terms and without unjust discrimination to all types, kinds and classes of 

aeronautical activities, including commercial aeronautical activities 

offering services to the public at the airport. 

b. In any agreement, contract, lease, or other arrangement under which a 

right or privilege at the airport is granted to any person, firm, or 

corporation to conduct or to engage in any aeronautical activity for 

furnishing services to the public at the airport, the sponsor will insert and 

enforce provisions requiring the contractor to- 

1) furnish said services on a reasonable, and not unjustly 

discriminatory, basis to all users thereof, and 

2) charge reasonable, and not unjustly discriminatory, prices for each 

unit or service, provided that the contractor may be allowed to 

make reasonable and nondiscriminatory discounts, rebates, or other 

similar types of price reductions to volume purchasers. 

c. Each fixed-based operator at the airport shall be subject to the same rates, 

fees, rentals, and other charges as are uniformly applicable to all other 

fixed-based operators making the same or similar uses of such airport and 

utilizing the same or similar facilities. 

d. Each air carrier using such airport shall have the right to service itself or to 

use any fixed-based operator that is authorized or permitted by the airport 

to serve any air carrier at such airport. 

e. Each air carrier using such airport (whether as a tenant, non tenant, or 

subtenant of another air carrier tenant) shall be subject to such 

nondiscriminatory and substantially comparable rules, regulations, 

conditions, rates, fees, rentals, and other charges with respect to facilities 

directly and substantially related to providing air transportation as are 

applicable to all such air carriers which make similar use of such airport 

and utilize similar facilities, subject to reasonable classifications such as 

tenants or non tenants and signatory carriers and non signatory carriers. 

Classification or status as tenant or signatory shall not be unreasonably 

withheld by any airport provided an air carrier assumes obligations 

substantially similar to those already imposed on air carriers in such 

classification or status. 

f. It will not exercise or grant any right or privilege which operates to 

prevent any person, firm, or corporation operating aircraft on the airport 

from performing any services on its own aircraft with its own employees 

[including, but not limited to maintenance, repair, and fueling] that it may 

choose to perform. 

g. In the event the sponsor itself exercises any of the rights and privileges 

referred to in this assurance, the services involved will be provided on the 

same conditions as would apply to the furnishing of such services by 

commercial aeronautical service providers authorized by the sponsor 

under these provisions. 
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h. The sponsor may establish such reasonable, and not unjustly 

discriminatory, conditions to be met by all users of the airport as may be 

necessary for the safe and efficient operation of the airport. 

i. The sponsor may prohibit or limit any given type, kind or class of 

aeronautical use of the airport if such action is necessary for the safe 

operation of the airport or necessary to serve the civil aviation needs of the 

public. 

23. Exclusive Rights. It will permit no exclusive right for the use of the airport by 

any person providing, or intending to provide, aeronautical services to the public. 

For purposes of this paragraph, the providing of the services at an airport by a 

single fixed-based operator shall not be construed as an exclusive right if both of 

the following apply: 

a. It would be unreasonably costly, burdensome, or impractical for more than 

one fixed-based operator to provide such services, and 

b. If allowing more than one fixed-based operator to provide such services 

would require the reduction of space leased pursuant to an existing 

agreement between such single fixed-based operator and such airport. It 

further agrees that it will not, either directly or indirectly, grant or permit 

any person, firm, or corporation, the exclusive right at the airport to 

conduct any aeronautical activities, including, but not limited to charter 

flights, pilot training, aircraft rental and sightseeing, aerial photography, 

crop dusting, aerial advertising and surveying, air carrier operations, 

aircraft sales and services, sale of aviation petroleum products whether or 

not conducted in conjunction with other aeronautical activity, repair and 

maintenance of aircraft, sale of aircraft parts, and any other activities 

which because of their direct relationship to the operation of aircraft can 

be regarded as an aeronautical activity, and that it will terminate any 

exclusive right to conduct an aeronautical activity now existing at such an 

airport before the grant of any assistance under Title 49, United States 

Code. 

24. Fee and Rental Structure. It will maintain a fee and rental structure for the 

facilities and services at the airport which will make the airport as self-sustaining 

as possible under the circumstances existing at the particular airport, taking into 

account such factors as the volume of traffic and economy of collection. No part 

of the Federal share of an airport development, airport planning or noise 

compatibility project for which a grant is made under Title 49, United States 

Code, the Airport and Airway Improvement Act of 1982, the Federal Airport Act 

or the Airport and Airway Development Act of 1970 shall be included in the rate 

basis in establishing fees, rates, and charges for users of that airport. 

25. Airport Revenues. 

a. All revenues generated by the airport and any local taxes on aviation fuel 

established after December 30, 1987, will be expended by it for the capital 

or operating costs of the airport; the local airport system; or other local 

facilities which are owned or operated by the owner or operator of the 
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airport and which are directly and substantially related to the actual air 

transportation of passengers or property; or for noise mitigation purposes 

on or off the airport. The following exceptions apply to this paragraph: 

1) If covenants or assurances in debt obligations issued before 

September 3, 1982, by the owner or operator of the airport, or 

provisions enacted before September 3, 1982, in governing statutes 

controlling the owner or operator's financing, provide for the use of 

the revenues from any of the airport owner or operator's facilities, 

including the airport, to support not only the airport but also the 

airport owner or operator's general debt obligations or other 

facilities, then this limitation on the use of all revenues generated 

by the airport (and, in the case of a public airport, local taxes on 

aviation fuel) shall not apply. 

2) If the Secretary approves the sale of a privately owned airport to a 

public sponsor and provides funding for any portion of the public 

sponsor’s acquisition of land, this limitation on the use of all 

revenues generated by the sale shall not apply to certain proceeds 

from the sale.  This is conditioned on repayment to the Secretary 

by the private owner of an amount equal to the remaining 

unamortized portion (amortized over a 20-year period) of any 

airport improvement grant made to the private owner for any 

purpose other than land acquisition on or after October 1, 1996, 

plus an amount equal to the federal share of the current fair market 

value of any land acquired with an airport improvement grant 

made to that airport on or after October 1, 1996. 

3) Certain revenue derived from or generated by mineral extraction, 

production, lease, or other means at a general aviation airport (as 

defined at Section 47102 of title 49 United States Code), if the 

FAA determines the airport sponsor meets the requirements set 

forth in Sec. 813 of Public Law 112-95. 

 

b. As part of the annual audit required under the Single Audit Act of 1984, 

the sponsor will direct that the audit will review, and the resulting audit 

report will provide an opinion concerning, the use of airport revenue and 

taxes in paragraph (a), and indicating whether funds paid or transferred to 

the owner or operator are paid or transferred in a manner consistent with 

Title 49, United States Code and any other applicable provision of law, 

including any regulation promulgated by the Secretary or Administrator. 

c. Any civil penalties or other sanctions will be imposed for violation of this 

assurance in accordance with the provisions of Section 47107 of Title 49, 

United States Code. 

26. Reports and Inspections. It will: 

a. submit to the Secretary such annual or special financial and operations 

reports as the Secretary may reasonably request and make such reports 
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available to the public; make available to the public at reasonable times 

and places a report of the airport budget in a format prescribed by the 

Secretary; 

b. for airport development projects, make the airport and all airport records 

and documents affecting the airport, including deeds, leases, operation and 

use agreements, regulations and other instruments, available for inspection 

by any duly authorized agent of the Secretary upon reasonable request; 

c. for noise compatibility program projects, make records and documents 

relating to the project and continued compliance with the terms, 

conditions, and assurances of this grant agreement including deeds, leases, 

agreements, regulations, and other instruments, available for inspection by 

any duly authorized agent of the Secretary upon reasonable request; and 

d. in a format and time prescribed by the Secretary, provide to the Secretary 

and make available to the public following each of its fiscal years, an 

annual report listing in detail: 

1) all amounts paid by the airport to any other unit of government and 

the purposes for which each such payment was made; and 

2) all services and property provided by the airport to other units of 

government and the amount of compensation received for 

provision of each such service and property. 

27. Use by Government Aircraft. It will make available all of the facilities of the 

airport developed with Federal financial assistance and all those usable for 

landing and takeoff of aircraft to the United States for use by Government aircraft 

in common with other aircraft at all times without charge, except, if the use by 

Government aircraft is substantial, charge may be made for a reasonable share, 

proportional to such use, for the cost of operating and maintaining the facilities 

used. Unless otherwise determined by the Secretary, or otherwise agreed to by the 

sponsor and the using agency, substantial use of an airport by Government aircraft 

will be considered to exist when operations of such aircraft are in excess of those 

which, in the opinion of the Secretary, would unduly interfere with use of the 

landing areas by other authorized aircraft, or during any calendar month that – 

a. Five (5) or more Government aircraft are regularly based at the airport or 

on land adjacent thereto; or 

b. The total number of movements (counting each landing as a movement) of 

Government aircraft is 300 or more, or the gross accumulative weight of 

Government aircraft using the airport (the total movement of Government 

aircraft multiplied by gross weights of such aircraft) is in excess of five 

million pounds. 

28. Land for Federal Facilities. It will furnish without cost to the Federal 

Government for use in connection with any air traffic control or air navigation 

activities, or weather-reporting and communication activities related to air traffic 

control, any areas of land or water, or estate therein, or rights in buildings of the 

sponsor as the Secretary considers necessary or desirable for construction, 

operation, and maintenance at Federal expense of space or facilities for such 
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purposes. Such areas or any portion thereof will be made available as provided 

herein within four months after receipt of a written request from the Secretary. 

29. Airport Layout Plan. 

a. It will keep up to date at all times an airport layout plan of the airport 

showing (1) boundaries of the airport and all proposed additions thereto, 

together with the boundaries of all offsite areas owned or controlled by the 

sponsor for airport purposes and proposed additions thereto; (2) the 

location and nature of all existing and proposed airport facilities and 

structures (such as runways, taxiways, aprons, terminal buildings, hangars 

and roads), including all proposed extensions and reductions of existing 

airport facilities; (3) the location of all existing and proposed nonaviation 

areas and of all existing improvements thereon; and (4) all proposed and 

existing access points used to taxi aircraft across the airport’s property 

boundary.  Such airport layout plans and each amendment, revision, or 

modification thereof, shall be subject to the approval of the Secretary 

which approval shall be evidenced by the signature of a duly authorized 

representative of the Secretary on the face of the airport layout plan. The 

sponsor will not make or permit any changes or alterations in the airport or 

any of its facilities which are not in conformity with the airport layout plan 

as approved by the Secretary and which might, in the opinion of the 

Secretary, adversely affect the safety, utility or efficiency of the airport.  

b. If a change or alteration in the airport or the facilities is made which the 

Secretary determines adversely affects the safety, utility, or efficiency of 

any federally owned, leased, or funded property on or off the airport and 

which is not in conformity with the airport layout plan as approved by the 

Secretary, the owner or operator will, if requested, by the Secretary (1) 

eliminate such adverse effect in a manner approved by the Secretary; or 

(2) bear all costs of relocating such property (or replacement thereof) to a 

site acceptable to the Secretary and all costs of restoring such property (or 

replacement thereof) to the level of safety, utility, efficiency, and cost of 

operation existing before the unapproved change in the airport or its 

facilities except in the case of a relocation or replacement of an existing 

airport facility due to a change in the Secretary’s design standards beyond 

the control of the airport sponsor. 

30. Civil Rights. It will comply with such rules as are promulgated to assure that no 

person shall, on the grounds of race, creed, color, national origin, sex, age, or 

handicap be excluded from participating in any activity conducted with or 

benefiting from funds received from this grant. This assurance obligates the 

sponsor for the period during which Federal financial assistance is extended to the 

program, except where Federal financial assistance is to provide, or is in the form 

of personal property or real property or interest therein or structures or 

improvements thereon in which case the assurance obligates the sponsor or any 

transferee for the longer of the following periods: (a) the period during which the 

property is used for a purpose for which Federal financial assistance is extended, 

or for another purpose involving the provision of similar services or benefits, or 
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(b) the period during which the sponsor retains ownership or possession of the 

property. 

31. Disposal of Land. 

a. For land purchased under a grant for airport noise compatibility purposes, 

including land serving as a noise buffer, it will dispose of the land, when 

the land is no longer needed for such purposes, at fair market value, at the 

earliest practicable time. That portion of the proceeds of such disposition 

which is proportionate to the United States' share of acquisition of such 

land will be, at the discretion of the Secretary, (1) reinvested in another 

project at the airport, or (2) transferred to another eligible airport as 

prescribed by the Secretary.  The Secretary shall give preference to the 

following, in descending order, (1) reinvestment in an approved noise 

compatibility project, (2) reinvestment in an approved project that is 

eligible for grant funding under Section 47117(e) of title 49 United States 

Code, (3) reinvestment in an approved airport development project that is 

eligible for grant funding under Sections 47114, 47115, or 47117 of title 

49 United States Code, (4) transferred to an eligible sponsor of another 

public airport to be reinvested in an approved noise compatibility project 

at that airport, and (5) paid to the Secretary for deposit in the Airport and 

Airway Trust Fund.  If land acquired under a grant for noise compatibility 

purposes is leased at fair market value and consistent with noise buffering 

purposes, the lease will not be considered a disposal of the land.  

Revenues derived from such a lease may be used for an approved airport 

development project that would otherwise be eligible for grant funding or 

any permitted use of airport revenue.   

b. For land purchased under a grant for airport development purposes (other 

than noise compatibility), it will, when the land is no longer needed for 

airport purposes, dispose of such land at fair market value or make 

available to the Secretary an amount equal to the United States' 

proportionate share of the fair market value of the land.  That portion of 

the proceeds of such disposition which is proportionate to the United 

States' share of the cost of acquisition of such land will, (1) upon 

application to the Secretary, be reinvested or transferred to another eligible 

airport as prescribed by the Secretary.  The Secretary shall give preference 

to the following, in descending order: (1) reinvestment in an approved 

noise compatibility project, (2) reinvestment in an approved project that is 

eligible for grant funding under Section 47117(e) of title 49 United States 

Code, (3) reinvestment in an approved airport development project that is 

eligible for grant funding under Sections 47114, 47115, or 47117 of title 

49 United States Code, (4) transferred to an eligible sponsor of another 

public airport to be reinvested in an approved noise compatibility project 

at that airport, and (5) paid to the Secretary for deposit in the Airport and 

Airway Trust Fund.   

c. Land shall be considered to be needed for airport purposes under this 

assurance if (1) it may be needed for aeronautical purposes (including 

runway protection zones) or serve as noise buffer land, and (2) the revenue 
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from interim uses of such land contributes to the financial self-sufficiency 

of the airport. Further, land purchased with a grant received by an airport 

operator or owner before December 31, 1987, will be considered to be 

needed for airport purposes if the Secretary or Federal agency making 

such grant before December 31, 1987, was notified by the operator or 

owner of the uses of such land, did not object to such use, and the land 

continues to be used for that purpose, such use having commenced no later 

than December 15, 1989. 

d. Disposition of such land under (a) (b) or (c) will be subject to the retention 

or reservation of any interest or right therein necessary to ensure that such 

land will only be used for purposes which are compatible with noise levels 

associated with operation of the airport. 

32. Engineering and Design Services. It will award each contract, or sub-contract 

for program management, construction management, planning studies, feasibility 

studies, architectural services, preliminary engineering, design, engineering, 

surveying, mapping or related services with respect to the project in the same 

manner as a contract for architectural and engineering services is negotiated under 

Title IX of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 or an 

equivalent qualifications-based requirement prescribed for or by the sponsor of 

the airport. 

33. Foreign Market Restrictions. It will not allow funds provided under this grant to 

be used to fund any project which uses any product or service of a foreign country 

during the period in which such foreign country is listed by the United States 

Trade Representative as denying fair and equitable market opportunities for 

products and suppliers of the United States in procurement and construction. 

34. Policies, Standards, and Specifications. It will carry out the project in 

accordance with policies, standards, and specifications approved by the Secretary 

including but not limited to the advisory circulars listed in the Current FAA 

Advisory Circulars for AIP projects, dated ____________________ (the latest 

approved version as of this grant offer) and included in this grant, and in 

accordance with applicable state policies, standards, and specifications approved 

by the Secretary. 

35. Relocation and Real Property Acquisition. (1) It will be guided in acquiring 

real property, to the greatest extent practicable under State law, by the land 

acquisition policies in Subpart B of 49 CFR Part 24 and will pay or reimburse 

property owners for necessary expenses as specified in Subpart B. (2) It will 

provide a relocation assistance program offering the services described in Subpart 

C and fair and reasonable relocation payments and assistance to displaced persons 

as required in Subpart D and E of 49 CFR Part 24. (3) It will make available 

within a reasonable period of time prior to displacement, comparable replacement 

dwellings to displaced persons in accordance with Subpart E of 49 CFR Part 24. 

36. Access By Intercity Buses. The airport owner or operator will permit, to the 

maximum extent practicable, intercity buses or other modes of transportation to 
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have access to the airport; however, it has no obligation to fund special facilities 

for intercity buses or for other modes of transportation. 

37. Disadvantaged Business Enterprises. The recipient shall not discriminate on the 

basis of race, color, national origin or sex in the award and performance of any 

DOT-assisted contract or in the administration of its DBE program or the 

requirements of 49 CFR Part 26. The Recipient shall take all necessary and 

reasonable steps under 49 CFR Part 26 to ensure non discrimination in the award 

and administration of DOT-assisted contracts. The recipient’s DBE program, as 

required by 49 CFR Part 26, and as approved by DOT, is incorporated by 

reference in this agreement. Implementation of this program is a legal obligation 

and failure to carry out its terms shall be treated as a violation of this agreement. 

Upon notification to the recipient of its failure to carry out its approved program, 

the Department may impose sanctions as provided for under Part 26 and may, in 

appropriate cases, refer the matter for enforcement under 18 U.S.C. 1001 and/or 

the Program Fraud Civil Remedies Act of 1986 (31 U.S.C. 3801). 

38. Hangar Construction. If the airport owner or operator and a person who owns an 

aircraft agree that a hangar is to be constructed at the airport for the aircraft at the 

aircraft owner’s expense, the airport owner or operator will grant to the aircraft 

owner for the hangar a long term lease that is subject to such terms and conditions 

on the hangar as the airport owner or operator may impose. 

39. Competitive Access. 

a. If the airport owner or operator of a medium or large hub airport (as 

defined in section 47102 of title 49, U.S.C.) has been unable to 

accommodate one or more requests by an air carrier for access to gates or 

other facilities at that airport in order to allow the air carrier to provide 

service to the airport or to expand service at the airport, the airport owner 

or operator shall transmit a report to the Secretary that- 

1) Describes the requests; 

2) Provides an explanation as to why the requests could not be 

accommodated; and 

3) Provides a time frame within which, if any, the airport will be able 

to accommodate the requests. 

b. Such report shall be due on either February 1 or August 1 of each year if 

the airport has been unable to accommodate the request(s) in the six month 

period prior to the applicable due date. 
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This Environmental Assessment describes the social, economic, and environmental 
impacts associated with the Preferred Alternative for implementing proposed 
improvements at the Ann Arbor Municipal Airport.  The alternatives considered were:  
(1) No Build, (2) Use other airports, (3) Construct new airport, (4) Develop alternative 
modes of transportation, and (5) Runway 6/24 alternatives.    
 
Comments on this Environmental Assessment should be received within 30 days of the 
date of publication and should be sent to Ms. Molly Lamrouex, Airports Division, MDOT 
Bureau of Aeronautics and Freight Services, 2700 Port Lansing Road, Lansing, Michigan 
48906-2160. 
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Section 1.   
Executive Summary 
 
The Ann Arbor Municipal Airport (ARB), owned and operated by the City of Ann Arbor, 
is located in Pittsfield Township, Washtenaw County, Michigan.  ARB initiated 
preparation of an Environmental Assessment (EA) in 2009 to evaluate the potential 
impacts of implementing portions of proposed developments shown on the Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA) approved Airport Layout Plan (ALP).  
 
The proposed developments focus on extending and improving Runway 6/24, the primary 
runway, to address the needs of the existing critical aircraft that use the airport.  
Alternatives were developed to provide options for extending the existing 3,505-foot 
runway to 4,300-feet, while extending the existing parallel taxiway to the same length.  
Alternatives considered in this study included no build, use other airports, construct new 
airport, develop alternative modes of transportation, and Runway 6/24 alternatives.  
 
The alternatives were evaluated based on their ability to meet the purpose and need of the 
project, the impact the alternative would have on the community and environment, and 
other limiting factors, such as cost.  Based on this evaluation, a build alternative that 
involves shifting and extending the existing runway was selected as the Preferred 
Alternative.   
 
Implementation of the Preferred Alternative would not require the acquisition of land, 
and no homes or businesses would be displaced.  The Preferred Alternative would not 
impact wetlands, county drains, or floodplains.  The proposed project would have a 
positive impact on interstate commerce to the immediate Ann Arbor area, as well as 
enhance the safety of airport operations.   
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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 I-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: 
 

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

 Shift and extend the parallel taxiway to coincide with the revised Runway 6/24.  
 Provide a new taxiway connector to the extended Runway 6 end. 
 Provide a new taxiway connector and holding bay to the shifted Runway 24 end.  
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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 lbs, 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” (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 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 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-II 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 
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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 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: 
 

 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. 

 
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.            
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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 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: 
 

 Two fixed-wing FBOs; 
 A helicopter FBO; 
 Three national rental car agencies; 
 Two flying clubs; 
 Four flight schools and pilot training centers; 
 FAA ATCT; and, 
 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. 
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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. 
 
The MASP identifies ARB as a Tier 1 airport, with a current MASP classification of B-II.  
Basic standard developmental items for B-II 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-II 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-II 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 I through VI, is the critical 
aircraft’s Design Group.  This is determined by the wingspan of the aircraft: 
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 Group I: Wingspan less than 49-feet. 
 Group II: Wingspan 49-feet or more, but less than 79-feet. 
 Group III: Wingspan 79-feet or more, but less than 118-feet. 
 Group IV: 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 MTOWs of 12,500 lbs. or less.  Large 
Aircraft are those with MTOWs greater than 12,500 lbs. 
   
As previously mentioned, the airport user survey confirmed that the current critical 
aircraft category (and ARC) for ARB is “B-II 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-II 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-II.  This 
classification has been confirmed correct by the recent airport user survey.  Even if the 
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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% (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-II 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-II 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-II 
Operations for each year have been calculated based on the percentage of actual B-II 
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 
Estimated Category B-II 

Operations 

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 
2011 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 

 
* = Actual Total Operations from FAA ATCT records 

      ** = Forecasted Total Operations from FAA TAF  
    *** = 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-II 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.      
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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 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-I 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: 
 

 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).      

 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. 

 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. 

 Address the local objective of decreasing the number of runway overruns by small 
category A-I aircraft by providing approximately 800-feet of additional runway 
pavement.  
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Section 3.   
Description of Alternatives 
 
Alternatives have been developed to meet the goals of ARB, improve safety and 
efficiency, and serve current users.  The existing airport facilities include the primary 
runway, Runway 6/24, which is 3,505-feet long and 75-feet wide, a taxiway system, FAA 
ATCT, and the terminal and hangar buildings.  The terminal and hangar buildings are 
located north of the runway.  The taxiway is a full parallel taxiway and there is a turf 
crosswind runway.  See Figure 3-1 for an illustration of existing airport conditions.  
 
The alternatives considered include: No Build (e.g., No Action), use other airports, 
construct new airport, and four build alternatives for Runway 6/24.  The impacts of each 
alternative were considered along with the ability to meet the purpose and need.  An 
analysis and illustrations of the alternatives follow, along with a summary of their 
associated impacts. 
 
3.1 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED AND DISMISSED 
 
During the evaluation of ARB and its future needs, several alternatives were evaluated.   
The following alternatives were not considered feasible and were dismissed from further 
study.  
 
3.1.1 Use Other Airports 
 
The closest public-use airport to ARB is Willow Run Airport, approximately 12 miles 
east, near the City of Ypsilanti.  Runway lengths at Willow Run range from 5,995-feet to 
7,526-feet.  Surface travel time to this airport is approximately 20 minutes.  Willow Run 
Airport is one of the largest cargo airports in the country, transferring approximately 400 
million pounds of freight through the airport annually. 
 
Other airports within 25 miles of ARB include New Hudson-Oakland Southwest Airport 
(approximately 21 miles north, 3,128-foot runway), Canton-Plymouth-Mettetal Airport 
(approximately 22 miles northeast, 2,303-foot runway), and Tecumseh-Myers-Divers 
Airport (approximately 23 miles southwest, 2,660-foot runway).  All three of these 
airports have primary runways that are shorter than the existing 3,505-foot runway at 
ARB. 
 
From an operational standpoint, Willow Run Airport is capable of accommodating any of 
the aircraft that currently fly into ARB.  Although Willow Run offers longer runway 
lengths, and a precision Instrument Landing System (ILS) approach procedure, many 
corporate users still elect to fly into ARB instead of Willow Run.  This demonstrates that 
a large number of operators of business aircraft value the close proximity of ARB to their 
corporate offices and business contacts over the larger facility at Willow Run.  Use of 
ARB over Willow Run also provides increased economic benefits to the Ann Arbor-
based FBOs, as well as nearby hotels, restaurants, and other businesses. 
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Neither MDOT, nor the FAA, dictate to pilots which airports they can and cannot use.  
The decision on whether or not to use a particular airport is entirely up to the discretion 
of the pilot.  Even with the availability of Willow Run, the recent airport user survey 
confirmed substantial use of ARB by B-II category aircrafts that are operated by many of 
the corporations listed in Section 2.2 of this document.  The FAA design standards that 
are used nationally, as well as the MDOT basic development standards outlined in the 
MASP, are based on accommodating the existing critical aircraft that operate at each 
particular airport. 
 
3.1.2 Construct New Airport 
 
The existing airport is located in proximity to I-94, US-23, and M-14. ARB has been 
located at its current location since the 1920s. Many businesses have chosen their 
location to be in close proximity to ARB.  
 
Relocating the operations of ARB to a new site would initially require acquisition of 
property comparable to, or larger than, the existing facility.  While there may be sites that 
would physically accommodate the needs of a new airport, the costs associated with the 
relocation and the environmental consequences of a new airport would be greater than 
those expected with the expansion of ARB in its current location.  It is anticipated that 
any site for relocation of the airport may require road closures, loss of farmlands, habitat 
disruption and displacement, residential relocations, and significant infrastructure 
improvements to provide a facility comparable to the existing airport.   
 
It was determined that constructing a new airport would be a disruption to local 
businesses, considerably more expensive, and more environmentally damaging than the 
proposed project at the existing site.  Consequently, this alternative was removed from 
further consideration. 
 
3.1.3 Extend Runway to the East 
 
This build alternative would involve extending Runway 6/24 to the east, holding the west 
end in its current location.  The new runway would be 4,300-feet long and 75-feet wide.  
The parallel taxiway would also be extended to the east. 
 
Extension of the runway pavement to the east would require the relocation of a 
considerable portion of State Road.  Due to the FAA requirement of providing a clear 
Runway Safety Area, Object Free Area, and Runway Protection Zone in the approach 
area to the extended runway, there would also be a need to relocate a portion of Ellsworth 
Road, as well as the entire intersection of State Road and Ellsworth Road.   
 
State Road and Ellsworth Road are highly traveled corridors.  Any relocation would 
result in an impact to vehicular circulation, businesses, and residents in the area.  A 
considerable amount of right-of-way would also have to be acquired in order to 
accommodate the relocated roadways, which would result in high costs and further 
impacts to the nearby businesses.  In addition to these impacts, the relocation of State 
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Road would also severely impact the large wetland complex that is located on its east 
side. 
 
3.2 ALTERNATIVES CARRIED FORWARD 
 
The following alternatives were considered feasible and were carried forward for further 
evaluation. 
 
3.2.1 No Build Alternative  
 
The No Build Alternative assumes that no development would occur at ARB other than 
to maintain the existing facilities.  The runway and taxiway would not be altered and no 
improvements to hangars or hangar access would occur beyond regularly scheduled 
maintenance.    
 
3.2.2 Build Alternatives 
 
When it was determined that extension of the primary runway was justified based on a 
determination of the airport’s critical aircraft, several build alternatives were developed.  
 
Build Alternative 1 – Extend and Realign the Existing Runway 
The existing runway, Runway 6/24, would be realigned and extended to the southwest, 
holding the east end in its current location (Figure 3-2).  The west end would be rotated 
five degrees counterclockwise.  This alignment would maintain wind coverage needs, 
while moving the west approach away from some residential areas.  The runway would 
be extended 800-feet to the southwest, resulting in a primary runway length of 4,300-feet 
with a width of 75-feet.  The taxiway to the north would be extended to 4,300-feet, 
creating a full parallel taxiway.  The taxiway and runway would have a 240-foot 
separation.  
 
Build Alternative 2 – Extend the Existing Runway to the West 
The existing runway, Runway 6/24, would be extended 800-feet to the west (Figure 3-3), 
holding the east end in its current location.  The primary runway would be lengthened to 
4,300-feet, maintaining the existing 75-foot width.  As with Build Alternative 1, the 
existing taxiway would be extended, creating a full parallel taxiway.  The taxiway and 
runway would have a 240-foot separation.  
  
Build Alternative 3 – Shift and Extend the Existing Runway to the West 
The east end of the runway would be shortened 150-feet to the west and the west end 
extended 950-feet to the west. The new runway would be extended a total of 800-feet, 
resulting in an overall runway length of 4,300-feet long and 75-feet wide (Figure 3-4).  
The parallel taxiway would be the same length as the runway, with a 240-foot separation.  
 
Changes to the alignment of the primary runway are limited due to the layout of existing 
surface features and also by wind coverage. Desired wind coverage by FAA is 95 
percent. Currently, Runways 6/24 and 13/31 provide 96.9 percent coverage with a 
maximum 10.5 knot cross wind component.  Any change in runway alignment would 
need to be analyzed to determine the wind coverage.  
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3.3 ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION 
 
The alternatives were evaluated for: 1) ability to meet the purpose and need, and 2) extent 
of impacts to resources (Table 3-1).  An alternative was rejected if it did not meet 
purpose and need, or had a high degree of impacts.  The alternatives rejected and reasons 
for not being further considered follow.  
 

Table 3-1 
Summary of Alternatives Carried Forward 

 

Evaluation Factors 
Alternatives 

No Build 1 2 3 

Runway Length 3,500 ft. 4,300 ft. 4,300 ft. 4,300 ft. 

Full Safety Areas Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Stream Impact – length in 
feet None 660 None None 

Direct Wetland Impacts 0 acres 1.3 acres 0 acres 0 acres 

Tree clearing  0 acres 15 acres 0 acres 0 acres 

Residential Displacements 0 0 0 0 

Land Acquisition 0 8 acres 0 0 

Airport Buildings Removed None 3 None None 

Meets Purpose and Need No No No Yes 
 
 
3.3.1 No Build Alternative 
 
The No Build Alternative would be the least expensive alternative in the near future; 
however, it does not meet the objective of ARB to better serve current users, and to 
increase safety and efficiency.  The existing runway length does not allow for the critical 
aircraft (B-II) to operate at their design capabilities without weight restrictions. 
 
3.3.2 Build Alternative 1 – Extend and Realign the Existing Runway 
 
Implementation of Build Alternative 1 would impact 1.3 acres of wetlands and extend the 
existing culvert of the stream by additional 660-feet.  Fifteen acres of trees would need to 
be cleared at the west end of the new realigned runway. Three buildings at the east end of 
the runway would need to be removed. The property line would be 1,000-feet from the 
start of this approach. This would provide 50-feet of clearance at the 20:1 approach slope 
on this approach. Approximately 8 acres of land southwest of the runway would require 
an easement to clear the 20:1 approach in this area. This alternative was rejected due to 
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the impacts to the natural resources and required land acquisition.  In addition, this 
alternative would not allow for the future expansion of State Road, as recommended in 
the 2006 State Road Corridor Study.  
  
3.3.3 Build Alternative 2 – Extend the Existing Runway to the West 
 
Build Alternative 2 would not result in impacts to wetlands or the stream. No buildings at 
ARB would be removed. This alternative was rejected because it would not meet the 
purpose and need of the project. Keeping 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.  In addition, this would not allow for the future expansion of State Road, as 
recommended in the 2006 State Road Corridor Study.  
 
3.3.4 Build Alternative 3 – Shift and Extend the Existing Runway to the West 
 
Build Alternative 3 would avoid impacts to wetlands, the stream, and the buildings at 
ARB. This alternative would fully meet the project purpose and need.  By both shifting 
and extending the runway, this would accommodate the existing users, improve the tower 
line of sight issue, and the 34:1 approach surface to Runway 24.  This alternative would 
accommodate future widening of State Road, as recommended in the 2006 State Road 
Corridor Study.   
 
3.4 PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 
 
Build Alternative 3 was selected as the Preferred Alternative.  This alternative involves 
shifting and extending Runway 6/24 and the parallel taxiway (Figure 3-4).  This 
alternative would have no significant impacts while meeting the objectives of the 
project’s purpose and need.  
 
This alternative would not impact wetlands or the stream.  There would be no 
displacements, either residential or business, and no removal of buildings at ARB.  A 
noise analysis was conducted to determine if there would be a change in the noise levels 
as a result of the proposed improvements.  According to the noise impact analysis, the 65 
Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL) contour for the proposed runway does not 
extend beyond airport property and is not within 1000-feet of any residential structure. 
Therefore, no residents are living within areas exposed to noise levels above the 65 DNL.  
For more information regarding the noise analysis for this project, please refer to Section 
4.1.  
 
Of the alternatives analyzed, Build Alternative 3 is the one that best achieves the goals of 
the study, while providing the fewest impacts to the surrounding area.  The goals include 
a more efficient accommodation of the critical aircraft that currently use the facility, as 
well as enhancement of airport operational safety.  Operational safety would be enhanced 
by improving the line-of-sight from the FAA ATCT to the Runway 24 hold area, and by 
providing a clear 34:1 approach surface to the Runway 24 threshold.  
 



 



Ann Arbor Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment  Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 
February 2010  Page 4 - 1 

Section 4.   
Affected Environment and Environmental  
Consequences 
 
This section describes existing conditions within ARB and the immediate surrounding 
areas.  Potential environmental impacts associated with the Preferred Alternative are 
presented and described with regard to the following categories:  noise analysis; 
compatible land use; socio-economics; air quality; historic resources; contaminated sites; 
and the physical and ecological environment.   
 
There would be unavoidable short-term impacts associated with the Preferred 
Alternative; however, the project would have a positive impact on the operation and 
safety of ARB and its role in the community.  The project would comply with all federal, 
state, and local laws and regulations.   
 
4.1.   NOISE ANALYSIS 
 
An assessment of the project aircraft noise exposure in the areas surrounding the ARB is 
provided in this section. A more detailed and technical analysis is provided in Appendix 
B. Section 4.1.1 provides an overview of the methods used to develop noise exposure 
maps, and Section 4.1.2 presents the noise exposure maps, which identify the areas 
affected by aircraft noise. 
 
4.1.1 Methodology 
 
The evaluation of the ARB noise environment, and land use compatibility associated with 
airport noise, was conducted using the methodologies developed by the FAA and 
published in FAA Order 5050.4B, FAA Order 1050.1E, and title 14 Code of Federal 
Regulations (CFR) part 150.  
 
For aviation noise analysis, the FAA has determined that the cumulative noise energy 
exposure of individuals to noise resulting from aviation activities must be established in 
terms of yearly DNL. DNL is a 24-hour time-weighted-average noise metric expressed in 
A-weighted decibels (dBA) that accounts for the noise levels of all individual aircraft 
events, the number of times those events occur, and the time of day which they occur. In 
order to represent the added intrusiveness of sounds occurring during nighttime hours 
(10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.), DNL penalizes, or weights, events occurring during the 
nighttime periods by 10 dBA.  This is due to the increased sensitivity to noise during 
normal sleeping hours and because ambient (without aircraft) sound levels during 
nighttime are typically about 10 dB lower than during daytime hours. 
 
The FAA’s Integrated Noise Model (INM) Version 7.0a was used to develop noise 
exposure contours in order to assess the noise impacts associated with the proposed 
extension of Runway 6/24. The INM has been FAA's standard tool since 1978 for 
determining the predicted noise impact in the vicinity of airports.  
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The INM incorporates the number of annual average daily daytime and nighttime flight 
and run-up operations, flight paths, run-up locations, and flight profiles of the aircraft 
along with its extensive internal database of aircraft noise and performance information, 
to calculate the DNL at many points on the ground around an airport. The noise exposure 
contours represent computer-generated lines connecting these points of equal noise levels 
resulting from aircraft operations. 
 
The input data required in the INM to develop noise exposure contours includes:  
 

 Aircraft operations 
 Aircraft fleet 
 Runway end utilization 
 Ratio of daytime and nighttime aircraft operations 
 Flight tracks 

 
Aircraft operation data was collected from multiple sources, including: 
 

 Flight Explorer®, computer software which obtains N-number (registration 
number), aircraft type, arrival and departure airport, and time of day from Air 
Traffic Control Tower radar data; 

 USDOT, FAA Airport Master Record, Form 5010 July 2009; 
 FAA Terminal Area Forecast (TAF) December 2008; 
 FAA Air Traffic Activity Data System (ATADS) May 2009; and, 
 Michigan Department of Transportation Airport User’s Survey Report 2009. 

  
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 future condition totaled 69,717 
operations, or approximately 191 daily operations.  The percent of night and jet 
operations would remain constant between the existing condition and the future years.  In 
addition, fleet mix between the 2009 Existing Condition and the 2014 Future Alternatives 
would remain static.  The existing and future fleet mix with annual operations is shown in 
Appendix B as Table B-2. 
 
Runway end utilization was based on discussions with the ATCT staff.  Runway 
utilization is approximately 30 percent on Runway 6 (west end) and 70 percent on 
Runway 24 (east end). Discussions with ATCT staff also indicate that approximately 5 
percent of single engine piston aircraft operations occur on Runway 12/30 with a 50/50 
split (north end versus south end).  Helicopters operate to and from the east edge of the 
terminal apron.  Table B-3 in Appendix B provides runway utilization by aircraft 
category.  The 2014 No-Action and Proposed Project Alternatives would maintain the 
same runway utilization. 
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Flight tracks are the aircraft’s actual path through the air projected vertically onto the 
ground.  Due to the level of operations occurring at ARB, a single arrival and departure 
track for each runway end was appropriate for the noise modeling.  Straight out 
departures tracks were modeled for all runways.  Straight in arrivals to Runway 12/30 
were modeled and arrivals to Runway 6/24 followed the published instrument approach 
(Very High Frequency Omni Range (VOR)) procedures. 
 
Unique helicopter and touch-and-go flight tracks were also modeled based on ATCT 
interviews. Eighty percent of the helicopter operations arrive from or depart to the north, 
with the remaining 20 percent distributed evenly between arrivals from and departures to 
the east, south, and west.   
 
4.1.2 Aircraft Noise Exposure 
 
The INM was used to develop 65, 70, and 75 DNL noise contours for the following 
scenarios: 
 

 Existing conditions (Year 2009) – 6/24 Runway length 3,500 feet. 
 No Action future conditions (Year 2014) – 6/24 Runway length 3,500 feet. 
 Preferred Alternative future conditions (Year 2014) – 6/24 Runway length 4,300 

feet. 
 
DNL contours are a graphical representation of how the noise from the airport’s average 
annual daily aircraft operations is distributed over the surrounding area. The INM can 
calculate sound levels at any specified point so that noise exposure at representative 
locations around an airport can be obtained. 
 
The noise exposure maps developed by the INM program for the three scenarios are 
presented in Figure 4-1 through Figure 4-3.The noise contours (65, 70, and 75) for each 
scenario are super-imposed over an aerial. For the purposes of assessing the impacts 
related to aircraft noise, the contour maps were evaluated with respect to the number of 
dwelling units and number of people located within the 65 DNL contours. As stated in 
the FAA Order 1050.1E, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures, “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.” 
 
Existing Conditions 
No homes or noise sensitive land uses are located within the 65 DNL contour for the 
existing conditions (Figure 4-1). The existing condition 65 DNL contour does not extend 
beyond airport property. 
 
No Build Alternative (2014) 
Noise exposure resulting from aircraft operations for the 2014 No Build Alternative does 
not impact homes or noise sensitive land uses (Figure 4-2).  The 2014 No Build 
Alternative DNL 65 dBA noise contour does not extend beyond airport property. 
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Consequences of the Preferred Alternative 
No homes or noise sensitive land uses are located within the 65 DNL contour for the 
Preferred Alternative future conditions (Figure 4-3). This 65 DNL noise contour does not 
extend beyond airport property. Therefore, no people are living within areas exposed to 
noise levels above the 65 DNL. The Preferred Alternative is not expected to have any 
significant aircraft noise impacts as defined in FAA Order 5050.4B.  
 
Proposed Mitigation Measures 
The proposed Runway 6/24 extension would not result in exposure of noise levels greater 
than 65 DNL to residents or noise sensitive land uses. Therefore, mitigation measures are 
not necessary or planned in association with the proposed runway extension.  
 
4.2   COMPATIBLE LAND USE 
 
Existing Conditions   
Land use immediately surrounding ARB includes residential, commercial, industrial, 
recreational, undeveloped, and agricultural areas.  Access to the airport is from either 
Ellsworth Road to the north or State Road to the east.  Along Ellsworth Road, between 
Lohr Road and State Road, the land use is a mix of residential (Fox Glen) and 
commercial, including two research and business parks (Valley Ranch, Airport Plaza).  
The land use along Lohr Road is residential (Stonebridge) and agricultural.  Along State 
Road south of Ellsworth Road is either undeveloped or commercial, including a research 
and business park: Runway Plaza.  Residential areas (St. James Woods and Waterways) 
and a research and business park (Avis Farms) are located immediately to the south of 
ARB.  Existing land use and zoning is illustrated in Figure 4-4 and 4-5, respectively.  
 
The land surrounding ARB in Pittsfield Township is predominately zoned as planned unit 
development (PUD), business park, and light industrial (Pittsfield Township, 2009).  
Immediately to the west of ARB, along Lohr Road, these areas are zoned as PUD (Figure 
4-5).  The land east of ARB, along State Road, is zoned as either business park or light 
industrial (Figure 4-5). Lohr Road is a mix of residential and public facilities and public 
and private recreation/open space. Residential is also identified immediately south of 
ARB. There is also a small area identified as office south of Ellsworth Road near the 
northeastern airport boundary. The land adjacent to ARB, within the city limits, (north of 
Ellsworth Road and east of State Road) is zoned as either fringe commercial, research, or 
industrial (City of Ann Arbor, 2008) (Figure 4-6).   
 
As illustrated in Figure 4-7, Pittsfield Township’s future land use plan identifies the area 
along State Road, along most of Ellsworth Road, and immediately south of ARB as 
research and development (Pittsfield Township, 2008). At the corner of State Road and 
Ellsworth Road the area is identified as community commercial and local commercial. 
There is also a small area identified as office south of Ellsworth Road near the 
northeastern airport boundary.
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Consequences of the Preferred Alternative   
Aircraft noise is one of the major concerns of both airport operators and airport neighbors 
when evaluating impacts of a proposed airport development project.  Estimates of noise 
effects resulting from aircraft operations can be interpreted in terms of the probable effect 
on human activities characteristic of specific land uses.  Guidelines for evaluation of land  
use compatibility in aircraft noise exposure areas were developed by the FAA and are 
presented in Table B-1 in Appendix B.  The guidelines reflect the average response of 
large groups of people to noise and might not reflect an individual’s perception of an 
actual noise environment.  Compatible or incompatible land use is determined by 
comparing the predicted or measured daily noise level at a specific site with the 
compatibility guidelines.  According to FAA, all land uses are normally compatible with 
aircraft noise levels below 65 DNL. For noise exposure levels greater than 65 DNL, 
compatibility is dependent on land use. For example, commercial and manufacturing land 
uses are more tolerant of higher noise levels than a hospital or church. In general, most 
land uses are considered incompatible when noise levels exceed 75 DNL. 
 
If the Preferred Alternative is implemented, the 65, 70, and 75 DNL contours would all still 
remain within airport property.  As a result, the land use within the vicinity of ARB would 
remain compatible with the airport under the Preferred Alternative, which involves the 
extension of Runway 6/24.   
 
The FAA and MDOT have reviewed the Runway Safety Area (RSA), Object Free Area 
(OFA), and Runway Protection Zone (RPZ) requirements for the approach areas of 
Runway 6/24.  Even with the implementation of the Preferred Alternative, and the shift 
and extension of the runway to the southwest, the RSA, OFA, and RPZ in the southwest 
approach area will continue to remain totally clear of obstruction and entirely on airport 
property.  Since the runway approach areas will continue to meet all FAA and MDOT 
safety standards, there is no indication that the development of the Preferred Alternative 
will result in increased hazards to people or structures on the ground.  Existing and 
proposed land use adjacent to and in the immediate vicinity of ARB is compatible with 
normal airport operations.    
 
4.3   INDUCED SOCIOECONOMIC IMPACTS 
 
4.3.1  Community Displacement 
 
No land would be acquired as either fee or easement acquisition and no displacements 
would occur as a result of the Preferred Alternative. 
 
Consequences of the Preferred Alternative   
There would be no community displacement impacts, no residential or business 
displacements, and no land acquisition resulting from the Preferred Alternatives.     
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4.3.2  Environmental Justice 
 
Existing Conditions   
The federal government’s policy on nondiscrimination in all federally funded activities 
formally began with Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act.  Title VI requires all federal 
agencies to ensure that “No person in the United States shall, on the ground of race, 
color, or national origin, be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or 
be subjected to discrimination under any program or activity receiving Federal financial 
assistance.”   
 
Further guidance was provided in 1994 with Executive Order 12898: Federal Actions to 
Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations.  
The intent of the Executive Order is to identify and avoid disproportionately high and 
adverse human health or environmental effects on minority and low-income populations.   
 
The presence of minority or low-income populations in the project area was determined 
by an evaluation of U.S. Census data, and Michigan State Housing Development 
Authority (MSHDA) data.  ARB is owned and operated by Ann Arbor, yet is located in 
Pittsfield Township.  Census data for the city and township was compared to Washtenaw 
County to make a determination regarding the presence of an environmental justice 
population.  
 
Minority Populations 
Race data from the 2000 U.S. Census (U.S. Census Bureau, 2009) was used to determine 
the presence of minority populations within the immediate area surrounding ARB.  
According to the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ), minorities are defined as 
individuals who are members of the following population groups:  American Indian or 
Alaskan Native, Asian or Pacific Islander, Black, not of Hispanic origin, or Hispanic 
(1997).    
 
An analysis of the U.S. Census data indicates that minority populations are present near 
ARB, totaling 28 percent of the total population within the Pittsfield Township and 24 
percent in the City of Ann Arbor.  The percentage of minorities present in Washtenaw 
County totals 22 percent. 
 
Low-Income Populations 
U.S. Census economic data from the 2000 U.S. Census was used to determine the 
presence of low-income populations in the project area.  The economic data identifies the 
income required to be below the poverty level and the number of people that are below 
that level.  The U.S. Census Bureau measures poverty according to poverty thresholds, 
which is most simply defined as a measure of income inadequacy.  This method of 
defining poverty thresholds was developed based on the income level that would cause a 
family to cut back on food expenditures sharply, assuming food expenses and non-food 
expenses would be cut at the same rate (Fisher, 1997).   
 
According to the 2000 economic data, there is a percentage of the population below the 
poverty level near ARB, accounting for 9 percent of the total population in Pittsfield 
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Township and 17 percent in the City of Ann Arbor.  These percentages are similar to 11 
percent in Washtenaw County.  Reviewing economic data at the block level indicates that 
in the immediate area surrounding ARB, there is a lower percentage of low-income 
populations, ranging from a high of 8 percent to a low of 0.7 percent.  
 
Consequences of the Preferred Alternative 
In conclusion, this project would not have a disproportionately high or adverse effect on 
either minority or low-income populations.  All improvements at ARB would occur 
within the airport property. There would be no noise impacts or residential displacements. 
No property acquisition would occur as a result of the Preferred Alternative. 
 
While there are not any environmental justice issues associated with the proposed 
improvements identified at this time, a continuing effort would be made to identify 
disproportionately high and adverse impacts to minority and low-income populations as 
this project advances.  If such impacts are identified, every effort would be made to 
involve impacted groups in the project development process and to avoid or mitigate 
these impacts.  A public hearing would be held to allow the public, local officials, and 
agencies to comment on the proposed improvements.  The hearing would be advertised 
according to FAA guidelines.  Section 5 provides a detailed discussion of all public 
involvement activities. 
 
4.3.3   Community Cohesion and Community Facilities 
 
Existing Conditions   
As noted in Section 4.2, residential, commercial, industrial, recreational, undeveloped, 
and agricultural areas immediately surround ARB.  The closest community facility is the 
Pittsfield Township Fire Station 3, which is located at 705 W. Ellsworth Road, just west 
of State Street.  East of Fire Station 3 is the Pittsfield Community Center at 701 W. 
Ellsworth Road.  This facility houses the Pittsfield Senior Center.  Pittsfield Township 
Park, located south of the Senor Center, is a 7-acre park with an accessible pathway, a 
softball field, three t-ball fields, a playground, and picnic tables and grills. The Ann 
Arbor United Soccer Club operates seven soccer fields on city-owned land located at 801 
Airport Road between the ARB entrance and Ellsworth Road.   
   
Consequences of the Preferred Alternative  
There would be no displacements as a result of the Preferred Alternative.  All of the 
surrounding roads would remain open during and after construction, and there are no 
anticipated impacts to circulation.  Noise levels would not be significantly increased and 
flight paths would not change.  Therefore, the Preferred Alternative would not result in 
impacts to community cohesion or facilities.  
 
4.3.4   Demographics 
 
Existing Conditions    
Population data for 1990 and 2000 were obtained from the U.S. Census Bureau. 
Historical data and the population projections for 2015 and 2025 were obtained from the 
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Southeast Michigan Council of Governments (SEMCOG) (SEMCOG, 2009).  This 
information indicates that since 1970, overall, the population has grown in the Ann Arbor 
area (Table 4-1).  Pittsfield Township has experienced the highest growth trend from 
1970 through 2000 (Table 4-1).  As shown, these growth trends are projected to continue 
through 2025 (SEMCOG, 2009).   

Table 4-1 
Ann Arbor Area Population (1970 – 2000) and Projections 

 

Community 1970 1980 1990 2000 2015 2025 

City of Ann Arbor 100,035 107,969 109,592 114,024 114,081 114,810 
Pittsfield Township 8,073 12,986 17,668 30,167 34,969 35,750 

Washtenaw County 234,103 264,740 282,937 322,895 353,327 361,715 
Source:  U.S. Census Bureau and SEMCOG 
 
According to the U.S. Census, the total number of housing units has been increasing in 
the Ann Arbor area.  In 1990, the City of Ann Arbor had 44,010 total housing units, 
which increased to 47,218 in 2000.  Pittsfield Township had 7,794 total housing units in 
1990, with an increase to 12,337 units in 2000 (Table 4-2).   
 

Table 4-2 
Summary of Demographic Data 

 
  1990 Census 2000 Census 

  

City of 
Ann 

Arbor 

Pittsfield 
Township

City of 
Ann 

Arbor 

Pittsfield 
Township

U.S. Census Population 109,592 17,668 114,042 30,167 
Total Housing 44,010 7,794 47,218 12,337 

Total Vacant Housing Units 2,353 774 1,525 520 

Percent Vacant Housing Units 5% 10% 3% 4% 

Total Owner Occupied Housing Units 17,996 2,791 20,685 6,620 

Percent Owner Occupied Housing Units 41% 36% 44% 54% 

Total Renter Occupied Housing Units 23,661 4,229 25,008 5,197 

Percent Renter Occupied Housing Units 54% 54% 53% 42% 

Average Household Income $33,344 $34,639 $46,299 $61,292 

Average Family Income $50,192 $45,597 $71,293 $82,600 

Per Capita Income $17,786 $16,936 $26,419 $29,645 
Source:  U.S. Census Bureau 
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U.S. Census data indicate renter occupied housing dominates the housing stock in the 
City of Ann Arbor at 53 percent and owner occupied housing accounts for 44 percent. In 
Pittsfield Township, owner occupied housing dominates at 54 percent and renter 
occupied housing accounts for 42 percent.    
 
According to U.S. Census data, average household, family, and per capita incomes within 
the Ann Arbor area exhibited substantial increases between 1990 and 2000 (Table 4-2).  
In 1990, the average household income was $33,344 in the City of Ann Arbor and 
$34,639 in Pittsfield Township.  This increased to $46,299 in the City of Ann Arbor and 
$61,292 in Pittsfield Township in 2000, a change of 39 percent and 77 percent, 
respectively.   
 
The per capita income showed similar trends with increases of 49 percent in the City of 
Ann Arbor, increasing from $17,786 in 1990 to $26,419 in 2000.  Pittsfield Township 
increased 75 percent, from $16,936 in 1990 to $29,645 in 2000 (Table 4-2). 
 
The racial composition of the area surrounding the airport is described in Section 4.3.2, 
Environmental Justice. 
 
Consequences of the Preferred Alternative 
Impacts to demographics associated with the Preferred Alternative are not expected.  
There would be no displacements as a result of the Preferred Alternative; therefore, little 
impact to the local area population, number of households, or racial make-up is 
anticipated.  In addition, no impact to average incomes within the local area would be 
anticipated as a result of the Preferred Alternative.  
   
4.3.5   Economics 
 
Existing Conditions  
Businesses within the area surrounding ARB are primarily industrial and commercial. 
Research and business parks that are located around the airport include:  
 

 Valley Ranch 
 Airport Plaza 
 Ann Arbor Commerce Park 
 Runway Plaza 
 Columbia Center 
 Avis Farms 
 State Street Executive Park 

 
These types of businesses often locate near airports and are dependent, or may be 
dependent, on the airport for transportation services.   
 
At the airport, there are fixed-wing FBOs, a helicopter FBO, three national rental car 
agencies, two flying clubs, four flight schools and pilot training centers, city airport staff, 
FAA air traffic control tower, air taxi, aircraft sales, aviation insurance, and aviation 
fueling businesses.  
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Consequences of the Preferred Alternative  
No businesses would be displaced as a result of the Preferred Alternative. Access would 
not be affected during airport construction.  As a result, no negative economic impacts 
are anticipated to the surrounding businesses and the airport businesses.  A positive result 
of the improvements is the ability for business owners to achieve improved fleet 
efficiency for critical aircraft my maximizing their passenger and/or cargo loads.   
 

4.4   AIR QUALITY 
 
Existing Conditions   
Air pollutants are contaminants in the atmosphere.  Many man-made pollutants are a 
direct result of the incomplete combustion of fuels including coal, oil, natural gas, and 
gasoline.  The establishment of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) 
by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) was directed in the Clean Air Act 
(CAA), and attainment and maintenance of the NAAQS was reinforced in later 
amendments.  The goal of air quality monitoring and actions is to ensure that the air 
quality levels of the various pollutants do not exceed the set standards. 
 
Under the 1990 CAA Amendments, the U.S. Department of Transportation cannot fund, 
authorize, or approve federal actions to support programs or projects that are not first 
found to conform to CAA requirements.  The air quality provisions of the CAA, as 
amended, are intended to ensure the integration of air quality planning in all 
transportation-related projects. 
 
The Air Quality Division of the Michigan Department of Environmental Quality 
(MDEQ) produces an Annual Air Quality Report, which outlines the attainment status of 
the state.  According to the 2006 Air Quality Report the project study area is in 
attainment with the NAAQS for ambient concentrations of carbon monoxide (CO), lead 
(Pb), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), and coarse particulate matter (PM10) 
(MDEQ, 2008). 
 
Of growing concern is the impact of proposed projects on climate change. Greenhouse 
gases are those that trap heat in the earth's atmosphere. Both naturally occurring and 
anthropogenic (man-made) greenhouse gases include water vapor (H2O), carbon dioxide 
(CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), and ozone (O3). Research has shown that 
there is a direct link between fuel combustion and greenhouse gas emissions. A detailed 
air quality report can be found in Appendix C.  
 
Consequences of the Preferred Alternative   
MDOT Bureau of Aeronautics conducted an Air Quality Study (Landrum and Brown, 
1996) of general aviation airports.  Seven airports were selected as case study airports.  
The results of the case study were used to draw conclusions for all general aviation 
airports.  Key findings of the study revealed that typical general aviation airports generate 
a low level of air pollutants.  Comparisons of existing conditions at various airports with 
future build out conditions indicate that the net change in air emissions is still below 
standards.  The report states that proposed projects at general aviation airports are not 
expected to cause or contribute to any new violations of the NAAQS.  
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There would be no revisions to the existing roadway system as a result of the Preferred 
Alternative.  Consequently, the air model results for the Preferred Alternative would be 
identical to those for the No Build Condition.  Since the No Build Condition analysis 
shows that no sites would exceed the one-hour or eight-hour NAAQS standard, the 
Preferred Alternative would also have no sites exceeding the NAAQS standard. 
 
During construction, appropriate mitigation measures, such as covering and spraying 
stock piles with water, should be utilized to minimize potential short term negative 
impacts which may be experienced locally due to fugitive dust, construction vehicle 
exhaust, or other fumes related to construction materials and equipment. 
 
Based on FAA data, operations activity at the ARB represents less than one (0.1) percent 
of U.S. aviation activity.  Therefore, assuming that greenhouse gases occur in proportion 
to the level of activity, greenhouse gas emissions associated with existing and future 
aviation activity at ARB would be expected to represent less than 1 percent of U.S.-based 
greenhouse gases.  Therefore, we would not expect the emissions of greenhouse gases 
from this project to be significant. 
 
4.5 WATER RESOURCES  
 
4.5.1   Surface Hydrology 
 
Existing Conditions   
An unnamed steam located on the ARB property (Figure 4-8) flows south through an 
open ditch. It is enclosed in a concrete culvert south and west of the existing runway. It 
then flows east through an open ditch ultimately to the Wood Outlet Drain to the south.  
The upstream drainage area of approximately 0.5 square miles north and west of the 
airport flows through multiple subdivisions and business parks prior to entering the 
airport property.  The stream appears to be perennial in nature with low flow water levels 
8 to 10 inches deep.  The streambed is 2- to 3-feet wide and is composed mostly of silty 
clay.  While the channel is deeply incised in some locations, flows are expected to be 
variable as indicated by eroded banks 2- to 3-feet high throughout the corridor.  Water 
quality is likely degraded as surface water contributions from runoff over turf and 
numerous storm outlets draining adjacent parking lots and streets are common. 
 
Consequences of the Preferred Alternative   
The stream would not be altered as a result of the improvements at ARB.  The enclosure 
would not be extended.  
 
The amount of impervious surface on site would increase slightly due to the extension of 
the runway and the taxiway from the existing 7 percent of the 837 acres site to 7.4 
percent.  An approved Storm Water Pollution Prevention Program is in place for ARB.  
Implementation of appropriate best management practices (BMPs) would continue to 
control the rate of stormwater runoff and maintain water quality standards.   
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4.5.2   Geology, Groundwater, and Soils 
 
Existing Conditions   
Millstein (1987) identified nine bedrock formations in Washtenaw County. Coldwater 
Shale is the primary bedrock in central Washtenaw County, composed primarily of shale, 
with some limestone, dolomite, sandstone, and siltstone.  
 
There are 14 soil mapping units in the project area (USDA, 1997). The soils south of the 
runway are predominately hydric soils, either Palms muck, Adrian muck, or Edwards 
muck. Matherton sandy loam, Fox sandy loam, and Wasepi sandy loam are the soils 
located in the area of the runway and to the north of the runway. The muck soils have a 
high water table with water often at the surface. The Fox soils have a water table at a 
depth of greater than 6-feet, and the Matherton and Wasepi soils have a water table at 1-
to 2-feet below the surface (USDA, 1997).   
 
ARB is located in a wellhead protection area known as the Three Fires Aquifer Wellhead 
Protection Area. The Three Fires Aquifer supplies the City of Ann Arbor with a portion 
of their public drinking water supply. Three of the City’s municipal wells are located at 
ARB. The purpose of the protection area is to prevent contamination of the aquifer.  
 
The City of Ann Arbor has plans to construct a new water supply line from the wells. No 
new wells are planned at this time.  
 
Consequences of the Preferred Alternative   
Surface and subsurface geological conditions do not represent a constraint to 
implementation of the Preferred Alternative and, consequently, would not be impacted. 
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).  
 
4.6   SECTION 4(f) RESOURCES 
 
Existing Conditions 
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.  If there are no other prudent and feasible alternatives, 
the proposed project must include all possible efforts to minimize impacts to Section 4(f) 
properties. 

 
A Pittsfield Township park is located along the northern airport property line. There are 
no historic resources within ARB and its surrounding areas that are considered Section 
4(f) resources.  The review process that has been used for evaluating the Section 4(f) 
properties has included coordination with the Michigan State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO) (Appendix D), and an archaeological resource survey (CCRG, 2009) that 
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identified historic resources either currently listed on, or potentially eligible for listing on, 
the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). 
 
Consequences of the Preferred Alternative  
The Preferred Alternative would not result in impacts to a publicly owned park, 
recreation area, or refuge, and ARB has coordinated with the SHPO to determine that 
there are no historic, archeological or architectural resources within the airport and its 
surrounding areas (Appendix D).  The Pittsfield Township park would not be impacted 
and would not be acquired.  No impacts to Section 4(f) resources are anticipated from the 
Preferred Alternative. 
 
4.7 HISTORIC, ARCHEOLOGICAL, AND ARCHITECTURAL 

RESOURCES 
 
Existing Conditions 
An evaluation was conducted to determine the need for archaeological and/or above-
ground surveys at ARB (CCRG, 2009).  The evaluation included a field review of the 
area of the proposed improvements, a review of state archaeological files and above-
ground resource files, and shovel tests at the site.   
 
Consequences of the Preferred Alternative   
ARB has coordinated with the SHPO to determine the presence of any historic, 
archeological, or architectural resources within the airport and its surrounding areas 
(Appendix D).  Based on the file review and state files, no impact to historic, 
archeological or architectural resources is anticipated.    
 
4.8 BIOTIC COMMUNITIES 
 
Existing Conditions  
Botanical communities within ARB and its immediately surrounding areas include active 
agricultural fields, unmown grassy meadows, a perennial stream, wet meadow, and a 
forested wetland. The developed portions of the airport property consist of structures, 
paved surfaces, a runway, access roads and parking lots, and maintained grassy areas.  
 
Three predominant communities were observed on the property: upland, wet meadow, 
and forest (Figure 4-8). Plant species lists for these areas are shown in Appendix E. Most 
of the airport property and surrounding land has been altered by human activities. The 
least altered biotic communities are the grassy meadows surrounding the runway and the 
forested wetland to the south. The grassy meadow areas are only mowed periodically 
because of an agreement with the local Audubon Society.  
 
The area at the end of the runway, where proposed expansion would occur, is kept 
mowed and the dominant plants in this area consisted of old field weeds and grassy 
species, with disturbed areas of bare dirt.  Plants include rough-fruited cinquefoil 
(Potentilla recta), Canada thistle (Circium arvense), and an unidentified grass. 
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The sides of the stream contained upland weedy herbaceous species such as sweet clover 
(Melilotus officinalis), smooth brome (Bromus inermis), giant ragweed (Ambrosia 
trifida), Virginia creeper (Parthenocissus quinquefolia), lamb’s quarters (Chenopodium 
album), riverbank grape (Vitis riparia), dame’s rocket (Hesperis matronalis), teasel 
(Dipsacus fullonum),  cow parsnip (Heracleum maximum), yellow goatsbeard 
(Tragopogon pratensis), yarrow (Achillea millifolium), a few reed canary grass, wheat or 
rye (Triticum or Secale spp), and mixed upland and wetland trees such as American elm 
(Ulmus americana), box elder (Acer negundo), staghorn sumac (Rhus typhina), Russian 
olive (Eleagnus angustifolia),buckthorn (Rhamnus catharticus) cottonwood (Populus 
deltoides), bur oak (Quercus macrocarpa), and American linden (Tilia americana).  
 
Several examples of wildlife were observed, including robins (Turdus migratorius), 
goldfinch (Carduelis tistis), purple martins (Progyne subis), killdeer (Charadrius 
viciferus), and a mating pair of redtail hawks (Buteo jamaicensis). Other observations 
include evidence of rodent tunneling (field mice or voles) and pheasants (Phasianus 
colchicus) that were heard calling. Airport staff stated that coyote (Canis latrans) and 
white tail deer (Odocoileus virginianus) have been observed on the airport property as 
well as wild turkeys (Meleagris gallopavo). A comprehensive list of all the bird species 
observed by the Audubon Society at ARB is included in Appendix F. 
 
Consequences of the Preferred Alternative   
Implementation of the Preferred Alternative would require grading and construction of 
the extended runway.  The areas to be impacted by grading are currently maintained and 
mowed for ARB or leased as agricultural land. A portion of the grading for the new 
taxiway near State Road would be in an area currently under restricted mowing per the 
agreement with the Audubon Society.  The remaining areas would continue to be 
maintained with limited mowing as agreed by ARB and the Audubon Society.  No trees 
would be cut or directly impacted by construction due to height obstructions.   
 
The overall populations of wildlife species utilizing the area are not anticipated to be 
impacted as the maintenance of open grassy areas would continue. Wildlife may be 
temporarily impacted due to the presence of construction equipment in the vicinity. 
 
4.9 THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 
 
Existing Conditions   
Coordination with the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) (Appendix D) indicated 
that this agency has no records of federal-listed endangered, threatened, or otherwise 
significant species, natural plant communities, or natural features in the vicinity of ARB. 
The Michigan Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) indicated that Henslow’s 
sparrow, state endangered, (Ammodramus henslowii) and Grasshopper sparrow, state 
special concern, (Ammodramus savannarum) are known to occur on or in the vicinity of 
the area.  The presence of these species has been confirmed by the Audubon Society 
during their annual counts at ARB over the last three years.  
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All habitats within the project area have been impacted to varying degrees by human 
activities.  No plant species listed as threatened or endangered by the MDNR or USFWS 
were found during the botanical survey conducted in June 2009.   
  
Consequences of the Preferred Alternative   
No known legally protected plants were observed within the project area. Grading for the 
new taxiway near State Road would be in an area currently under restricted mowing per 
the agreement with the Audubon Society.  ARB revises the boundaries of this mowing 
agreement annually, with the Audubon Society, based on their most current bird count 
data.  There would be no grading within agreed upon restricted mowing areas during the 
breeding season for either species which extends through late August for Henslow’s 
sparrow and mid-July for Grasshopper sparrow.   
 
4.10 WETLAND RESOURCES 
 
Existing Conditions  
Field surveys conducted in June 2009 revealed the presence of wetland vegetation at the 
east end of the runway. The MDEQ conducted a field visit in July 2009 to confirm 
whether the area would be classified as a wetland (Appendix D).  A 5-acre area was 
reviewed for dominate vegetation, hydrology, and soils. A wetland was identified; 
however, the wetland does not constitute a wetland that is regulated by the state. The 
wetland is further than 500-feet from an inland lake, river, or stream, is less than 5 acres 
in size, and there is no surface connection with other wetlands in the area (MDEQ, 2009).  
 
This area was a mix of mostly wetland species and scattered upland species, including 
reed canary grass (Phalaris arundinacea), sedge (Carex granularis), swamp milkweed 
(Asclepias incarnata), dandelion (Taraxicum officinale), sowthistle species (Sonchus sp.), 
buckthorn (Rhamnus cathartica), curly dock (Rumex crispus), and either goldenrod or 
aster species (Solidago or Aster sp.). 
 
Consequences of the Preferred Alternative 
The wetland at the east end of the runway would not be impacted by the proposed 
improvements, but it would be adjacent to the taxiway. This area would be protected with 
silt fence during construction and the 25-foot wetland buffer would be restored following 
construction.   
 
4.11 FLOODPLAINS 
 
Existing Conditions 
An unnamed perennial stream is located within ARB, flowing to the south and ultimately 
connecting to the Wood Outlet Drain south of the airport. In accordance with FAA Order 
5050.4B Airport Environmental Handbook, a review of the floodplains in the area and 
the impacts that may occur as a result of the development was undertaken. 
 



Ann Arbor Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment  Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 
February 2010  Page 4 - 24 

Consequences of the Preferred Alternative  
Review of the Federal Emergency Management Agencies (FEMA) flood boundary maps 
identified a floodplain boundary for the stream. The proposed grading for the expansion 
would not occur within the designated floodplain boundary and no fill would be placed in 
the floodplain. Therefore, there would be no impacts to the floodplain located within 
ARB.  
 
4.12 COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 
 
The area surrounding ARB is not located within a coastal zone management area and, 
thus, the Preferred Alternative would have no impact on the Coastal Zone Management 
Program. 
 
4.13 COASTAL BARRIERS 
 
The area surrounding ARB is not located within a coastal zone management area, and the 
Preferred Alternative would have no impact on coastal barriers. 
 
4.14 WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS 
 
There are no waterbodies within the immediate vicinity of ARB that are designated as 
state or federal Wild and Scenic Rivers; therefore, the Preferred Alternative would have 
no impact on Wild and Scenic Rivers. 
 
4.15  FARMLAND 
 
ARB currently leases 168 acres of its property to a local farmer.  If the Preferred 
Alternative is implemented, 18 acres of land would no longer be farmed.  U.S. 
Department of Agriculture (USDA) requires a form, AD 1006, to be filed when 
agricultural land would be impacted.  This agency estimates the total acres of prime and 
unique farmland, the total acres of statewide and local important farmland, and the 
percentage of farmland in the county to be converted.  The relative overall value of 
farmland to be converted is also provided.   
 
Prime farmlands are identified as land that has the best combination of physical and 
chemical characteristics for producing food, forage, fiber, and oilseed crops (USDA, 
1983).  Unique farmland is land, other than prime farmland, that has special 
characteristics, such as unique soil types and topographic features, which make it suitable 
for the production of specific high value crops.  Land classified as prime or unique 
farmland is not necessarily actively farmed, it also may include other vegetated lands 
such as fallow fields and woodlands.  Farmland of local importance includes those lands 
with nearly prime farmland characteristics that could economically produce high yields 
when treated and managed according to modern farming methods (USDA, 1983). 
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Consequences of the Preferred Alternative 
ARB would not be acquiring any farmland for the proposed project. Based on 
coordination with the Washtenaw County Natural Resources Conservation Service 
(NRCS) (Appendix D), some prime farmland and farmland of local importance would be 
impacted by this project. The limits of grading have been minimized to the extent 
possible. The land outside of these limits would continue to be leased as farmland.  
 
4.16 ENERGY SUPPLY AND NATURAL RESOURCES 
 
Development of the Preferred Alternative would have the potential to increase the 
amount of air traffic utilizing ARB, which can potentially result in an increase in the 
amount of airplane fuel distributed by the airport and used by aircraft at the facility.   
A small amount of additional fuel would be used during construction of the runway and 
taxiway.  However, these minimal increases in gas/fuel consumption are not considered 
significant. 
 
ARB is installing approximately 250 LED taxiway lights which would decrease facility 
energy usage. 
 
4.17 LIGHT EMISSIONS 
 
The Preferred Alternative includes the addition of edge lights and the relocation of 
runway end identifier lights (REILS) to the end of the newly extended runway.  Light 
emission impacts to adjacent homes would be minimized because lights within the light 
lane would be directed upwards.  The REILS would be closer to Lohr Road and the 
adjacent homes; however, the existing lights would be replaced with a smaller LED unit.  
 
Light emissions created by the Preferred Alternative are not considered significant.  
However, if impacts are noted, appropriate mitigation for the impacts would occur.  
Examples of mitigation include shielding the lights from below so that the light is 
reflected up to the sky or reducing light intensities, if the FAA makes a determination that 
a reduction would not affect the safety of the aircraft.  
 
4.18 SOLID WASTE IMPACTS 
 
Minimal waste would be generated during construction of the Preferred Alternative.  No 
building demolition would occur.  The existing runway and taxiway would remain and 
new material would be used for the extended portions of the runway and taxiway.  The 
portions of the runway that would no longer be used would still exist, but marked 
accordingly. The nearest operational landfill is the Arbor Hills Landfill in Salem 
Township on 6 Mile Road in Northville, which is a Type II landfill that accepts 
household, commercial, and non-hazardous industrial waste.  The Preferred Alternative 
would have minimal anticipated impact on nearby landfill facilities.  In addition, these 
facilities have no impact on the Preferred Alternative given the distance separating them 
from ARB. 
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4.19   EXISTING AND FUTURE TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 
 
The Preferred Alternative would not require either temporary or permanent closure of 
local roads surrounding ARB.  During construction, it is expected that minor increases in 
traffic would occur from the construction crews traveling to and from ARB.  Overall, the 
Preferred Alternative would have no significant impact on existing or future traffic 
volumes in the surrounding area.  
 
4.20 CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS 
 
The Preferred Alternative may result in temporary, localized air, water, and noise quality 
impacts during construction.  Construction documents would identify specific 
environmental control methods to minimize air and water quality impacts.  Air quality 
impacts, such as fugitive dust and exhaust from construction equipment, may be 
minimized by seeding disturbed areas, covering haul trucks, and wetting down 
construction areas.  Sediment and erosion control measures would be used to minimize 
any water quality impacts during construction.  Construction would comply with FAA 
specifications (FAA Advisory Circulars 150/5370-2C – Operational Safety on Airports 
During Construction, and 150/5370-10A Changes 1-12 – Standards for Specifying 
Construction of Airports), and State of Michigan regulations would be followed as 
required to prevent air pollution. 
 
4.21 CONTAMINATED SITES REVIEW 
 
Existing Conditions  
A review of federal and state records was completed to identify known properties listed 
by state and/or federal agencies as either contaminated or sites of environmental concern 
(EDR, 2009).  The intent of this review was to assist in the evaluation of study 
alternatives; the review was not a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment in accordance 
with American Society of Testing and Materials (ASTM) (Standard E1527-94).  Several 
mapped sites were found on ARB or within the immediate area (within a one mile radius 
of the airport).  These mostly include underground and above-ground storage tanks and 
small quantity generators. 
 
There are no underground storage tanks on the airport property.  ARB has two small 
(approximately 250 gallon) tanks that are used for maintenance operations. The City of 
Ann Arbor does not store or sell aviation fuel products.  
 
The University of Michigan Flyers have an aboveground tank (approximately 3,000 
gallons) with avgas (100LL fuel).  Avfuel has three large aboveground tanks at ARB 
(approximately 20,000 gallons each) with avgas (100LL fuel) and Jet A fuel.  Avfuel 
stores the aviation fuel and the FBO’s sell it.  
 
All fuel near the airport property is stored in tanks in accordance with MDEQ licensure 
guidelines and all tanks currently meet regulations.   
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Consequences of the Preferred Alternative   
The Preferred Alternative is not anticipated to have an impact on known properties listed 
by state and/or federal agencies as either contaminated or sites of environmental concern.   
There would be no impacts to the fuel storage tanks during construction.  Further, if 
contaminated soil is encountered during construction, proper disposal methods and 
construction procedures that minimize disturbance of contaminated soils would be 
utilized. 
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Section 5.  
Environmental Consequences - Other Considerations 
 
5.1   MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
General Area and Project Information 
ARB is planning to shift and extend Runway 6/24 and the parallel taxiway by 
approximately 800-feet. 
  
Noise 
The FAA’s INM Version 7.0a was used to develop noise exposure contours in order to 
assess the noise impacts associated with the proposed extension of Runway 6/24. No 
homes or noise sensitive land uses are located within the 65 DNL contour for the 
Preferred Alternative future conditions. The Preferred Alternative is not expected to have 
any significant aircraft noise impacts; therefore, no mitigation is proposed.  
 
Social Impacts and Community Disruption  
There would be no land acquisition and no displacements as part of this project.  If 
acquisition was required, it would follow the Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of 1970, 
as amended, and FAA AC 150/5100-17.   
  
Wetland Impacts 
Impacts to affected wetlands would require mitigation under Section 404 of the Clean 
Water Act, Executive Order 11990, and Part 303 of the Natural Resources and 
Environmental Protection Act (P. A. 451).  When unavoidable impacts occur to regulated 
wetlands, both state and federal regulations require compensatory mitigation.  The intent 
of the mitigation is the replacement of the lost functions of the wetland areas to be 
displaced.  There would be no wetland impacts as a result of this project; therefore, no 
mitigation is required.   
 
Threatened and Endangered Species 
No known threatened or endangered species were identified within the project site; 
therefore, no mitigation is required.  
 
5.2   DEGREE OF CONTROVERSY 
 
During the course of this project, there has been input by local citizens regarding the need 
for the project and the potential impacts.  Most of the input received focused on the need 
for the project and how it potentially would impact adjacent homes. A Citizen’s Advisory 
Committee (CAC) was formed (see Section 6.2). These topics were presented and 
discussed during the CAC meetings. A public hearing would be held during the public 
comment period to allow the public an opportunity to comment on the proposed 
improvements and the EA.  A more detailed discussion of public involvement activities 
can be found in Section 6.2.  
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Section 6. 
Agency Coordination and Public Participation 
 
Agency coordination was initiated early in this study.  Input and feedback from agency 
representatives for this project was solicited via consultation and coordination with local, 
state, and federal regulatory and resource agencies, and the CAC.  The public would be 
asked to provide feedback at a public hearing that would be held in early 2010.   
 
6.1 AGENCY COORDINATION 
 
Early agency coordination for the project began in 2009 with local, state, and federal 
agencies regarding issues such as threatened and endangered species, wetlands, farmland, 
and archeological and architectural resources.  This has included consultation with the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS); U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA); 
Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS); State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO); Michigan Department of Natural Resources (MDNR); U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (USEPA); and the Michigan Department of Environmental Quality 
(MDEQ) (Appendix D).  Staff from MDOT – Airports Division and FAA – Detroit 
Airports District Office have also been consulted throughout the project.   
 
In the project planning phase, coordination and correspondence has occurred with 
MDEQ.  MDEQ conducted a site visit and a wetland delineation at ARB and provided a 
letter and wetland report documenting their findings (Appendix D).   
 
Local tribes were also contacted. Response letters are provided in Appendix D. 
 
6.2 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 
 
6.2.1 Citizen’s Advisory Committee 
 
The CAC was formed in spring 2009 and is comprised of 14 individuals representing a 
variety of affiliations including:  local residents, local commercial and business 
establishments, pilots, and representatives from the City of Ann Arbor, and Pittsfield 
Townships.  The CAC was formed to receive input from CAC members on project issues, 
to inform them of project activities and events, and to assist CAC members in 
communicating project activities to each member’s constituents (affiliated organizations).  
Public participation was formally initiated with the first CAC meeting held in May 2009.  
This meeting focused on the proposed improvements to ARB, the purpose and need for 
these changes, and project history.  At that meeting, questions and comments from CAC 
members included primarily on project justification and the history of the project.  
 
The second CAC meeting was held in July 2009, and provided an update on the noise 
analysis, historic resources, plant communities, and wetlands.  An overview of the User 
Survey Report was also provided. During this meeting, each CAC member was asked to 
provide an update on what they have been hearing from their constituency.  
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A third CAC meeting will be held in early 2010. This meeting will provide an update on 
the environmental studies along with a preview of the public hearing.  Meeting 
summaries and a list of invitees and attendees for each CAC meeting were mailed to all 
meeting participants.  A list of CAC members is provided in Appendix G. 
 
6.2.2 Public Hearing 
 
The Draft EA will be published and available for review for 30 days prior to the public 
hearing.  The public comment period closes 10 days after the public hearing date.  A legal 
notice will be published in the local Ann Arbor newspaper to announce the availability of 
the Draft EA and the date, time, and location of the public hearing.   
 
Copies of the Draft EA will be forwarded to appropriate local, state, and federal 
regulatory and resource agencies and will be available for public review at ARB, Ann 
Arbor City Hall, Pittsfield Township Municipal office, and the Ann Arbor Public Library.   
 
A public hearing on this study will be held in early 2010.  The format of the public 
hearing will be an informal open house.  The purpose of this hearing will be to provide 
the general public with information regarding the study purpose and need, alternatives 
considered, and selection of a Preferred Alternative.  Exhibits and display stations will be 
set up to cover each aspect of the project, and the study team will be available to 
personally respond to questions regarding the proposed project.  A public hearing 
handout will also be provided to attendees. Opportunities will be provided to submit both 
written and oral comments.  All of the public and agency comments received will be 
reviewed and summarized in the Final EA. 
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Section 7.   
Conclusion 
 
Based on the information in this EA and coordination with local, state, and federal 
regulatory agencies and the public, it is anticipated that this project will have no 
significant impact on the natural or human environment.  If review and comment by the 
public and interested agencies support this determination, this EA will be forwarded to 
the Michigan Department of Transportation’s Bureau of Aeronautics and Freight Services 
and the Federal Aviation Administration with a request that a Finding of No Significant 
Impact (FONSI) be prepared and location/design approval be granted. 
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Section 8.   
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Section 9.   
List of Preparers 
 
JJR, LLC 
 
Neal Billetdeaux, Principal-in-Charge 
Editor and quality assurance/quality control.  19 years experience.  M.S. Landscape 
Architecture. B.S. Natural Resources. Registered Landscape Architect in Michigan.  
 
Carol Schulte, Horticulturist/Environmental Specialist 
Wetland delineation, permitting, and threatened and endangered species survey.  11 years 
experience.  B.S. Horticulture, Michigan State University 1997.  B.S. Biochemistry, 
Eastern Michigan University. 1981.  
 
Joseph B. Wywrot, Civil Engineer 
Air quality analysis.  Thirteen years experience.  M.S. Engineering, B.S. Engineering, 
University of Michigan.  Registered Civil Engineer in Michigan. 
 
 
JACOBSEN DANIELS ASSOCIATES, LLC 
 
Amy Eckland, Environmental Specialist  
Document production and editing.  12 years experience.  M.S. Plant and Soil Science, 
B.S. Natural Resource Conservation and Management, University of Kentucky.  
 
 
URS Corporation 
 
Daniel Botto, Airport Environmental Planner  
Aviation Noise Analysis.  10 years experience.  B.S. Aviation Business Administration, 
Embry-Riddle Aeronautical University. 
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Section 10.   
Glossary 
 
ACIP – Airport Capital Improvement Plan – The ACIP is a document that serves as the 
primary planning tool for identifying and prioritizing critical airport development and 
associated capital needs. 
 
ADG – Airplane Design Group  
 
ALP – Airport Layout Plan – The ALP is a set of drawings or an individual drawing that 
identifies future development at the airport.  The ALP is part of the airport Master Plan. 
 
ARB – Ann Arbor Municipal Airport 
 
ARC – Airport Reference Code– The ARC is a coding system developed by the FAA to 
relate airport design criteria to the operational and physical characteristics of the airplane 
types that will operate at a particular airport. 
 
ATCT – Air Traffic Control Tower 
 
DNL – Day/Night Level (Noise) 
 
EA – Environmental Assessment 
 
EJ – Environmental Justice– An EJ is an Executive Order intended to identify and avoid 
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects on minority 
and low-income populations.  
 
FAA – Federal Aviation Administration 
 
Farmlands of State or Local Importance – The Natural Resources Conservation 
Service (NRCS) defines these farmlands as:  “Those lands that are nearly prime and that 
economically produce high yields when treated and managed according to modern 
farming methods.  Some may produce as high a yield as prime farmlands, if conditions 
are favorable.”  (USDA, 1983.) 
 
FBO – Fixed Base Operator 
 
FEMA – Flood Emergency Management Administration 
 
FONSI – Finding of No Significant Impact  
 
IFR – Instrument Flight Rules 
 
ILS – Instrument Landing System 
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INM – Integrated Noise Model 
 
MALSF  - Medium Intensity Approach Lighting System with Sequenced Flashers 
 
MASP – Michigan Airport System Plan  
 
Master Plan – The airport Master Plan is a long-range planning (i.e., generally good for 
20 years) document that inventories airport conditions, identifies facility requirements, 
and recommends future development.  The Master Plan includes written text, as well as 
the ALP drawing(s) (see Airport Layout Plan above). 
 
MDEQ – Michigan Department of Environmental Quality 
 
MDNR – Michigan Department of Natural Resources 
 
MDOT – Michigan Department of Transportation - Airports Division 
 
Mitigation – Compensatory measures for impacts occurring as a result of an activity 
 
MNFI – Michigan Natural Features Inventory 
 
MSHDA – Michigan State Housing Development Authority 
 
MTOW – Maximum Takeoff Weight 
 
NAAQS – National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
 
NEPA – National Environmental Policy Act 
 
NPIAS – National Plan of Integrated Airport Systems 
 
NRCS – Natural Resources Conservation Service (formerly the Soil Conservation 
Service) 
 
ODALS  - Omni-Directional Approach Lighting System  
 
Prime Farmland – The NRCS has designated prime farmland as:  “Land that has the 
best combination of physical and chemical characteristics for producing food, forage, 
fiber, and oilseed crops.  The land could be crop, pasture, range, forest, or other uses, but 
does not include urban built-up land or water bodies, since these two are considered 
irreversible uses.  It has soil quality, growing season, and moisture supply needed to 
economically produce/sustain high yields when treated and managed according to 
modern farming methods, including water management.”  (USDA, 1983.) 
 
REILS – Runway End Identifier Lights. 
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RPZ – Runway Protection Zone – The RPZ is a three dimensional trapezoid, which 
controls the height of objects within the boundaries of this surface.  These areas vary in 
size, depending on the type of approach category of a particular runway.  The RPZ does 
not have to be cleared or graded, but does require air rights. 
 
RSA – Runway Safety Area – The RSA is a prepared or suitable surface area that 
surrounds the runway in order to reduce the risk of damage to airplanes and injury to 
pilots and passengers in the event of an undershoot, overshoot, or excursion from the 
runway.  This area, which parallels the runway, is 500 feet wide and preferably extends 
1000 feet from the end of runway.  The RSA must be clear of all objects and graded for 
aircraft and emergency vehicle use. 
 
SHPO – State Historic Preservation Office 
 
Site of Environmental Concern – An identified site of potential contamination due to 
the presence or handling of hazardous materials on site (e.g., site containing underground 
storage tanks).   
 
Site of Environmental Contamination – Site of known contamination which falls under 
Michigan’s Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Act 451, Part 201 (formerly 
Part 307) PA of 1994. 
 
TAF – Terminal Area Forecast 
 
Unique Farmlands – The NRCS has defined unique farmlands as:  “Land other than 
prime farmland that is used for the production of specific high value food and fiber crops.  
These lands have a special combination of factors needed to economically produce 
sustained high quality yields of a specific crop when treated and managed according to 
modern farm methods.  The special factors that make the land unique include soil quality, 
growing season, temperature, humidity, elevation, aspect, moisture supply, or other 
conditions such as nearness to market that favor growth of a specific crop.  Moisture 
supply is the form of stored moisture, precipitation, or a developed irrigation system.”  
(USDA, 1983.) 
 
USEPA – United States Environmental Protection Agency 
 
USFWS – United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
 
VFR – Visual Flight Rules



 

 



 
 

Appendices 
 
Contents 
 
Appendix A. User Survey Report 
 
Appendix B. Noise Analysis Report 
 
Appendix C. Air Quality Analysis Report 
 
Appendix D.  Agency Coordination 
 
Appendix E.  Field Observation Report 
 
Appendix F.  Audubon Society Bird Species Observed List 
 
Appendix G.  Citizens Advisory Committee Member List 
 
Appendix H.  Public Notices 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 





Appendix A. User Survey Report 
   A-1. Airport User Survey Report 
    Ann Arbor Municipal Airport (ARB) 
    Ann Arbor, Michigan 
    July, 2009 
   A-2. Supplemental Report 
    Airport User Survey 
    Ann Arbor Municipal Airport (ARB) 
    Ann Arbor, Michigan 
    December, 2009 
 
    
    

 
 

 





 

  

 

 

 

  

 

 Appendix A-1. Airport User Survey Report 
  Ann Arbor Municipal Airport (ARB) 
  Ann Arbor, Michigan 
  July, 2009 
 

  



 























 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 Appendix A-2. Supplemental Report 
  Airport User Survey 
  Ann Arbor Municipal Airport (ARB) 
  Ann Arbor, Michigan 
  December, 2009 
 



 























Appendix B. Noise Analysis Report 
   (prepared by URS/July, 2009) 
 
   B-1. Noise Impact Analysis 
   B-2. Aircraft Noise, Noise Metrics & the Integrated Noise 

Model 
    
   





 

Appendix B-1 Page B-1 
 
 

APPENDIX B-1 

NOISE IMPACT ANALYSIS 
 
B.1 AIRCRAFT NOISE 
 
The compatibility of existing and planned land uses in the vicinity of an airport is usually associated with the 
extent of the airport’s noise impacts. Airport development actions to accommodate fleet mix changes, the 
number of aircraft operations, or air traffic changes are examples of activities that can alter aviation-related 
noise impacts and affected land uses subjected to those impacts.  This section describes the baseline noise 
environment and the associated land use compatibility. 
 
B.1.1 APPLICABLE REGULATIONS 
 
The evaluation of the Ann Arbor Municipal Airport (ARB) noise environment, and land use compatibility 
associated with airport noise, was conducted using the methodologies developed by the Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) and published in FAA Order 5050.4B, FAA Order 1050.1E, and title 14 Code of 
Federal Regulations (CFR) part 150.  
 
For aviation noise analysis, the FAA has determined that the cumulative noise energy exposure of 
individuals to noise resulting from aviation activities must be established in terms of yearly day/night 
average sound level (DNL); this is FAA’s primary metric. Title 14 CFR part 150 provides Federal compatible 
land use guidelines for several land uses as a function of DNL values. The ranges of DNL values in Table 
B-1 reflect the statistical variability for the responses of large groups of people to noise. Compatible or non-
compatible land use is determined by comparing the predicted or measured DNL values at a site to the 
values listed in Table B-1. Land use compatibility with yearly day-night average sound levels is shown in 
Table B-1. 
 
B.1.2 METHODOLOGY 
 
Aircraft Noise Descriptors and Effects 
The terms and metrics associated with aircraft noise relative to this analysis are complex and are discussed 
in detail in Appendix B-2 along with potential effects of aircraft noise. In general and in this document, noise 
or sound levels are expressed in terms of A-weighted decibels (dBA).  
 
DNL is a 24-hour time-weighted-average noise metric expressed in dBA which accounts for the noise levels 
of all individual aircraft events, the number of times those events occur, and the time of day which they 
occur. DNL has two time periods: daytime (7:00 a.m. to 9:59 p.m.) and nighttime (10:00 p.m. to 6:59 a.m.). 
In order to represent the added intrusiveness of sounds occurring during nighttime hours, DNL penalizes, or 
weights, events occurring during the nighttime periods by 10 dBA.  

 
Noise and Compatible Land Use Prediction Methodology 
The Integrated Noise Model (INM) has been FAA's standard tool since 1978 for determining the predicted 
noise impact in the vicinity of airports. Statutory requirements for INM use are defined in FAA Order 
1050.1E, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures; Order 5050.4B, National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) Implementing Instructions for Airport Actions; and title 14 CFR part 150, Airport Noise 
Compatibility Planning. INM Version 7.0a, released September 17, 2008, was the version used for this 
document (http://www.faa.gov/about/office_org/headquarters_offices/aep/models/ inm_model/). 
 
The INM incorporates the number of annual average daily daytime and nighttime flight and run-up 
operations, flight paths, run-up locations, and flight profiles of the aircraft along with its extensive internal 
database of aircraft noise and performance information, to calculate the DNL at many points on the ground 
around an airport. From a grid of points, the INM contouring program draws contours of equal DNL to be 
superimposed onto land use maps. For this document, DNL contours of 65, 70, and 75 dBA were 
developed. DNL contours are a graphical representation of how the noise from the airport’s average annual 
daily aircraft operations is distributed over the surrounding area. The INM can calculate sound levels at any 
specified point so that noise exposure at representative locations around an airport can be obtained. 



 

Appendix B-1 Page B-2 
 
 

TABLE B-1 
LAND USE COMPATIBILITY WITH YEARLY DAY-NIGHT AVERAGE SOUND LEVELS 

 
 Yearly Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL) 

  
Below 65 
Decibels 

65-70 
Decibels 

70-75 
Decibels 

75-80 
Decibels 

80-85 
Decibels 

Over 85 
Decibels 

              
Residential             
Residential (Other than mobile homes & 
transient lodges) Y N1 N1 N N N 

Mobile Home Parks Y N N N N N 
Transient Lodging Y N1 N1 N1 N N 
              
Public Use             
Schools Y N1 N1 N N N 
Hospitals, Nursing Homes Y 25 30 N N N 
Churches, Auditoriums, Concert Halls Y 25 30 N N N 
Governmental Services Y Y 25 30 N N 
Transportation Y Y Y2 Y3 Y4 Y4 
Parking Y Y Y2 Y3 Y4 N 
        
Commercial Use       
Offices, Business & Professional Y Y 25 30 N N 
Wholesale & Retail Building Materials, 
Hardware & Farm Equipment Y Y Y2 Y3 Y4 N 

Retail Trade - General Y Y 25 30 N N 
Utilities Y Y Y2 Y3 Y4 N 
Communications Y Y 25 30 N N 
        
Manufacturing & Production       
Manufacturing, General Y Y Y2 Y3 Y4 N 
Photographic and Optical Y Y 25 30 N N 
Agriculture (Except Livestock) & Forestry Y Y6 Y7 Y8 Y8 Y8 
Livestock Farming & Breeding Y Y6 Y7 N N N 
Mining & Fishing, Resource Production & 
Extraction Y Y Y Y Y Y 

        
Recreational       
Outdoor Sports Arenas, Spectator Sports Y Y5 Y5 N N N 
Outdoor Music Shells, Amphitheaters Y N N N N N 
Nature Exhibits & Zoos Y Y N N N N 
Amusement, Parks, Resorts, Camps Y Y Y N N N 
Golf Courses, Riding Stables, Water 
Recreation Y Y 25 30 N N 

              
              
 
NOTE:     The responsibility for determining the acceptable and permissible land uses and the relationship between specific 
properties remains with the local authorities.  FAA determinations under Part 150 are not intended to substitute Federally determined 
land use for those determined to be appropriate by local authorities in response to locally determined needs and values in achieving 
noise-compatible land uses. 
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KEY TO TABLE:              
SLUCM Standard Land Use Coding Manual.             
Y (Yes) Land Use and related structures are compatible without restrictions.    
N (No)  Land Use and related structures are not compatible and should be prohibited.       
NLR Noise Level Reduction (outdoor to indoor) are to be achieved through incorporation of noise attenuation into the 
 design and construction of structure. 
25,30, or 35 Land use and related structures are generally compatible; measures to achieve NLR of 25, 30, or 35 dB 
 must be incorporated in design and construction of structure.   
1   Where the community determines that residential or school uses must be allowed, measures to achieve outdoor to indoor NLR of 

at least 25 dB and 30 dB should be incorporated into building codes and be considered in individual approvals.  Normal residential 
construction can be expected to provide a NLR of 20 dB, thus, the reduction requirements are often stated as 5, 10 or 15 dB over 
standard construction and normally assume mechanical ventilation and closed windows year round.  However, the use of NLR 
criteria will not eliminate outdoor noise problems 

 
2  Measures to achieve NLR of 25 dB must be incorporated into the design and construction of portions of the buildings where the  
   public is received, office areas, noise-sensitive areas, or where the normal noise level is low.       
                
3  Measures to achieve NLR of 30 dB must be incorporated into the design and construction of portions of the buildings where the 
   public is received, office areas, noise-sensitive areas, or where the normal noise level is low.       
                
4  Measures to achieve NLR of 35 dB must be incorporated into the design and construction of portions of the buildings where the  
   public is received, office areas, noise-sensitive areas, or where the normal noise level is low.       
                
5  Land use compatible provided special sound reinforcement systems are installed. 

  
6  Residential buildings require an NLR of  25 dB.             
        
7  Residential buildings require an NLR of  30 dB.             
                
8   Residential buildings not permitted.               
 
 Noncompatible land use. 
 

              
Source: Title 14 CFR part 150, Appendix A, Table 1, January 1998.
 
 
The INM is an average-value-model and is designed to estimate long-term average effects using average 
annual input conditions. Because of this, differences between predicated and measured values can occur 
because certain local acoustical variables are not averaged, or because they may not be explicitly modeled 
in INM. Difference may also occur due to errors or improper procedures employed during the collection of 
the measured data.  
 
Examples of detailed local acoustical variables include:  

 Temperature profiles; 
 Wind gradients; 
 Humidity effects; 
 Ground absorption; 
 Individual aircraft directivity patterns; and 
 Sound diffraction caused by water, buildings, barriers, etc.  

 
The results of the INM analysis provide a relative measure of noise levels around airfield facilities. When the 
calculations are made in a consistent manner, the INM is most accurate for comparing before and after 
noise effects resulting from forecast changes or alternative noise control actions. It allows noise levels to be 
predicted for such proposed projects without the actual implementation and noise monitoring of those 
actions. 
 



 

Appendix B-1 Page B-4 
 
 

B.1.3 DATA 
 
Sources 
Data was collected from multiple sources, examined, and utilized to ensure that this aircraft noise analysis 
provides an accurate depiction of the existing ARB aircraft noise environment.  The data sources utilized for 
this analysis included: 
 

 Flight Explorer®, computer software which obtains N-number (registration number), aircraft 
type, arrival and departure airport, and time of day from Air Traffic Control Tower radar data, 

 USDOT, FAA Airport Master Record, Form 5010 July 2009; 
 FAA Terminal Area Forecast (TAF) December 2008; 
 FAA Air Traffic Activity Data System (ATADS) May 2009; 
 Michigan Department of Transportation (MDOT) Airport User Survey Report 2009; 
 National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, Climatography of the United States No. 81, 

2002; and 
 Ann Arbor Municipal Airport, Airport Layout Plan. 

 
Modeled Aircraft Operations 
This section describes the sources and derivation of the INM input data for the existing conditions, which 
are based on aircraft operations occurring from April 2008 through March 2009, and 2014 future conditions.  
Items also discussed includes the airport layout, weather, flight operations, fleet mix, runway use, flight 
tracks, and track use. 
 
Airport Layout 
ARB has a single paved runway, which is designated as Runway 06/24.  It is 3,505 feet long by 75 feet 
wide.  A full parallel taxiway system, 30 feet wide, supports this runway.  The Proposed Project consists of 
extending Runway 06/24 795 feet to a length of 4,300 feet.  There is a secondary turf runway, designated 
Runway 12/30.  Runway 12/30 is 2,750 feet long by 110 feet wide with a 25 foot wide full length turf 
taxiway.  The field elevation at ARB is approximately 829 feet above sea level.  Apron and hangar facilities 
are available for based and transient aircraft.   
 
Weather and Climate 
The INM default for pressure, humidity, and headwind was not changed in the model.  INM uses 
temperature, pressure, and headwind when computing procedural profiles.  Humidity is only used in 
calculating atmospheric absorption.  The average temperature at Ann Arbor, the University of Michigan, the 
closest monitoring station, is 49 degrees Fahrenheit (NOAA Climatography of the United States No. 81, 
2002).  The INM default airport pressure is 29.92 inches of mercury and the default humidity is 70% and the 
default average headwind is 8 knots.   
 
Flight Operations 
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.  The total number of operations were obtained from the FAA’s 
ATADS.  Air taxi / commuter operations fleet mix was obtained from Flight Explorer® data and general 
aviation aircraft fleet mix was obtained from the MDOT Airport User’s Survey. 
 
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. 
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Table B-2
Fleet Mix and Annual Operations 

Ann Arbor Municipal Airport 
Runway Extension EA 

Aircraft 
Category 

INM 
Aircraft Aircraft Name Aircraft 

Type 

Fleet Mix 
Percentage (%) Annual 

Itinerant Local Itinerant Local 
2009 2014 2009 2014 

A
ir 

Ta
xi

 / 
C

om
m

ut
er

 

BEC58P Beech 58 Baron MEP 48.6 --- 439 745 --- --- 
CNA172 Cessna 172 Skyhawk SEP 3.4 --- 31 52 --- --- 

CNA206 Cessna 206 Super 
Skywagon/Stationair SEP 1.4 --- 12 21 --- --- 

CNA441 Cessna 441 Conquest II TP 14.4 --- 130 220 --- --- 
CNA500 Cessna 500 / Citation II Jet 1.4 --- 12 21 --- --- 
DC910 Douglas DC 9-10 Jet 0.7 --- 6 10 --- --- 
DHC6 de Havilland Dash 6* TP 8.2 --- 74 126 --- --- 

GASEPF Composite - Single Engine 
Fixed Pitch Prop SEP 0.7 --- 6 10 --- --- 

GASEPV Composite - Single Engine 
Variable Pitch Prop SEP 4.1 --- 37 63 --- --- 

LEAR35 Lear 35 Jet 2.7 --- 25 42 --- --- 
MU3001 Mitsubishi 300-10 Diamond Jet 2.7 --- 25 42 --- --- 
PA28 Piper 28 Cherokee SEP 7.5 --- 68 115 --- --- 
PA31 Piper 31 Navajo MEP 4.1 --- 37 63 --- --- 

Total 100 --- 902 1,532 --- ---

G
en

er
al

 A
vi

at
io

n 

B206L Bell 206L LongRanger Helo 13.5 --- 3,039 3,255 --- --- 
BEC58P Beech 58 Baron MEP 5.6 6.8 1,269 1,360 2,585 2,954 
CIT3 Cessna Citation III Jet 0.01 --- 2 2 --- --- 
CNA172 Cessna 172 Skyhawk SEP 32.6 42.0 7,326 7,848 16,219 18,536 

CNA206 Cessna 206 Super 
Skywagon/Stationair SEP 3.8 4.5 863 925 1,732 1,980 

CNA441 Cessna 441 Conquest II Tp 0.6 0.3 126 135 113 129 
CNA500 Cessna 500 / Citation II Jet 0.05 --- 12 12 --- --- 
CNA510 Cessna 510 Mustang Jet 0.01 --- 2 2 --- --- 
DHC6 de Havilland Dash 6* Tp 0.2 --- 40 42 --- --- 

GASEPF Composite - Single Engine 
Fixed Pitch Prop SEP 3.9 4.8 887 950 1,845 2,109 

GASEPV Composite - Single Engine 
Variable Pitch Prop SEP 10.3 11.9 2,315 2,480 4,613 5,272 

H500D Hughes 500D Helo 4.4 --- 990 1,060 --- --- 
IA1125 IAI Astra Jet 0.01 --- 2 2 --- --- 
LEAR25 Lear 25 Jet 0.01 --- 2 2 --- --- 
LEAR35 Lear 35 Jet 0.01 --- 3 4 --- --- 
MU3001 Mitsubishi 300-10 Diamond Jet 1.5 --- 338 362 --- --- 
PA28 Piper 28 Cherokee SEP 23.1 29.7 5,180 5,550 11,472 13,111 
PA30 Piper 30 Twin Comanche MEP 0.1 0.1 22 24 42 48 
PA31 Piper 31 Navajo MEp 0.1 --- 25 27 --- --- 
R22 Robinson R22B Helo 0.01 --- 3 4 --- --- 

SA365N Aerospatiale (Eurocopter) SA-
365N Dauphin 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 Explorer®, 2009 
 Michigan DOT ARB User’s Survey, 2009, 
 URS Corporation 2009. 
Note: Numbers may not add due to rounding 
 SEP – Single Engine Piston 
 MEP – Multi Engine Piston 
 Jet – Turbofan/Turbo Jet 
 TP – Turbo Prop 
* de Havilland Dash 6 is INM substitution for the King Air 200, 300, and 350 
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Runway Use 
Runway use at ARB was determined through discussions with the Air Traffic Control Tower (ATCT) staff.  
Runway utilization is approximately 30/70 percent on Runway 06/24, respectively. Discussions with ATCT 
staff also indicate that approximately 5 percent of single engine piston aircraft operations occur on Runway 
12/30 with a 50/50 split.  Helicopters operate to and from the east edge of the terminal apron.  Table B-3 
provides runway utilization by aircraft category.  The 2014 No Action and Proposed Project Alternatives will 
maintain the same runway utilization. 
 

Table B-3
Runway Utilization 

Ann Arbor Municipal Airport 
Runway Extension EA 

Aircraft Type Runway Utilization¹ 
06 24 12 30 

Jet 30 % 70 % --- --- 
Turboprop 30 % 70 % --- --- 
Multi-Engine Piston 30 % 70 % --- --- 
Single Engine Piston 27.5 % 67.5 % 2.5 % 2.5 % 

Source:  ARB Air Traffic Control Tower 
Note:  1. Utilization applies to arrival, departure, and touch-and-go operations. 

 
Flight Tracks and Utilization 
Flight tracks are the aircraft’s actual path through the air projected vertically onto the ground.  Due to the 
level of operations occurring at ARB, a single arrival and departure track for each runway end was 
appropriate for the noise modeling.  Straight out departures tracks were modeled for all runways.  Straight 
in arrivals to Runway 12/30 were modeled and arrivals to Runway 6/24 followed the published VOR 
procedures. 
 
Unique helicopter and touch-and-go flight tracks were also modeled based on ATCT interviews.  80 percent 
of the helicopter operations arrive from or depart to the north, with the remaining 20 percent distributed 
evenly between arrivals from and departures to the east, south, and west.   
 
B.1.4 IMPACT ANALYSIS 
 
Existing Conditions 
Noise exposure resulting from aircraft operations in 2009 at ARB is depicted as DNL 65, 70, and 75 dBA 
contours, superimposed over the local aerial map of Ann Arbor, on Figure 4-1.  The ARB 2009 existing 
condition DNL 65 dBA noise contour does not extend beyond airport property. 
 
No Action Alternative 
Noise exposure resulting from aircraft operations for the 2014 No Action Alternative ARB is depicted as 
DNL 65, 70, and 75 dBA contours, superimposed over the local aerial map of Ann Arbor, on Figure 4-2.  
The ARB 2014 No Action Alternative DNL 65 dBA noise contour does not extend beyond airport property. 
 
Proposed Project 
Noise exposure resulting from aircraft operations for the 2014 Proposed Project Alternative at ARB is 
depicted as DNL 65, 70, and 75 dBA contours, superimposed over the local aerial map of Ann Arbor, on 
Figure 4-3.  The ARB 2014 Proposed Project Alternative DNL 65 dBA noise contour does not extend 
beyond airport property. 
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APPENDIX B-2 

AIRCRAFT NOISE, NOISE METRICS & THE INTEGRATED NOISE MODEL 

Appendix B-2 describes the various common noise metrics and human perceptions. It also 
describes the Integrated Noise Model (INM), and its required inputs. 
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APPENDIX B-2 

AIRCRAFT NOISE, NOISE METRICS & THE INTEGRATED NOISE MODEL 

1.1 AIRCRAFT NOISE 

Aircraft noise originates from the engines as well as the airframe or structure of aircraft.  The engines are 
generally the most significant source of noise.  While noise generated by propeller-driven aircraft can be 
annoying, jet aircraft are commonly the source of disturbing noise at airports.  Two basic types of jet 
aircraft are operated today equipped with turbofan or turbojet engines. Aircraft flying faster than the speed 
of sound generate an intense pressure wave called a sonic boom, in addition to the propulsion and 
airframe noise. 

Turbofan engines produce thrust as reaction to the rate at which high-velocity gas is exhausted from 
nozzles.  The engine core consists of a compressor, combustion chambers, a turbine and a front fan.  
The major sources of noise include the core engine fan streams, the compressor, turbine blades and 
exhaust nozzles.  In comparison, turbojet aircraft do not have the front fan component.  It has been found 
in several cases that the sound energy produced by a turbojet engine is greater than that of a turbofan 
engine with an equivalent thrust rating. 

The noise produced by jet aircraft flyovers is characterized by an increase in sound energy as the aircraft 
approaches, up to a maximum level.  This sound level begins to lessen as the aircraft passes overhead 
and then decreases in a series of lesser peaks as the aircraft departs the area. 

Noise produced by propeller driven aircraft and helicopters emanates from the blades and rotors.  There 
are two components of this noise, namely vortex and periodic.  Vortex noise is generated by the formation 
and shedding of vortices in the airflow past the blade.  Periodic noise is produced by the oscillating 
pressure field in the air that results from the passage of air past the blade.  Blade slap is an additional 
source of noise in helicopters.  This is high-amplitude periodic noise and highly modulated vortex noise 
caused by fluctuating forces as one blade cuts through the tip vortices of another. 
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1.2 AIRCRAFT NOISE TERMINOLOGY 

The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) uses a variety of noise metrics to assess potential airport noise 
impacts.  Different noise metrics can be used to describe individual noise events (e.g., a single operation 
of an aircraft taking off overhead) or groups of events (e.g., the cumulative effect of numerous aircraft 
operations, the collection of which creates a general noise environment or overall exposure level).  Both 
types of descriptors are helpful in explaining how people tend to respond to a given noise condition.  
Descriptions of the metrics used in this Part 150 Study are provided in the following text. 

Decibel, dB – Sound is a complex physical phenomenon consisting of many minute vibrations traveling 
through a medium, such as air.  The human ear senses these vibrations as sound pressure.  Because of 
the vast range of sound pressure or intensity detectable by the human ear, sound pressure level (SPL) is 
represented on a logarithmic scale known as decibels (dB).  A SPL of 0 dB is approximately the threshold 
of human hearing and is barely audible under extremely quiet (laboratory-type) listening conditions.  A 
person begins to feel a SPL of 120 dB inside the ear as discomfort, and pain begins at approximately 140 
dB.  Most environmental sounds have SPLs ranging from 30 to 100 dB. 

Because decibels are logarithmic, they cannot be added or subtracted directly like other (linear) numbers.  
For example, if two sound sources each produce 100 dB, when they are operated together they will 
produce 103 dB, not 200 dB.  Four 100 dB sources operating together again double the sound energy, 
resulting in a total SPL of 106 dB, and so on.  In addition, if one source is much louder than another, the 
two sources operating together will produce the same SPL as if the louder source were operating alone.  
For example, a 100 dB source plus an 80 dB source produces 100 dB when operating together.  The 
louder source masks the quieter one. 

Two useful rules to remember when comparing SPLs are: (1) most people perceive a 6 to 10 dB increase 
in SPL between two noise events to be about a doubling of loudness, and (2) changes in SPL of less than 
about 3 dB between two events are not easily detected outside of a laboratory.  

A-Weighted Decibel, dBA – Frequency, or pitch, is a basic physical characteristic of sound and is 
expressed in units of cycles per second or hertz (Hz).  The normal frequency range of hearing for most 
people extends from about 20 to 15,000 Hz.  Because the human ear is more sensitive to middle and 
high frequencies (i.e., 1000 to 4000 Hz), a frequency weighting called “A” weighting is applied to the 
measurement of sound.  The internationally standardized "A" filter approximates the sensitivity of the 
human ear and helps in assessing the perceived loudness of various sounds.  For this Part 150 Study, all 
sound levels are A-weighted sound levels and the text typically omits the adjective "A-weighted". 

Figure 1 charts common indoor and outdoor sound levels.  A quiet rural area at nighttime may be 30 dBA 
or lower, while the operator of a typical gas lawn mower may experience a level of 90 dBA.  Similarly, the 
level in a library may be 30 dBA or lower, while the listener at a rock band concert may experience levels 
near 110 dBA. 
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FIGURE 1 
COMMON OUTDOOR AND INDOOR SOUND LEVELS 

Source:  URS Corp, 2008.  
 
Maximum A-Weighted Noise Level, Lmax – Sound levels vary with time.  For example, the sound 
increases as an aircraft approaches, then falls and blends into the ambient, or background, as the aircraft 
recedes into the distance.  Because of this variation, it is often convenient to describe a particular noise 
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"event" by its highest or maximum sound level (Lmax).  It should be noted that Lmax describes only one 
dimension of an event; it provides no information on the cumulative noise exposure generated by a sound 
source.  In fact, two events with identical Lmax levels may produce very different total noise exposures.  
One may be of very short duration, while the other may last much longer. 

Sound Exposure Level, SEL – The most common measure of noise exposure for a single aircraft flyover 
event is the SEL.  SEL is a summation of the A-weighted sound energy at a particular location over the 
true duration of a noise event, normalized to a fictional duration of one second.  The true noise event 
duration is defined as the amount of time the noise event exceeds a specified level (that is at least 10 dB 
below the maximum value measured during the noise event).  For noise events lasting more than one 
second, SEL does not directly represent the sound level heard at any given time, but rather provides a 
measure of the net impact of the entire acoustic event. 

The normalization to the fictional duration of one second enables the comparison of noise events with 
differing true duration and/or maximum level.  Because the SEL is normalized to one second, it will almost 
always be larger in magnitude than the Lmax for the event.  In fact, for most aircraft events, the SEL is 
about 7 to 12 dB higher than the Lmax.  Additionally, since it is a cumulative measure, a higher SEL can 
result from either a louder or longer event, or a combination thereof. 

Since SEL combines an event’s overall sound level along with its duration, SEL provides a 
comprehensive way to describe noise events for use in modeling and comparing noise environments.  
Computer noise models, such as the Integrated Noise Model (INM) that the FAA used for this PART 150 
STUDY, base their computations on these SELs. 

Figure 2 shows an event’s “time history”, or the variation of sound level with time.  For typical sound 
events experienced by a stationary listener, like a person experiencing an aircraft flyover, the sound level 
rises as the source (or aircraft) approaches the listener, peaks and then diminishes as the aircraft flies 
away from the listener.  The area under the time history curve represents the overall sound energy of the 
noise event.  The Lmax for the event shown in Figure 2 was 93.5 dBA.  Compressing the event’s total 
sound energy into one second yields an SEL of 102.7 dBA. 
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FIGURE 2 
COMPARISON OF MAXIMUM SOUND LEVEL (LMAX) AND SOUND EXPOSURE LEVEL (SEL) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Equivalent Sound Level, Leq – Equivalent sound level (Leq) is a measure of the noise exposure resulting 
from the accumulation of A-weighted sound levels over a particular period of interest (e.g., an hour, an 8-
hour school day, nighttime, or a full 24-hour day).  However, because the length of the period can be 
different depending on the period of interest, the applicable period should always be identified or clearly 
understood when discussing this metric.  Such durations are often identified through a subscript.  For 
example, for an 8 hour or 24 hour day, Leq(8) or Leq(24) is used, respectively. 

Conceptually, Leq may be thought of as a constant sound level over the period of interest that contains as 
much sound energy as the actual time-varying sound level with its normal “peaks” and “dips”.  In the 
context of noise from typical aircraft flight events, and as noted earlier for SEL, Leq does not represent the 
sound level heard at any particular time, but rather represents the total sound exposure for the period of 
interest.  Also, it should be noted that the “average” sound level suggested by Leq is not an arithmetic 
value, but a logarithmic, or “energy-averaged,” sound level.  Thus, loud events tend to dominate the noise 
environment described by the Leq metric. 

Day-Night Average Sound Level, DNL – Time-average sound levels are measurements of sound 
averaged over a specified length of time.  These levels provide a measure of the average sound energy 
during the measurement period.  For the evaluation of community noise effects, and particularly aircraft 
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noise effects, the Day-Night Average Sound Level (abbreviated DNL) is used.  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.  The FAA defines the 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. period as nighttime (or night) and the 7:00 a.m. to 
10:00 p.m. period as daytime (or day).  Because of the increased sensitivity to noise during normal 
sleeping hours and because ambient (without aircraft) sound levels during nighttime are typically about 10 
dB lower than during daytime hours, the 10-decibel adjustment, or "penalty," represents the added 
intrusiveness of sounds occurring during nighttime hours. 

DNL accounts for the noise levels (in terms of SEL) of all individual aircraft events, the number of times 
those events occur and the period of day/night in which they occur.  Values of DNL can be measured with 
standard monitoring equipment or predicted with computer models such as the INM.  

Typical DNL values for a variety of noise environments are shown in Figure 3.  DNL values can be 
approximately 85 dBA outdoors under an aircraft flight path within a mile of a major airport and 40 dBA or 
less outdoors in a rural residential area. 

Due to the DNL descriptor’s close correlation with the degree of community annoyance from aircraft 
noise, most federal agencies have formally adopted DNL for measuring and evaluating aircraft noise for 
land use planning and noise impact assessment.  Federal committees such as the Federal Interagency 
Committee on Urban Noise (FICUN) and the Federal Interagency Committee on Noise (FICON), which 
include the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the FAA, Department of Defense, Department of 
Housing and Urban Development, and the Veterans Administration, found DNL to be the best metric for 
land use planning.  They also found no new cumulative sound descriptors or metrics of sufficient scientific 
standing to substitute for DNL.  Other cumulative metrics are used only to supplement, not replace, DNL.  
Furthermore, FAA Order 1050.1E, Policies and Procedures for Considering Environmental Impacts, 
requires DNL be used in describing cumulative noise exposure and in identifying aircraft noise/land use 
compatibility issues (EPA, 1974; FICUN, 1980; FICON, 1992; title 14 CFR part 150, 2004; FAA, 2006). 

The accuracy and validity of DNL calculations depend on the basic information used in the calculations.  
At airports, the reliability of DNL calculations is affected by a number of uncertainties: 

• The noise descriptions used in the DNL procedure represent the typical human response to 
aircraft noise.  Since people vary in their response to noise and because the physical measure of 
noise accounts for only a portion of an individual’s reaction to that noise, the DNL scale can show 
only an average response to aircraft noise that may be expected from a community. 

• Future aviation activity levels such as the forecast number of operations, the operational fleet mix, 
the times of operation (day versus night) and flight tracks are estimates.  Achievement of 
forecasted levels of activity cannot be assured. 

• Aircraft acoustical and performance characteristics for new aircraft designs are estimates. 
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Outdoor vs. Indoor Noise Levels – INM calculates outdoor noise levels, while some of the supplemental 
noise analysis effects are based on noise levels experienced indoors.  In order to convert outdoor noise 
levels to indoor noise levels, an Outdoor-to-Indoor Noise Level Reduction (OILR) is identified.  The indoor 
noise level is equal to the outdoor noise level minus the OILR.  Based on accepted research, typical OILR 
values range between 15 dBA to 25 dBA, depending on the structure and whether windows are open or 
closed (Wyle, 1989).   

FIGURE 3 
TYPICAL RANGE OF OUTDOOR COMMUNITY DAY-NIGHT AVERAGE SOUND LEVELS 

1.3 EFFECTS OF AIRCRAFT NOISE ON PEOPLE 

The most common effects regarding aircraft noise are related to annoyance and activity interference (e.g., 
speech disruption and sleep interference).  These effects have been studied extensively and relationships 
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between various noise metrics and effects have been established.  The following sections summarize 
these effects, and the noise metrics that are used to describe them.  

1.3.1  Speech Interference 
 
Speech interference is the most readily quantified adverse effect of noise, and speech is the activity most 
often affected by environmental noise.  The levels of noise that interfere with listening to a desired sound, 
such as speech, music, or television, can be defined in terms of the level of noise required to mask the 
desired sound.  Such levels have been quantified for speech communications by directly measuring the 
interference with speech.  Several studies have been conducted over the last 30 years resulting in 
various noise level criteria for speech interference.   

As an aircraft approaches and its sound level increases, speech becomes harder to hear.  As the ambient 
level increases, the speaker must raise his/her voice, or the individuals must get closer together to 
continue talking.  For typical communication distances of 3 or 4 feet (1 to 1.5 meters), acceptable outdoor 
conversations can be carried on in a normal voice as long as the ambient noise outdoors is less than 
about 65 dBA (FICON, 1992).  If the noise exceeds this level, intelligibility would be lost unless vocal 
effort was increased or communication distance was decreased. 

Indoor speech interference can be expressed as a percentage of sentence intelligibility between two 
average adults with normal hearing, speaking fluently in relaxed conversation approximately one meter 
apart in a typical living room or bedroom (EPA, 1974).  Intelligibility pertains to the percentage of speech 
units correctly understood out of those transmitted, and specifies the type of speech material used, i.e. 
sentence or word intelligibility (ANSI, 1994).  As shown in Figure 4, the percentage of sentence 
intelligibility is a non-linear function of the (steady) indoor ambient or background sound level (energy-
average equivalent sound level (Leq)).  For an average adult with normal hearing and fluency in the 
language, steady ambient indoor sound levels of up to 45 dBA Leq are expected to allow 100 percent 
intelligibility of sentences.  The curve shows 99 percent sentence intelligibility for Leq at or below 54 dBA 
and less than 10 percent intelligibility for Leq greater than 73 dBA.  It should be noted that the function is 
especially sensitive to changes in sound level between 65 dBA and 75 dBA.  As an example of the 
sensitivity, a 1 dBA increase in background sound level from 70 dBA to 71 dBA results in a 14 percent 
decrease in sentence intelligibility.  In contrast, a 1 dBA increase in background sound level from 60 dBA 
to 61 dBA results in less than 1 percent decrease in sentence intelligibility. 

The noise from aircraft events is not continuous, but consists of individual events where the noise level 
can greatly exceed the background level for a limited period as the aircraft flies over.  Since speech 
interference in the presence of aircraft noise is essentially determined by the magnitude and frequency of 
individual aircraft flyover events, a time-averaged metric (such as Leq) alone, is not necessarily 
appropriate when setting standards regarding acceptable levels.  In addition to the background levels 
described above, single event criteria, which account for those sporadic intermittent noisy events, are 
also essential to specifying speech interference criteria.  In order for two people to communicate 
reasonably using normal voice levels indoors, the background noise level should not exceed 60 dBA 
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(EPA, 1974).  In other words, an indoor noise event that exceeds 60 dBA has the potential to cause 
speech and communication disruption (Eagan, 2007). 

Figure 4 
PERCENT SENTENCE INTELLIGIBILITY FOR INDOOR SPEECH 

 

1.3.2 Effect on Children’s Learning 
 
An important application of speech interference criteria is in the classroom where the percent of words 
(rather than whole sentences) transmitted and received, commonly referred to as ‘word intelligibility,’ is 
critical.  For teachers to be clearly understood by their students, it is important that regular voice 
communication is clear and uninterrupted.  Not only does the steady background sound level have to be 
low enough for the teacher to be clearly heard, but intermittent outdoor noise events also need to be 
unobtrusive.  The steady ambient level, the level of voice communication, and the single event level (e.g., 
aircraft over-flights) that might interfere with speech in the classroom are measures that can be evaluated 
to quantify the potential for speech interference in the classroom.  

Accounting for the typically intermittent nature of aircraft noise where speech is impaired only for the short 
time when the aircraft noise is close to its maximum value, different researchers and regulatory 
organizations have recommended maximum allowable indoor noise levels ranging between 40 and 60 
dBA Lmax. (Lind, et. al., 1998; Sharp and Plotkin, 1984; Wesler, 1986; WHO, 1999; ASLHA, 1995; ANSI, 
2002).  A single event noise level of 50 dBA Lmax correlates to 90 percent of the words being understood 
by students with normal hearing and no special needs seated throughout a classroom (Lind, et. al., 1998).  
At-risk students may be adversely affected at lower sound levels.  

45 50 55 60 65 70 75

Steady Indoor A-Weighted Sound Level
(dB re: 20 micropascals)

0

20

40

60

80

100
P

er
ce

nt
 S

en
te

nc
e 

In
te

lli
gi

bi
lit

y

Source: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 1974.



Appendix B-2  ................................................................. Page B-20  

ANSI has developed a standard for classrooms that states that the sound level during the noisiest hour 
should not exceed a one-hour average Leq of 40 dBA for schools exposed to intermittent noise sources 
such as aircraft noise (ANSI, 2002).  The standard further states that the hourly Leq should not be 
exceeded for more than 10 percent of the noisiest hour (i.e., Leq should not exceed L10).  FAA Order 
5100.38C, Airport Improvement Program Handbook, Chapter 7, Section 2, Paragraph 812c(1) indicates 
that schools should have an A-weighted Leq of 45 dB, or less, during school hours, in the classroom 
environment.  Facilities not typically disrupted by aircraft, such as gymnasiums, cafeterias, or hallways, 
are not usually eligible for noise insulation.  However, ANSI recommends that schools have a maximum 
one-hour average A-weighted unsteady background noise level of Leq of 40 dB, or less, during school 
hours.  Ancillary spaces, such as gymnasiums and cafeterias are recommended to have a maximum Leq 
of 45 dB. 

1.3.3 Sleep Disturbance 
 
The EPA identified an indoor DNL of 45 dB as necessary to protect against sleep interference (EPA, 
1974).  Prior to and after the EPA’s 1974 guidelines, research on sleep disruption from noise has led to 
widely varying observations.  In part, this is because: (1) sleep can be disturbed without causing 
awakening, (2) the deeper the sleep the more noise it takes to cause arousal, (3) the tendency to awaken 
increases with age, and (4) the person’s previous exposure to the intruding noise and other physiological, 
psychological, and situational factors.  The most readily measurable effect of noise on a sleeping person 
is the number of arousals or awakenings. 

A study performed in 1992 by the Civil Aviation Policy Directorate of the Department of Transportation in 
the United Kingdom concluded that average sleep disturbance rates (those that are unrelated to outdoor 
noise) are unlikely to be affected by aircraft noise at outdoor levels below an Lmax  of 80 dBA (Ollerhead, 
1992).  At higher levels of 80-95 dBA Lmax the chance of the average person being awakened is about 1 in 
75.  The study concludes that there is no evidence to suggest that aircraft noise at these levels is likely to 
increase the overall rates of sleep disturbance experienced during normal sleep.  However, the authors 
emphasize that these conclusions are based on ‘average’ effects, and that there are more susceptible 
individuals and there are periods during the night when people are more sensitive to noise, especially 
during the lighter stages of sleep. 

In June 1997, the U.S. Federal Interagency Committee on Aviation Noise (FICAN) reviewed the sleep 
disturbance issue along with data from the 1992 FICON recommendations (which was primarily the result 
of many laboratory studies) and presented a new sleep disturbance dose-response prediction curve 
(FICAN, 1997) as the recommended tool for analysis of potential sleep disturbance for residential areas.  
The FICAN curve, shown in Figure A-5, was based on data from field studies of major civilian and military 
airports.  For an indoor SEL of 60 dBA, Figure 5 predicts a maximum of approximately 5 percent of the 
exposed residential population would be behaviorally awakened.  FICAN cautions that this curve should 
only be applied to long-term adult residents.  
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The focus of this research was the human response to individual SELs rather than the response to 
multiple events in the same night.  The relationship of SEL and percent awakenings presented in the 
figure is for each event, not a cumulative percent awakening for all events during a sleep period. 

Other studies indicate that for a good night’s sleep, the number of noise occurrences plays a role as 
important as the level of the noise.  Vallet & Vernet (1991) recommend that, to avoid any adverse effects 
on sleep, indoor noise levels should not exceed approximately 45 dBA Lmax more than 10-15 times per 
night and that lower levels might be appropriate to provide protection for sensitive people.  This Lmax level 
is equivalent to an SEL of approximately 55 dBA indoors. 

 

FIGURE 5 
SLEEP DISTURBANCE DOSE-RESPONSE RELATIONSHIP 

 

Griefahn (1978) suggests that awakenings from aircraft overflights are dependent upon the number of 
events and their sound levels.  Figure 6 illustrates Griefahn’s compilation of data indicating the number of 
events and noise level that constitute a threshold for sleep.  The data in her research were based on 
levels at which the most sensitive 10 percent of the population would be disturbed, and includes a 
correction to these levels to represent the most sensitive sleep state and age group.  The lower curve 
represents the indoor noise level (expressed in terms of Lmax) and number of noise event combinations at 
which fewer than 10 percent of the population will show signs of sleep interference.  The upper curve 
indicates the level at which more than 90 percent of the population will be awakened for the given 
combination of noise levels and noise events.  Griefahn suggests that, to avoid any long-term health 
effects, the upper curve should not be exceeded.  The bottom curve represents a preferred, preventative 
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goal.  The curves indicate that nearly 90 percent of people will show signs of sleep interference in the 
presence of 10 to 30 flights per night at an approximate indoor Lmax of 54 dB.  They also show that for the 
same number of flights but at an indoor Lmax of 48 dB, the percentage of the most sensitive population 
affected is much lower, at less than 10 percent, (with ‘no reaction’ for the less sensitive population). 

 

FIGURE 6 
NUMBER OF AWAKENINGS AS A FUNCTION OF MAXIMUM INDOOR NOISE LEVEL 

Source: Griefahn, B. (1990). “Critical Loads for Noise Exposure During the Night,” InterNoise 90, pg. 1165. 

1.3.4 Vibration from Aircraft Operations 
 
The effects of vibration in a residence are observed in two ways; it is felt by the occupant, or it causes 
physical damage to the structure.  Subjective detection can be one of direct perception from rattling of 
windows and ornaments, or dislodgement of hanging pictures and other loose objects.  Structural 
damage may be either architectural (cosmetic or minor effects) such as plaster cracking, movement or 
dislodgements of wall tiles, cracked glass, etc., or major, such as cracking walls, complete collapsing of 
ceilings, etc., which is generally considered to impair the function or use of the dwelling. 

Research has shown that vibration can be felt at levels well below those considered to cause structural 
damage.  Complaints from occupants are usually due to the belief that if vibration can be felt, then it is 
likely to cause damage.  Residents living in proximity to airports often complain that aircraft operations 
cause vibration induced damage to their homes.  Research has also shown however, that the slamming 
of doors or footfalls within a building can produce vibration levels above those produced by aircraft 
activities (Reverb Acoustics Noise and Vibration Consultants, 2005). 
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Since people spend the majority of time indoors, the perceptions of aircraft noise leading to annoyance or 
complaint response and potentially to structural/architectural effects are directly and indirectly affected by 
the building structure.  The acoustic loads resulting from aircraft noise can induce vibration in the 
structure, which can in turn, result in radiation of noise into its interior, rattling of items in contact with the 
structure, the perception of the occupants that the structure is vibrating, and the assumption that the 
vibration is causing structural/architectural effects.  Consequently, the response of buildings, particularly 
older residential structures, to aircraft noise and the resulting effects on human and structural response 
has been the subject of considerable research. 

C-weighted metrics appear to correlate well with subjective evaluations of low frequency noise from 
aircraft operations (Fidell, et al, 2002; Eagan, 2006).  Perceptible wall vibrations in homes are likely to 
occur for C-weighted levels between 75 and 80 dB (Eagan, 2006).  The likelihood of rattle due to low 
frequency noise increases notably for C-weighted levels within the range of 75 to 80 dB (Hubbard, 1982, 
Fidell, et. al, 2002).  Rattle always occurs above a threshold of roughly 97 dB Lmax (Hodgdon, 2007).  In 
addition, C-weighting is the only weighting scale currently in the Integrated Noise Model (INM) that 
addresses low-frequency noise.  However, it should be noted that INM predictions are based on 
extrapolation of A-weighted aircraft sound levels.  The same data are used in C-weighted predictions by 
simply reverse filtering the A-weighted levels.  The predictions do not extend to frequencies less than 50 
Hz where much of rattle and structural response can be attributed.  This is a major limitation of INM C-
weighted predictions for vibration assessment. 

Generally, fixed-wing subsonic aircraft do not generate vibration levels of a frequency or intensity high 
enough to result in damage to structures.  It has been found that exposure to normal weather conditions, 
such as thunder and wind, usually have more potential to result in significant structural vibration than 
aircraft (FAA, 1985).  Two studies involving the measurement of vibration levels resulting from aircraft 
operations upon sensitive historic structures concluded that aircraft operations did not result in significant 
structural vibration. 
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1.4 FAA METHODOLOGY FOR EVALUATING AIRCRAFT NOISE 

1.4.1 Impact Analysis Criteria and Thresholds 
 
The evaluation of the Key West International Airport (KWIA) airport noise environment was completed 
using the methodologies and standards specified in title 14 CFR Part 150 (Part 150, 2004).  The following 
paragraphs summarize the pertinent requirements of these documents applicable to conducting a noise 
analysis and how they were applied in this NEM. 

The regulations and guidance documents require that the cumulative noise energy exposure of 
individuals to noise resulting from aviation activities be established in terms of yearly day/night average 
sound level (DNL) as the FAA’s primary metric.  All detailed noise analyses must be performed using the 
most current version of the FAA’s Integrated Noise Model (INM).  For this analysis, INM, Version 7.0a, 
was used to model aircraft noise exposure.   

The noise analysis was conducted to reflect current conditions (2008) and forecast conditions (2013). 
This analysis includes maps and other means to depict land uses within the noise impact area.  The 
addition of flight tracks is helpful in illustrating where aircraft normally fly. 

The following information was disclosed for the current conditions (2008) and forecast conditions (2013). 

1. The number of people living or residences within each noise contour above DNL 65 for both the 
Existing and Future Noise Exposure Map (NEM). 

2. The location and number of noise sensitive uses (e.g., schools, churches, hospitals, parks, 
recreation areas) exposed to DNL 65 or greater for both the Existing and Future NEM. 

3. Mitigation measures in effect or proposed and their relationship to the Existing and Future NEM. 

1.4.2 The Integrated Noise Model 
 
Noise contours generated by the FAA’s INM do not depict a strict demarcation of where the noise levels 
end or begin.  Their purpose is to describe the generally expected noise exposure.  It must be recognized 
that although the INM is the current state-of-the-art aircraft noise modeling software, input variables to the 
INM require several simplifying assumptions to be made, such as: aircraft types flown, flight track 
utilization, day/night operational patterns, and arrival/departures profiles flown.  Further, the noise 
contours represent average annual conditions rather than single event occurrences.  Noise exposure on 
any one day may be greater or less than the average day.  The noise model is useful for comparison of 
noise impacts between scenarios and provides a consistent and reasonable method to conduct airport 
noise compatibility planning.  

The INM has been the FAA’s standard tool since 1978 for determining the predicted noise impact near 
airports.  The FAA developed the INM computer model and it is the required method to predict airport 
noise contours.  The FAA continually enhances the INM to take advantage of increased computer speed, 
to incorporate new aircraft types into the aircraft noise database, and to improve its noise computation 
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algorithms.  INM Version 7.0a was used to produce the noise contours and to analyze noise levels at 
sensitive sites.   

INM includes the capability to turn off lateral attenuation for helicopters and propeller aircraft, in order to 
simulate propagation over acoustically hard surfaces such as water or rocks. This capability was utilized 
to take into account the effect of the water surrounding the airport. 

The model produces noise exposure contours that are used for land use compatibility maps.  Its program 
includes built in tools for comparing contours and utilities that facilitate easy export to Geographic 
Information Systems (GIS).  The model can also calculate predicted noise at specific sites such as 
hospitals, schools, or other sensitive locations.  For these grid points, the model reports detailed 
information for the analyst to determine which events contribute most significantly to the noise at that 
location. 

The INM is a computer model that, during an average 24-hour period, accounts for each aircraft flight 
along flight tracks leading to or from the airport, or overflying the area of interest.  Flight track definitions 
are coupled with information in the program database relating to noise levels at varying distances and 
flight performance data for each distinct type of aircraft selected.  In general, the model computes noise 
levels at regular grid locations at ground level around the airport and within the area of interest.  The 
distance to each aircraft in flight is computed, and the associated noise exposure of each aircraft flying 
along each flight track within the vicinity of the grid location is determined.  The logarithmic acoustical 
energy levels for each individual aircraft are then summed for each grid location.  The model can create 
contours of specific noise levels based on the acoustical energy summed at each of the grid points.  The 
cumulative values of noise exposure at each grid location are used to interpolate contours of equal noise 
exposure.  The model can also compute noise levels at user-defined points on the ground. 

The noise analyses must be performed using the INM standard and default data, unless there is sufficient 
justification for modification.  Modification to standard or default data requires written approval from the 
FAA’s Office of Environment and Energy (AEE).  Standard INM modeling of departure operations begins 
at the start of takeoff roll and ends when aircraft reach an altitude of 10,000 feet above field elevation 
(AFE).  Standard modeling of arrival operations begins when the aircraft is at an altitude of 6,000 feet and 
ends when the aircraft land and completes the application of reverse thrust.   

All computer model input data should reasonably reflect current and forecasted conditions.  User-supplied 
information required to run the model includes: 

• A physical description of the airport layout, including location, length and orientation of all 
runways, and airport elevation, 

• The aircraft fleet mix for the average day,  

• The number of daytime flight and run-up operations (7 a.m. to 9:59 p.m.), 

• The number of nighttime flight and run-up operations (10 p.m. to 6:59 a.m.),  

• Runway utilization rates, 

• Primary departure and arrival flight tracks, and 
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• Flight track utilization rates. 

1.4.2.1 Aircraft Operations and Fleet Mix 
 
Fleet mix defines the various types of aircraft and allows development of very specific input data, such as 
engine type, title 14 CFR part 36 Noise Stage Certification, gross weight, and departure stage length.  
The INM aircraft database contains actual noise and performance data for 253 types of aircraft.  Although 
the INM aircraft database provides a large selection of aircraft to model, it does not contain every known 
aircraft.  For this reason, the FAA has developed an official aircraft substitution list, containing 259 types 
of aircraft, which allows the modeler to substitute similar aircraft when necessary for modeling purposes.  
These substitutions represent a very close estimate of the noise produced by the actual aircraft. All 
modeled aircraft in this study are either a true representative of an aircraft type or an FAA approved 
substitution. 

1.4.2.2 Time of Day 
 
The time of day that aircraft operations occur is a very important factor in the calculation of cumulative 
noise exposure.  The DNL treats nighttime (10:00 p.m. to 6:59 a.m.) noise differently from daytime 
(7:00 a.m. to 9:59 p.m.) noise.  DNL multiplies each nighttime operation by 10.  This weighting of the 
operations effectively adds 10 dB to the A-weighted levels of each nighttime operation.  This weighting 
factor is applied to account for people’s greater sensitivity to nighttime noise.  In addition, events during 
the night are often more intrusive because the ambient sound levels during this time are usually lower 
than daytime ambient sound levels. 

1.4.2.3 Runway Utilization 
 
Runway use refers to the frequency with which aircraft utilize each runway during the course of a year as 
dictated or permitted by wind, weather, aircraft weight, and noise considerations.  The more often a 
runway is used throughout the year, the more noise is created in areas located off each end of that 
runway.   

1.4.2.4 Flight Tracks and Flight Track Utilization 
 
Flight tracks depict the actual path of aircraft over the ground for aircraft arrival, departure, closed pattern 
(touch-and-go), and overflight operations.  In order to calculate the annual average noise exposure, it is 
necessary to identify the predominant arrival, departure and pattern flight tracks for each runway, and the 
number of aircraft that used each runway and flight track.  These are significant factors in determining the 
extent and shape of the noise contours and noise levels at noise-sensitive receptors. 

The use of individual flight tracks is dependent on a variety of factors including Air Traffic Control 
procedures, the aircraft’s origin or destination, aircraft performance, weather conditions, and any noise 
abatement policies.   
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INM representative flight tracks at KWIA were developed by analyzing radar data, and by field 
observation.  These tracks are meant to be representative of the highest concentration of actual flight 
tracks at KWIA.  Modeled flight tracks do not represent the precise paths flown by all aircraft utilizing 
KWIA.  Instead, they represent the primary flight corridors for the aircraft using the airport. 

1.4.2.5 Aircraft Profiles 

 
The INM default database includes profiles modeling aircraft departures up to 10,000 feet above field 
elevation (AFE) and arrivals from 6,000 feet AFE.   

Arrival Profiles 

The INM contains one approach profile for most standard aircraft, which represents a 3-degree descent 
from an altitude of 6,000 feet above field elevation.  Some standard general aviation aircraft also have an 
approach profile representing a 5-degree descent.  The assumptions used in the INM are based upon 
“average” operational data; flight procedures etc. and standard practice is to assign standard 3-degree 
INM approach profiles.  All arrival profiles used in this study are INM default profiles. 

Departure Profiles 

The INM relies on the trip length of a given flight to determine the departure weight and associated 
departure profile.  Default procedural profiles are assumed.  Three default procedural profiles are 
available, these are the “Standard,” “ICAO-A,” and “ICAO-B” departure profiles.  The assumptions used in 
the INM are based upon “average” operational data; aircraft passenger load factors, fuel reserves, flight 
procedures etc. and standard practice is to assign INM profiles based on trip length.  In some cases, the 
analysis of aircraft departure weight is also used.  All departure profiles used in this study are INM default 
profiles, and stage length is based on trip length. 

1.4.2.6 Departure Stage Length 
 
The INM database contains several departure profiles for each fixed-wing aircraft type representing the 
varying performance characteristics for that aircraft at a particular takeoff weight.  Use of appropriate 
departure profiles is an important component of calculating DNL noise exposure contours.  Historically, it 
has been easier to obtain trip length data than average weight data, so the INM uses “departure stage 
length” to best represent typical aircraft takeoff weight.   

Departure stage length is the distance between the departure airport and the destination airport.  As the 
departure stage length increases, the aircraft’s required fuel load and takeoff weight also increase.  The 
increase in takeoff weight equates to a decrease in aircraft takeoff and climb performance.  A decrease in 
aircraft performance results in a longer takeoff departure roll and decreased climb rates.  These 
performance characteristics produce increased noise exposure impacts.  The aircraft’s noise impacts are 
greater because the aircraft is producing noise closer to the ground longer.  The departure stage lengths 
are defined in Table 1. 
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TABLE 1 
INM 7.0 STAGE LENGTH DISTANCES 
Stage Number Distance (nm) 

1 0-500 
2 501-1,000 
3 1,001-1,500 
4 1,501-2,500 
5 2,501-3,500 
6 3,501-4,500 
7 4,501-5,500 
8 5,501-6,500 
9 > 6,500 

 Source:  FAA INM Version 7.0 User’s Guide 

1.4.2.7 Noise Model Outputs 
 
INM has many output capabilities.  Charts, graphics, and tables can be viewed, exported, or printed.  The 
most common outputs are the noise contours that INM produces.  Additionally, there are many other 
outputs, such as aircraft performance characteristics, grid point analyses for several noise metrics, and 
input characteristics such as runways and flight tracks.  A complete description of model outputs can be 
found in the INM Users Guide (FAA, 2007). 
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Technical Memorandum: Air Quality Analysis 
Ann Arbor Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment 
 
April 9, 2009 
JJR No. 50178.000 
 
Pollutant Health Effects 
 
Air pollutants are contaminants in the atmosphere.  Many man-made pollutants are a direct result of 
the incomplete combustion of fuels including coal, oil, natural gas, and gasoline.  The principal factors 
affecting air pollution concentrations with respect to transportation projects are traffic, emissions 
factors, roadway type, terrain, meteorological parameters, and ambient air quality.  The air pollutants 
listed here are the most common when dealing with transportation projects. 
 
Carbon Monoxide (2006 Annual Air Quality Report for Michigan, MDEQ, page 4) 
 
Carbon monoxide (CO) is a colorless, odorless, and poisonous gas created when fuel does not burn 
completely.  The primary sources for outdoor exposure to CO are the exhaust from automobiles, 
industrial processes, non-transportation fuel combustion, and natural sources such as forest fires.  
Elevated levels of CO can cause visual impairment, interfere with mental acuity, and decrease work 
performance in the completion of complex tasks.  High CO pollution levels can affect anyone; 
however, people who suffer from cardiovascular disease are most at risk. 
 
Ozone (2006 Annual Air Quality Report for Michigan, MDEQ, page 5) 
 
Ozone (O3), a key ingredient in urban smog is created at ground-level by photochemical reactions 
involving nitrogen oxides (NOx) and volatile organic compounds (VOCs) in the presence of sunlight.  
Major sources of NOx and VOCs are engine exhaust, emissions from industrial facilities, combustion 
from power plants, gasoline vapors, chemical solvents, and biogenic emissions from natural sources.  
Elevated O3 exposure can irritate a person’s airways, reduce lung function, aggravate asthma and 
chronic lung diseases, and inflame and damage the cells lining the lungs.  O3 may also reduce the 
immune system’s ability to fight off bacterial infections in the respiratory system, and long-term, 
repeated exposure may cause permanent lung damage. 
 
Nitrogen Dioxide (2006 Annual Air Quality Report for Michigan, MDEQ, page 5) 
 
Nitrogen dioxide (NO2) is a highly reactive gas that is formed through the oxidation of nitric oxide.  
The major sources of man-made NO2 emissions come from high-temperature combustion processes.  
Evidence suggests that long-term exposures to NO2 may lead to increased susceptibility to 
respiratory infection and may cause structural alterations in the lungs. 
 
Particulate Matter (2006 Annual Air Quality Report for Michigan, MDEQ, page 6) 
 
Particulate Matter (PM) is a general term used for a mixture of solid particles and liquid droplets found 
in the air which is further categorized according to size.  PM10 are “coarse particles” less than 10 m 
in diameter and PM2.5 are much smaller “fine particles” equal to or less than 2.5 m in diameter.  PM10 
consists of primary particles that can originate from power plants, various manufacturing processes, 
wood stoves and fireplaces, fugitive dust sources, and forest fires.  PM2.5 can come directly from 
primary particle emissions or through secondary reactions that include VOCs, SO2, and NOx 
emissions originating from power plants, motor vehicles, industrial facilities, and other types of 
combustion sources.  Exposure to PM affects breathing and the cellular defenses of the lungs, 
aggravates existing respiratory and cardiovascular ailments, and has been linked with heart and lung 
disease. 
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Sulfur Dioxide (2006 Annual Air Quality Report for Michigan, MDEQ, page 6) 
 
Sulfur dioxide (SO2) is formed by the burning of sulfur-containing material and can react with other 
atmospheric chemicals to form sulfuric acid.  In liquid form, it is found in clouds, fog, rain, aerosol 
particles, and in surface films on these particles.  Coal burning power plants are the largest source of 
SO2 emissions.  SO2 is also emitted from smelters, petroleum refineries, pulp and paper mills, 
transportation sources, and steel mills.  Where SO2 is emitted, PM is often emitted too.  Exposure to 
elevated levels of SO2 aggravates existing cardiovascular and pulmonary disease.  SO2 and PM 
together may cause respiratory illness, alteration in the body’s defense and clearance mechanisms, 
and aggravation of existing cardiovascular disease.  SO2 and NOx together are the major precursors 
to acid rain, which is associated with the acidification of soils, lakes, and streams and accelerated 
corrosion of buildings and monuments. 
 
Lead (2006 Annual Air Quality Report for Michigan, MDEQ, page 4) 
 
Lead (Pb) is a highly toxic metal found in coal, oil, and waste oil.  It is also found in municipal solid 
waste and sewage sludge incineration and may be released to the atmosphere during their 
combustion.  The highest air concentrations of Pb are found in the vicinity of smelters and battery 
manufacturers.  Other industrial sources include Pb glass, Portland cement, and solder production.  
Pb primarily accumulates in the blood, bones, and soft tissues of the body, and can adversely affect 
the kidneys, liver, nervous system, and other organs. 
 
 
Regulatory Standards 
 
The Clean Air Act of 1970, the 1977 Clean Air Act Amendments and the 1990 Clean Air Act 
Amendments (CAAA) are the applicable regulations that govern air quality for the project area.  Under 
the CAAA, the U. S. Department of Transportation cannot fund, authorize, or approve Federal actions 
to support programs or projects that are not first found to conform to the Clean Air Act requirements.  
The air quality provisions of the Clean Air Act (CAA), as amended, are intended to ensure the 
integration of air quality planning in all transportation-related projects. 
 
The establishment of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) by the Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) was directed in the Clean Air Act, and their attainment and maintenance 
was reinforced in later amendments.  The goal of air quality monitoring and actions is to ensure that 
the air quality levels of the various pollutants do not exceed the set standards.  These standards are 
summarized in Table 1. 
 
 



  

 C-3  

Table 1: National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) 
 

Criteria 
Pollutant 

Primary (Health Related)  Secondary (Welfare Related) 

Type of Average 
Standard Level 
Concentration 

Type of Average 
Standard Level 
Concentration 

Carbon 
Monoxide, 

CO 

8‐hour  9 ppm (10 mg/m3) 
No Secondary Standard 

1‐hour  35 ppm (40 mg/m3)

Lead, Pb 
Maximum 

Quarterly Average 
1.5 g/m3  Same as Primary Standard 

Nitrogen 
Dioxide, NO2 

Annual Arithmetic 
Mean 

0.053 ppm (100 
g/m3) 

Same as Primary Standard 

Ozone, O3 
4th Highest 8‐Hour 
Daily Maximum 

0.085 ppm (157 
g/m3) 

Same as Primary Standard 

Particulate 
Matter, PM10 

24‐Hour  150 g/m3  Same as Primary Standard 

Particulate 
Matter, PM2.5 

Annual Arithmetic 
Mean 

15 g/m3 

Same as Primary Standard 
98th percentile 24‐

hour 
35 g/m3 

Sulfur 
Dioxide, SO2 

Annual Arithmetic 
Mean 

0.03 ppm (80 
g/m3) 

3‐Hour 
0.5 ppm (1300 

g/m3) 
24‐Hour 

0.14 ppm (365 
g/m3) 

 
 
 
Attainment Status 
 
The Air Quality Division of the Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ) produces an 
Annual Air Quality Report, which outlines the attainment status of the state.  According to the 2006 Air 
Quality Report the project study area is in attainment with the NAAQS for ambient concentrations of 
carbon monoxide (CO), lead (Pb), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), and coarse particulate 
matter (PM10). 
 
Ozone 
 
All Michigan counties are now designated as attainment for the 1-hour O3 NAAQS.  The 1-hour 
standard has since been revoked by the EPA.  In 1997, EPA issued the average-based 8-hour ozone 
NAAQS (attained when the 3-year average of the 4th highest value is below 0.085 ppm).  In 2004, 
utilizing 2001-2003 monitoring data, EPA designated 25 counties in Michigan as nonattainment for 
the 8-hour O3 NAAQS, of which Washtenaw County was included.  A nonattainment designation 
indicates that the area does not meet the national health-based standard, or contributes to violations 
of the standard in another area.  Upon review of the O3 data collected for the period of 2004-2006, 
Washtenaw County is now meeting the 8-hour O3 NAAQS and is designated as marginal 
nonattainment.  The MDEQ Air Quality Division has requested re-designation of Washtenaw County 
to attainment 
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Particulate Matter 
 
EPA promulgated the PM2.5 NAAQS on July 18, 1997.  In the January 5, 2005 Federal Register (FR), 
EPA announced their PM2.5 designations, effective April 5, 2005, utilizing the 2001-2003 three year 
annual average data.  Based upon this data, Washtenaw County was designated as nonattainment 
for PM2.5.  As stated in the FR notice, States were allowed to submit 2004 PM2.5 quality-assured 
monitoring data, calculate the 2002-2004 three-year annual average, and request changes in 
attainment status if this data and supporting rationale showed an area should instead be designated 
attainment. 
 
On February 22, 2005, MDEQ submitted documentation demonstrating that monitors in the counties 
surrounding Wayne County (Livingston, Oakland, Macomb, Monroe, St. Clair, and Washtenaw 
Counties) are not violating the standard and that Wayne County is the only county showing 
nonattainment.  The MDEQ submittal also included information supporting the conclusion that air 
pollution emissions in the surrounding six counties do not cause the nonattainment levels in Wayne 
County.  However, the EPA denied Michigan’s request for reconsideration as they believe the 
surrounding counties contribute to the overall air quality violations at the Wayne County monitors.  
The Southeast Michigan Council of Governments (SEMCOG) and the MDEQ are currently 
developing an emissions control strategy to bring the region into attainment by 2010 as required by 
the EPA. 
 
 
Air Traffic Modeling Parameters 
 
The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) created the Air Quality Procedures for Civilian Airports & 
Air Force Bases in an effort to aid in assessing the impacts at airports and air bases.  Included in the 
procedures is a flow chart that can be used to determine whether a NAAQS analysis is required.  The 
first step in the flow chart is to determine whether the proposed action is located in a nonattainment or 
maintenance area.  As stated previously, the project area is currently designated as marginal 
nonattainment for ozone and nonattainment for particulate matter. 
 
Since the project area is in a nonattainment area the next step is to determine whether the proposed 
project is exempt or presumed to conform.  For this analysis, it will be assumed that the project is 
neither exempt nor presumed to conform. 
 
The next step is to determine whether direct emissions will occur as a result of the proposed project.  
The FAA defines a direct emission as “an effect that is caused by the implementation and/or 
operation of an action that occurs at the same time and place” (Air Quality Procedures for Civilian 
Airports & Air Force Bases, 1997, page xvi).  The proposed project is the extension of an existing 
runway.  It can be assumed that direct emissions are already occurring and will increase as a result of 
increased usage of the airport. 
 
Once it is determined whether direct emissions are occurring, it needs to be determined whether 
indirect emissions are reasonably feasible as a result of the proposed project.  The FAA defines an 
indirect emission as “those caused by the implementation and/or operation of an action, are 
reasonably foreseeable, but which occur later in time and/or are farther removed in distance from the 
action itself” (Air Quality Procedures for Civilian Airports & Air Force Bases, 1997, page xviii).  For this 
project, it can be assumed that no indirect emissions will occur.  Therefore, the total emissions are 
equal to the direct emissions. 
 
After determining whether any indirect emissions occur, an analysis of the airport activity is examined.  
The Ann Arbor Municipal Airport is considered to be a general aviation airport.  For this type of 
airport, if the activity is forecasted to be 180,000 yearly operations, an NAAQS assessment is 
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required.  The yearly activity for the AAMA is expected to be approximately 70,000 operations per 
year.  Consequently, an NAAQS assessment will not be required. 
 
After examining the direct and indirect emissions, a conformity assessment may also need to be 
performed based on whether the net emissions exceed general conformity threshold levels and are 
regionally significant.  The Michigan Department of Transportation Bureau of Aeronautics completed 
the Michigan Airports Air Quality Study in May 1996.  In this study, an air pollutant emission inventory 
was created for seven general aviation airports based on their proposed development.  The air 
pollutant emission inventory indicates that the emissions from all of the airports studied would be well 
below the general conformity threshold rates.  Since the AAMA is comparable in size and activity to 
the seven airports studied, it can be assumed that the emissions resulting from the proposed project 
will not exceed the general conformity threshold levels and will not be regionally significant.  
Therefore, a conformity determination is not required and the proposed project is presumed to 
conform to the state implementation plan. 
 
 
Automobile Modeling Parameters 
 
As stated previously, Washtenaw County is designated as being in attainment with the NAAQS for 
carbon monoxide.  The primary NAAQS for CO are 35 parts per million (ppm) for the maximum one-
hour concentration, and nine ppm for the maximum eight-hour concentration.  To be in attainment 
with the NAAQS, these concentrations may not be exceeded more than once annually at a given site.  
In order to determine whether the proposed project will be in attainment with the NAAQS, a micro-
scale air quality analysis was conducted.  Through this analysis, maximum one-hour CO 
concentrations for the Existing Condition (2008) and the No Build Condition and Proposed Alternative 
in the design year (2030) were estimated. 
 
The calculation of CO concentrations was performed through the use of two computer models.  The 
first model, MOBILE6.2.03, developed by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), provided the 
means for calculating vehicular emission factors for the range of expected vehicle types.  The second 
model CAL3QHC, which is also known as the California Line Source Dispersion Model is used to 
calculate CO concentrations at receptor sites.  The EPA has improved upon this program in order to 
allow analysis of air quality conditions at road intersections, where highest concentrations of 
pollutants are typically found. 
 
The emission factors determined through MOBILE6.2, in addition to receptor locations, peak hourly 
traffic volumes, meteorological conditions and roadway geometry constituted the input data for 
CAL3QHC.  The aforementioned parameters were conservatively selected in order to represent a 
worst-case scenario for each of the conditions.  Background CO concentrations were obtained from 
the MDEQ’s 2006 Air Quality Report.   Since there is not a single monitoring site near the project site, 
the average of the highest recorded value for all nine sites was used for the background 
concentrations.  The resulting one-hour background concentration used in the model was 3.0 ppm. 
 
Locations along the various road corridors were selected for analysis of air quality conditions.  
Locations were chosen based upon existing traffic volumes and future projections, nearby proximity 
of sensitive receptors, and representative location within the overall project vicinity.  Layout plans, air 
photos, and site observations were used to determine the locations of sensitive receptors near the 
studied intersections.  The sensitive receptors included residential properties and open spaces (see 
Figure X). 
 
Traffic volumes were obtained from the SEMCOG website and the Washtenaw Area Transportation 
Study (WATS) website for the existing condition.  WATS also determined the increase in the traffic 
volumes for the future conditions.  According to their models, State Street and Lohr Road will 
experience a cumulative increase in traffic volume of 3.3% for the future condition.  Similarly, 
Ellsworth Road will experience a cumulative increase in traffic volume of 3.7% for the future condition. 
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A persistence factor is the ratio between the 8-hour and 1-hour CO concentration and is used to 
estimate the 8-hour CO concentration based on the 1-hour CO concentration.  Three seasons of 
monitoring data were obtained from the MDEQ’s Air Quality Reports and are tabulated in Table 2.  
The persistence factor for each station and each year was calculated by dividing the 8-hour CO 
concentration by the 1-hour CO concentration.  The average of all of the persistence factors was 
calculated to be 0.70, which compares well with tabulated values for urban locations.  Therefore, the 
8-hour CO concentrations were determined by multiplying the persistence factor of 0.70 by the 1-hour 
CO concentrations as calculated by CAL3QHC. 
 
 

Table 2: Persistence Factor 
 

Station 

One‐Hour CO 
Concentration 

(ppm) 

Eight‐Hour 
Concentration 

(ppm) 
Persistence Factor 

2004  2005 2006 2004 2005 2006 2004  2005  2006

Otisville  1.1  ‐‐  ‐‐  0.6  ‐‐  ‐‐  0.55  ‐‐  ‐‐ 
Grand Rapids  3.0  2.8  2.7  2.2  2.0  2.0  0.73  0.71  0.74 
Warren  3.3  4.8  3.5  2.1  2.5  3.0  0.64  0.52  0.86 
Oak Park  4.1  3.7  3.1  2.4  2.2  2.6  0.59  0.59  0.84 
Seney  ‐‐  0.8  ‐‐  ‐‐  0.7  ‐‐  ‐‐  0.88  ‐‐ 
Allen Park  3.6  2.5  3.9  3.1  1.8  3.2  0.86  0.72  0.82 
Detroit‐Linwood  4.1  3.7  3.7  2.6  2.6  2.8  0.63  0.70  0.76 
Livonia  1.4  2.1  2.9  1.2  1.7  1.3  0.86  0.81  0.45 
Detroit‐Newberry  ‐‐  2.9  ‐‐  ‐‐  1.8  ‐‐  ‐‐  0.62  ‐‐ 
Detroit‐W. 
Lafayette  ‐‐  2.8  1.5  ‐‐  1.8  1.0  ‐‐  0.64  0.67 
Yearly Average  2.9  2.9  3.0  2.0  1.9  2.3  0.69  0.69  0.73 
Category Average  3.0  2.1  0.70 

 
 
 
 
Automobile Modeling Results 
 
Existing Condition 
CAL3QHC was used with the existing road centerlines and traffic volumes to determine one-hour CO 
levels.  The maximum one-hour CO concentration is 5.2 ppm and the average concentration is 3.6 
ppm.  No receptors exceed the NAAQS one-hour standard of 35 ppm.  The persistence factor 
calculated previously was used to determine the eight-hour CO concentrations from the one-hour 
concentrations.  The resulting maximum eight-hour concentration is 3.6 ppm and the average 
concentration is 2.5 ppm.  No receptors exceed the NAAQS eight hour standard of 9 ppm. 
 
No-Build Condition 
The increased traffic volumes (as determined by WATS) were adjusted in the CAL3QHC model to the 
2030 values to determine the future CO concentrations.  With the increased traffic, the model shows 
that there will be no significant increase in the CO concentrations.  The maximum one-hour 
concentration remains at 5.2 ppm, and the maximum eight-hour concentration remains at 3.6 ppm.  
No receptors exceed the NAAQS one-hour or eight-hour standards.  The average one-hour CO 
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concentration is 3.6 ppm, the average eight-hour CO concentration is 2.5 ppm, both of which are 
identical to the averages for the Existing Condition.  Twenty seven receptors experience an increase 
in one-hour and eight-hour concentrations with a maximum one-hour increase of 0.3 ppm and a 
maximum eight-hour increase of 0.2 ppm. 
 
Consequences of the Preferred Alternative 
There will be no revisions to the existing roadway system as a result of the Preferred Alternative.  
Consequently, the air model results for the Preferred Alternative will be identical to those for the No-
Build Condition.  Since the No-Build Condition analysis shows that no sites will exceed the one-hour 
or eight-hour NAAQS standard, the Preferred Alternative also will have no sites exceeding the 
NAAQS standard. 
 
During construction, appropriate mitigation measures, such as covering and spraying stock piles with 
water, should be utilized to minimize potential short term negative impacts which may be experienced 
locally due to fugitive dust, construction vehicle exhaust, or other fumes related to construction 
materials and equipment. 
 
 
Affected Environment 
 
Climate Change/Greenhouse Gases 
 
Of growing concern is the impact of proposed projects on climate change. Greenhouse gases are 
those that trap heat in the earth's atmosphere. Both naturally occurring and anthropogenic (man-
made) greenhouse gases include water vapor (H2O), carbon dioxide (CO2),1 methane (CH4), nitrous 
oxide (N2O), and ozone (O3).2 
 
Research has shown that there is a direct link between fuel combustion and greenhouse gas 
emissions. Therefore, sources that require fuel or power at an airport are the primary sources that 
would generate greenhouse gases. Aircraft are probably the most often cited air pollutant source, but 
they produce the same types of emissions as cars. Aircraft jet engines, like many other vehicle 
engines, produce carbon dioxide (CO2), water vapor (H2O), nitrogen oxides (NOx), carbon monoxide 
(CO), oxides of sulfur (SOx), unburned or partially combusted hydrocarbons (also known as volatile 
organic compounds (VOCs)), particulates, and other trace compounds. 
 
According to most international reviews, aviation emissions comprise a small but potentially important 
percentage of anthropogenic (human-made) greenhouse gases and other emissions that contribute 
to global warming. The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) estimates that global 
aircraft emissions account for about 3.5 percent of the total quantity of greenhouse gas from human 
activities.3  In terms of U.S. contribution, the U.S. General Accounting Office (GAO) reports that 
aviation accounts “for about 3 percent of total U.S. greenhouse gas emissions from human sources” 
compared with other industrial sources, including the remainder of the transportation sector (23 
percent) and industry (41 percent).4 
 

                                                 
1   All greenhouse gas inventories measure carbon dioxide emissions, but beyond carbon dioxide different 
inventories include different greenhouse gases (GHGs). 
2   Several classes of halogenated substances that contain fluorine, chlorine, or bromine are also greenhouse 
gases, but they are, for the most part, solely a product of industrial activities. For example, chlorofluorocarbons 
(CFCs) and hydrochlorofluorocarbons (HCFCs) are halocarbons that contain chlorine, while halocarbons that 
contain bromine are referred to as bromofluorocarbons (i.e., halons) or sulfur (sulfur hexafluoride: SF6). 
3  IPCC Report as referenced in U.S. General Accounting Office (GAO) Environment:  Aviation’s Effects on the 
Global Atmosphere Are Potentially Significant and Expected to Grow; GAO/RCED-00-57, February 2000, p. 4. 
4  Ibid, p. 14; GAO cites available EPA data from 1997.  
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The scientific community is developing areas of further study to enable them to more precisely 
estimate aviation's effects on the global atmosphere.  The FAA is currently leading or participating in 
several efforts intended to clarify the role that commercial aviation plays in greenhouse gases and 
climate change.  The most comprehensive and multi-year program geared towards quantifying 
climate change effects of aviation is the Aviation Climate Change Research Initiative (ACCRI) funded 
by FAA and NASA.  ACCRI will reduce key scientific uncertainties in quantifying aviation-related 
climate impacts and provide timely scientific input to inform policy-making decisions.  FAA also funds 
Project 12 of the Partnership for AiR Transportation Noise & Emissions Reduction (PARTNER) 
Center of Excellence research initiative to quantify the effects of aircraft exhaust and contrails on 
global and U.S. climate and atmospheric composition.  Finally, the Transportation Research Board’s 
(TRB) Airport Cooperative Research Program (ACRP) project 02-06 is preparing a guidebook on 
preparing airport greenhouse gas emission inventories.  The results of this effort are expected to be 
out in late 2008. 
 
Environmental Consequences 
 
Based on FAA data, operations activity at the Ann Arbor Municipal Airport represents less than 0.1 
percent of U.S. aviation activity.  Therefore, assuming that greenhouse gases occur in proportion to 
the level of activity, greenhouse gas emissions associated with existing and future aviation activity at 
the Ann Arbor Municipal Airport would be expected to represent less than 0.1 percent of U.S.-based 
greenhouse gases.  Therefore, we would not expect the emissions of greenhouse gases from this 
project to be significant. 
 
Cumulative Effects 

Because aviation activity at the Ann Arbor Municipal Airport represents such as small amount of U.S. 
and global emissions, and the related uncertainties involving the assessment of such emissions 
regionally and globally, the incremental contribution of this proposed action cannot be adequately 
assessed given the current state of the science and assessment 



Appendix D. Agency Coordination 
    
   D-1.  Michigan Department of Natural Resources,  
     May 12, 2009 
   D-2.  U.S. Department of the Interior Fish and Wildlife Service 
     June 3, 2009 
   D-3.  Michign Department of Agriculture 
     April 7, 2009 
   D-4.  Michigan Department of Environmental Quality,   
     June 2, 2009 
   D-5.  Michigan Department of Environmental Quality,  
       July 22, 2009 
   D-6.  U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
     May 20, 2009 
   D-7.  USDA NRCS 
     September 3, 2009 
   D-8.  Michigan SHPO 
     October 20, 2009 
   D-9.  Saginaw Chippewa Indian Tribe of Michigan 
     May 19, 2009 
   D-10.  Little Traverse Bay Bands of Odawa Indians 
     May 7, 2009 
 















 

















 





 









 





 



From:  "Esther Helms" <EHelms@sagchip.org> 
To: LamrouexM@michigan.gov 
Date:  5/19/2009 9:38:42AM 
Subject:  Section 17 Washtenaw County, Early Coordination Review of Proposed 
Improvements, Ann Arbor Municipal Airport, Washtenaw County, MI 
 
May 19, 2009 
 
  
 
Molly Lamrouex 
 
Environmental Liaison 
 
MDOT-Aeronautics and Freight Services 
 
  
 
  
 
RE: Section 17 Washtenaw County, Early Coordination Review of Proposed 
Improvements, Ann Arbor Municipal Airport, Washtenaw County, MI 
 
  
 
  
 
Dear Ms. Lamrouex; 
 
  
 
This letter is in response to the above referenced project.   
 
  
 
At this time we do not have any information concerning the presence of 
any Indian Traditional Cultural Properties, Sacred Sites or other 
Significant Properties to the projected project area(s). This is not to 
say that such a site may not exist, just that this office does not have 
any available information of the area(s) at this time. 
 
  
 
This office would be willing to assist if in the future or during the 
construction there is an inadvertent discovery of Native American human 
remains or burial objects.  Feel free to call my office if you have any 
questions or requests at 989-775-4730. 
 
  
 
We thank you for including this Tribe in your plans. 
 
  
 



  
 
Sincerely, 
 
William Johnson /elh 
 
Curator 
 
Ziibiwing Center of Anishinabe Culture & Lifeways 
 
Saginaw Chippewa Indian Tribe of Michigan 
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Carol Schulte 
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PARTICIPANTS  COMPANY 
Carol Schulte 
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Tom Lee 
 

Ann Arbor Airport 
 

 
 

The Ann Arbor Airport was visited to investigate presence of wetlands, wildlife habitat, 
threatened or endangered species, and general plant communities within the limits of grading 
of proposed expansion areas.  The site is located south of Ellsworth Road, west of State 
Street in Ann Arbor, MI, Washtenaw County.  Tom Lee of the Airport accompanied Carol to 
unlock gates and allow access to the site.  Pictures were taken of the site and are available 
for reference.   Figure 1 is attached that shows airport layout as well as pertinent areas 
referenced in this report.  
 
The weather during the site visit was mostly cloudy and in the high 60’s.   
 
Most of the soil south of the runway consists of Palms muck, a hydric soil.  These areas 
contain either unmown grassy meadows or are being farmed in corn.  South of the cropped 
area is a large forested wetland complex that was not investigated at this time.  The area 
northwest of the runway consists of Fox and Matherton sandy loam soils and is very rocky.  
This area is also being farmed in corn by the same farmer.   
 
The first area reviewed was at the east end of Runway 24 where the runway is proposed to 
shift southwest approximately 150’.  Tom stated that generally the airport mows approximately 
100’ from the runway, but in this area it may be less than that because of a pledge to the local 
Audobon Society to keep some areas unmown for nesting meadow birds.  This area was a 
mix of mostly wetland species and scattered upland species, including:  plots of reed canary 
grass (Phalaris arundinacea), half a dozen (+/-) sedge (Carex granularis) plants, a few swamp 
milkweed (Asclepias incarnata), dandelion (Taraxicum officinale), sowthistle species 
(Sonchus sp.), buckthorn (Rhamnus cathartica), curly dock (Rumex crispus), and either 
goldenrod or aster species (Solidago or Aster sp.).   
 
A County drain runs north-south on the west side of the property, then makes a turn at the 
end of the runway to run toward the east.  The ditch is open except at the end of the runway, 
where it runs underground in an L-shaped culvert.  The sides of the ditch on the west side are 
steep are approximately 6’ +/- deep, but the ditch was dry in this area with only small areas of 
standing water on the south side.  The south side ditch does not appear to have been 
maintained and the ditch itself is almost undefined in some areas.  The standing water was 
tinted blue, although it was not determined what caused the tinting.  The sides of the ditches 
contained upland weedy herbaceous species such as sweet clover (Melilotus officinalis), 
smooth brome (Bromus inermis), giant ragweed (Ambrosia trifida), Virginia creeper 
(Parthenocissus quinquefolia), lamb’s quarters (Chenopodium album), riverbank grape (Vitis 
riparia), dame’s rocket (Hesperis matronalis), teasel (Dipsacus fullonum),  cow parsnip 
(Heracleum maximum), yellow goatsbeard (Tragopogon pratensis), yarrow (Achillea 
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millifolium), a few reed canary grass, wheat or rye (Triticum or Secale spp), and mixed upland 
and wetland trees such as American elm (Ulmus americana), box elder (Acer negundo), 
staghorn sumac (Rhus typhina), Russian olive (Eleagnus angustifolia),buckthorn (Rhamnus 
catharticus) cottonwood (Populus deltoides), bur oak (Quercus macrocarpa), and American 
linden (Tilia americana).    
 
The area at the end of the runway where proposed expansion will occur was investigated.  
This area is kept mowed and the dominant plants in this area consisted of old field weeds and 
grassy species, with disturbed areas of bare dirt.  Plants include rough-fruited cinquefoil 
(Potentilla recta), Canada thistle (Circium arvense), and an unidentified grass.   
 
Near the weather station northwest of the end of the existing runway is a gravel borrow pit, 
excavated, according to Tom, for a foundation for the north hangars.  While this area is 
artificially low and the dominant tree is a large multi-trunked willow (Salix sp.), the area is not 
considered a wetland.  The ground plain is covered with mostly burdock (Arctium minus) with 
a few dame’s rocket garlic mustard (Alliaria petiolata), along with buckthorn, box elder, 
smooth brome, and one poison hemlock plant (Conium maculatum).  Concrete rubble and 
other wood debris has been dumped in the low area.  In an adjacent area that is higher in 
elevation than the borrow pit and could be a leftover spoil pile, the area is dominated by 
poison hemlock and stinging nettle (Urtica dioica), a dead ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica), and 
several black walnuts (Juglens nigra).   
 
Several examples of wildlife were observed during the short field visit; there was evidence of 
rodent tunneling (field mice or voles) in last year’s duff at the take-off zone for Runway 24 
(see Photo 2).  Pheasants (Phasianus colchicus) were heard calling just west of the site and 
later in the southern portion of the site.  Robins (Turdus migratorius), goldfinch (Carduelis 
tistis), purple martins (Progyne subis), and killdeer (Charadrius viciferus) were observed, and 
a mating pair of redtail hawks (Buteo jamaicensis) were seen flying out of the bur oak near the 
end of the runway.  Tom stated that a pack of coyote (Canis latrans) have been observed on 
the airport property as well as wild turkeys (Meleagris gallopavo).    
 
There are no regulated wetlands on the site.  Although the roughly 1000 square foot area 
near the runway take-off zone is dominated by wetland plants and contains hydric soils, the 
MDEQ would likely decline jurisdiction because it is further than 500 feet from an inland lake, 
river, or stream, is less than 5 acres in size, and there is no surface connection with other 
wetlands in the area.  
 
No threatened or endangered species or special wildlife habitat were found at the proposed 
impact sites.   
 
 
 
Our summarization of this Field Observation Report is transcribed as above.  Please notify the writer within five (5) 
business days of this transcription of any disagreement, as the foregoing becomes part of the project record and is 
the basis upon which we will proceed.  
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Photo 1. Plots of reed canary grass near east end of Runway 24.  6-10-09.  
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Photo 2.  Evidence of rodent tunneling near east end of Runway 24.   
6-10-09.  
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Photo 3.  Drainage ditch on west end of project site where ditch goes into  
culvert.  6-10-09.  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Photos 4 and 5.  Drainage ditch  
on south end of project where it 
emerges from culvert.  6-10-09.  
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Photo 6.  Gravel borrow pit near weather station.  6-10-09.  
 
 
P:/50178/000/Admin/Proj Mgmt/field reports/Field Report 6-10-09.docx 
 
CC:  
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Citizens Advisory Committee
___________ 

 
Ann Arbor Municipal Airport Environmental Assessment 

 
 
 

Name       Representing 
 
Matt Kulhanek, Manager    Ann Arbor Municipal Airport 
 
Mark Perry                                                            AA Airport Advisory Committee 
 
Kristine Martin                                                5th Ward Resident 
 
Ray Hunter                                                            4th Ward Resident 
 
Jack Moghadam                                                3rd Ward Resident 
 
Tony Derezinski                                                2nd Ward Resident 
 
Jad Donaldson                                                            Pilot-Avfuel 
 
Ray Stocking     Washtenaw Audubon Society 
 
David Schrader                                                FAA Safety Team 
 
Shlomo Castell                                                Stonebridge Community Association 
 
Jan Godek, Supervisor                                    Lodi Township 
 
Barb Fuller, Deputy Supervisor            Pittsfield Township 
 
Kristin Judge                                                           Washtenaw County Commissioner, 7th  
       District 
 



 



Appendix H. Public Notices 
    
   H-1. Press Release, City of Ann Arbor 
    April 20, 2009 
   H-2. FAA Notice of Intent, Federal Register 
    June 17, 2009 
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Important Notes

County   Pollutant  AreaName Nonattainment in Year
Redesignation

to
Maintenance

Classification
Cty NA
Whole/

Part

Population
(2010)

FIPS
State/
Cnty

MICHIGAN

Allegan Co
8-Hr Ozone
1997

Allegan Co,
MI

                                    040506070809         09/24/2010
Former
Subpart 1

Whole 111,408 26/005

Benzie Co
8-Hr Ozone
1997

Benzie Co,
MI

                                    040506                  05/16/2007
Former
Subpart 1

Whole 17,525 26/019

Berrien Co
8-Hr Ozone
1997

Benton
Harbor, MI

                                    040506                  05/16/2007
Former
Subpart 1

Whole 156,813 26/021

Calhoun Co
8-Hr Ozone
1997

Kalamazoo-
Battle
Creek, MI

                                    040506                  05/16/2007
Former
Subpart 1

Whole 136,146 26/025

Cass Co
8-Hr Ozone
1997

Cass Co,
MI

                                    040506                  05/16/2007 Marginal Whole 52,293 26/027

Clinton Co
8-Hr Ozone
1997

Lansing-
East
Lansing, MI

                                    040506                  05/16/2007
Former
Subpart 1

Whole 75,382 26/037

Eaton Co
8-Hr Ozone
1997

Lansing-
East
Lansing, MI

                                    040506                  05/16/2007
Former
Subpart 1

Whole 107,759 26/045

Genesee
Co

8-Hr Ozone
1997

Flint, MI                                     040506                  05/16/2007
Former
Subpart 1

Whole 425,790 26/049

Huron Co
8-Hr Ozone
1997

Huron Co,
MI

                                    040506                  05/16/2007
Former
Subpart 1

Whole 33,118 26/063

Ingham Co
8-Hr Ozone
1997

Lansing-
East
Lansing, MI

                                    040506                  05/16/2007
Former
Subpart 1

Whole 280,895 26/065

Ionia Co Lead 2008 Belding, MI                                                          1112 / /  Part 1,890 26/067

Kalamazoo
Co

8-Hr Ozone
1997

Kalamazoo-
Battle
Creek, MI

                                    040506                  05/16/2007
Former
Subpart 1

Whole 250,331 26/077

Kent Co
8-Hr Ozone
1997

Grand
Rapids, MI

                                    040506                  05/16/2007
Former
Subpart 1

Whole 602,622 26/081

Lapeer Co
8-Hr Ozone
1997

Flint, MI                                     040506                  05/16/2007
Former
Subpart 1

Whole 88,319 26/087

Lenawee
Co

8-Hr Ozone
1997

Detroit-
Ann Arbor,
MI

                                    0405060708            06/29/2009 Marginal Whole 99,892 26/091

Livingston
Co

8-Hr Ozone
1997

Detroit-
Ann Arbor,
MI

                                    0405060708            06/29/2009 Marginal Whole 180,967 26/093

Livingston
Co

PM-2.5
1997

Detroit-
Ann Arbor,
MI

                                       0506070809101112 / /  Whole 180,967 26/093

Livingston
Co

PM-2.5
2006

Detroit-
Ann Arbor,
MI

                                                   09101112 / /  Whole 180,967 26/093

Macomb Co
8-Hr Ozone
1997

Detroit-
Ann Arbor,
MI

                                    0405060708            06/29/2009 Marginal Whole 840,978 26/099

Macomb Co CO Detroit, MI 92939495969798                                          08/30/1999 Not Classified Part 295,428 26/099

Macomb Co
PM-2.5
1997

Detroit-
Ann Arbor,
MI

                                       0506070809101112 / /  Whole 840,978 26/099

Macomb Co
PM-2.5
2006

Detroit-
Ann Arbor,
MI

                                                   09101112 / /  Whole 840,978 26/099

Mason Co
8-Hr Ozone
1997

Mason Co,
MI

                                    040506                  05/16/2007
Former
Subpart 1

Whole 28,705 26/105

Monroe Co
8-Hr Ozone
1997

Detroit-
Ann Arbor,
MI

                                    0405060708            06/29/2009 Marginal Whole 152,021 26/115

Monroe Co
PM-2.5
1997

Detroit-
Ann Arbor,
MI

                                       0506070809101112 / /  Whole 152,021 26/115
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Monroe Co
PM-2.5
2006

Detroit-
Ann Arbor,
MI

                                                   09101112 / /  Whole 152,021 26/115

Muskegon
Co

8-Hr Ozone
1997

Muskegon,
MI

                                    040506                  05/16/2007 Marginal Whole 172,188 26/121

Oakland Co
8-Hr Ozone
1997

Detroit-
Ann Arbor,
MI

                                    0405060708            06/29/2009 Marginal Whole 1,202,362 26/125

Oakland Co CO Detroit, MI 92939495969798                                          08/30/1999 Not Classified Part 435,027 26/125

Oakland Co
PM-2.5
1997

Detroit-
Ann Arbor,
MI

                                       0506070809101112 / /  Whole 1,202,362 26/125

Oakland Co
PM-2.5
2006

Detroit-
Ann Arbor,
MI

                                                   09101112 / /  Whole 1,202,362 26/125

Ottawa Co
8-Hr Ozone
1997

Grand
Rapids, MI

                                    040506                  05/16/2007
Former
Subpart 1

Whole 263,801 26/139

St Clair Co
8-Hr Ozone
1997

Detroit-
Ann Arbor,
MI

                                    0405060708            06/29/2009 Marginal Whole 163,040 26/147

St Clair Co
PM-2.5
1997

Detroit-
Ann Arbor,
MI

                                       0506070809101112 / /  Whole 163,040 26/147

St Clair Co
PM-2.5
2006

Detroit-
Ann Arbor,
MI

                                                   09101112 / /  Whole 163,040 26/147

Van Buren
Co

8-Hr Ozone
1997

Kalamazoo-
Battle
Creek, MI

                                    040506                  05/16/2007
Former
Subpart 1

Whole 76,258 26/159

Washtenaw
Co

8-Hr Ozone
1997

Detroit-
Ann Arbor,
MI

                                    0405060708            06/29/2009 Marginal Whole 344,791 26/161

Washtenaw
Co

PM-2.5
1997

Detroit-
Ann Arbor,
MI

                                       0506070809101112 / /  Whole 344,791 26/161

Washtenaw
Co

PM-2.5
2006

Detroit-
Ann Arbor,
MI

                                                   09101112 / /  Whole 344,791 26/161

Wayne Co
8-Hr Ozone
1997

Detroit-
Ann Arbor,
MI

                                    0405060708            06/29/2009 Marginal Whole 1,820,584 26/163

Wayne Co CO Detroit, MI 92939495969798                                          08/30/1999 Not Classified Part 651,784 26/163

Wayne Co PM-10
Wayne Co,
MI

92939495                                                   10/04/1996 Moderate Part 713,777 26/163

Wayne Co
PM-2.5
1997

Detroit-
Ann Arbor,
MI

                                       0506070809101112 / /  Whole 1,820,584 26/163

Wayne Co
PM-2.5
2006

Detroit-
Ann Arbor,
MI

                                                   09101112 / /  Whole 1,820,584 26/163

Important Notes 

Go Top
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The staff of Ann Arbor Public Services is strongly committed to bringing you the best drinking water
possible.  We take pride in not only meeting all federal and state drinking water regulations, but in reaching
higher goals.  We participate in voluntary programs which improve our organization and establish more
stringent water quality goals.  Our monitoring programs far exceed those required to assure the quality of
your drinking water.  The USEPA requires water utilities provide the following information to their customers
as part of their Annual Water Quality Report.  This information is generic and may or may not apply to Ann
Arbor drinking water.  If you have any questions on this language, you may contact the USEPA Safe
Drinking Water Hotline at (800) 426-4791.

Water Supply and Treatment

The Ann Arbor water supply is comprised of both surface and ground water sources.  About 85% of the water supply comes from the
Huron River.  The remaining 15% comes from  multiple wells located south of Ann Arbor.  The water from both the sources is
blended at the water treatment plant.  Since we use a surface water supply, (Huron River water), the United States Environmental
Protection Agency (USEPA) and the Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ) regulations require it to be treated,
filtered and disinfected to ensure that any harmful substances are removed.  When treatment is complete, the water is pumped to
homes, schools and businesses in Ann Arbor as well as to Ann Arbor and Scio townships for resale to their customers.

The following is the official USEPA language on low resistance to infection:  Some people may be more vulnerable to contaminants
in drinking water than the general population.  Immuno-compromised persons such as persons with cancer undergoing chemotherapy,
persons who have undergone organ transplants, people with HIV/AIDS or other immune system disorders, some elderly and infants
can be particularly at risk from infections.  These people should seek advice from their health care providers.  Environmental
Protection Agency / Centers for Disease Control guidelines on appropriate means to lessen the risk of infection from Cryptosporidium
and other microbial contaminants are available from the Safe Drinking Water Hotline at (800) 426-4791.

The following is the official USEPA language on Cryptosporidium:  Cryptosporidium is a protozoan parasite that is too small to
be seen without a microscope.  It is sometimes found in some surface waters, especially when the waters contain a high amount of
fecal waste from run-off or other activities.  Those who are infected with this parasite can experience gastrointestinal illness.

USEPA and the Centers for Disease Control have published guidelines on ways to reduce the risk of Cryptosporidium infection.  The
guidelines are available from the Safe Drinking Water Hotline at (800) 426-4791.

The following is the official USEPA language on contaminants that may be in untreated water:  The sources of drinking water
- both tap water and bottled water include: rivers, lakes, streams, ponds, reservoirs, springs and wells.  As water travels over the
surface of the land and through the ground, it dissolves naturally occurring minerals and can pick up substances resulting from the
presence of animals or from human activity.

Contaminants that might be expected to be in source water - untreated water - include: microbial contaminants, such as viruses and
bacteria; inorganic contaminants, such as salts and metals; pesticides and herbicides; organic chemical contaminants; including
synthetic and volatile organic chemicals; and radioactive contaminants, which can be naturally occurring.

In order to ensure tap water is safe to drink, the EPA prescribes regulations which limit the amount of certain contaminants in water
provided by public water systems.  Food and Drug Administration regulations establish limits for contaminants in bottled water,
which must provide the same protection for public health.

Drinking water, including bottled water, may reasonably be expected to contain at least small amounts of some contaminants.  The
presence of contaminants does not necessarily indicate that water poses a health risk.  More information about contaminants and
potential health effects can be obtained by calling the EPA Safe Drinking Water Hotline at (800) 426-4791.

Samples have been collected from the source and no detectable levels of Cryptosporidium were found.
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Spotlight on Water Emergencies
Q: How will I know if my water isn't safe to drink?
A: If there is a chance your water may not be safe to drink,  you will be notified by newspaper, mail, radio, TV, or
hand-delivery. The notice will describe any precautions you need to take, such as boiling your water.  There are
4 possible types of emergency notifications: Boil Water Advisory, Boil Water Notice, Do Not Drink Notice and Do
Not Use Notice.

To receive free emergency notifications from the City of Ann Arbor, sign up for the free CodeRed phone alert
service, as posted on the city's front Web page at www.a2gov.org. You can also sign up for emergency e-mail
updates through the "red envelope" option on the city's front Web page.

Q:  What is a Boil Water Advisory? Is it the same as a Boil Water Notice?
A:  A Boil Water Advisory is a public statement advising customers to boil tap water before consuming it.  Advisories are issued when an event occurs that
may cause the water distribution system to become contaminated, such as a loss of pressure from a water main break or back siphonage event.  An
advisory does not mean that the water is contaminated, but that there is a chance contamination has occurred.  Customers should take appropriate
precautions until water quality can be determined.  An advisory is different from a Boil Water Notice, which is issued when contamination is confirmed in
the water system.

Q:  What should I do during a Boil Water Advisory or Notice?
A:  You should boil tap water vigorously for at least one minute (the minute starts when the water begins to bubble). Wait for the water to cool before using
it. This includes water used for brushing teeth, making ice, washing raw foods, preparation of drinks, and water for pets. If preferred. customers can use
bottled water. You may store boiled water in the refrigerator in a clean container. Boiling removes harmful bacteria in the water that may cause illness. You
should throw away ice made during the time the advisory or notice was issued, as freezing does not kill bacteria.

You should flush the piping inside your home once the advisory or notice has been lifted.  Follow these guidelines for flushing:

" Run all cold water faucets in your home for one minute
" To flush automatic ice makers, make and discard several batches of ice
" Run drinking water fountains for one minute

Q:  Do I still need to boil my water if I have a filter system on my faucet or refrigerator?
A:  Most point-of-use filters are designed to improve the taste and odor of water and will not remove harmful bacteria.  Thus, it is recommend that you
boil your water or use bottled water even if you have a filtering system. You can learn about the capability of your filter
by contacting the manufacturer or NSF International, an independent testing group located in Ann Arbor (734-769-
8010).

Q:  Is the water safe for washing dishes, laundry , and bathing during a Boil Water Advisory or Notice?
A:  The water is safe for washing dishes, but you should use hot, soapy water (you may add one tablespoon of bleach
per gallon as a precaution) and rinse dishes in boiled water. There are no restrictions on doing laundry or bathing.

Q:  How long must a Boil Water Advisory or Notice be in effect?
A:  An advisory or notice will remain in effect until test samples show the water is safe to drink. Testing for bacteria
requires 24 hours to complete.  As a result, advisories and notices will be in effect for at least 24 hours.

Q:  What are total coliform bacteria?
A:  Total coliform bacteria are a collection of microorganisms that are naturally present in the environment. Coliform bacteria are found in soil, water and
the intestines of warm blooded animals.  Coliform bacteria are not harmful themselves, but are used as an indicator that other, potential disease causing
organisms may be present.   The water treatment process effectively kills coliform bacteria.  However, events such as a water main break or a loss of
pressure in the water distribution system may allow these bacteria to enter water lines through cracks in pipes or back-
siphoning from a residential plumbing system.   Boiling water vigorously for one minute will kill these bacteria and make
water safe to drink.

Q:  What is a Do Not Drink Notice?
A:  A Do Not Drink Notice will be issued when the water contains a chemical contaminant that cannot be removed by
boiling. In this case, bottled water should be used for drinking or cooking.

Q:  What is a Do Not Use Notice?
A:  A Do Not Use Notice will be issued if there is a contaminant in the water that may be inhaled or otherwise harmful
on contact.  In this case, bottled water should be used for all water consumption, including bathing, cooking and laundry.
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Q:  Has the city of Ann Arbor ever tested our water for pharmaceuticals and personal care
products (PPCP)?
A:  Yes. Through grants from the Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ) in 2004
and 2005, the City completed studies to determine if these contaminants were present in our water.
We tested both our source water and finished drinking water for the presence of 33 pharmaceutical
and personal care products (PPCP).  Of the 33 contaminants, 12 were detected in finished water.
All results were in the parts per trillion range.

In 2008, the City of Ann Arbor tested the finished drinking for 8 endocrine disrupting compounds,
including Bisphenol A (BPA).  None of these compounds were found to be present in the drinking
water.

To read the City's PPCP study reports or to see the 2008 endocrine disrupting chemical test results,
please visit our webpage:
http://www.a2gov.org/government/publicservices/water_treatment/Pages/default.aspx

To help prevent PPCPs from entering the drinking water supply, never flush any drugs down the toilet.  Take unused over the counter and prescription
medications back to participating pharmacies for disposal, or wrap medication in in plasitc bags, seal with duct tape and then dispose in the trash.  For
information about proper disposal, visit www.dontflushdrugs.com

On June 8, 2001, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) published the
Filter Backwash Recycle Rule (FBRR).  This rule regulates the point at which water can be
reused and added to the treatment process at water treatment plants.  The intent of this rule is
to reduce the potential of passing Cryptosporidium oocysts and other biological pathogens such
as bacteria and viruses into the finished drinking water.

The City of Ann Arbor uses filters in its treatment process to remove micron size contaminants
from its raw water sources.  These filters must be cleaned every few days by backwashing-or
running water through the filters in reverse at a high rate to remove embedded particles and
biological pathogens.  This backwash water contains concentrated contaminants that, prior to this
rule and the subsequent improvements made at the Ann Arbor Water Treatment Plant, were
recycled to the front end of the plant and mixed with the water coming from the city's wells and the Huron River.  This water is then treated with the raw
water prior to distribution with the treated drinking water.  Because the backwashing process is at such a high rate, this causes surges in the flow through
the plant when filters are washed.  These surges can create a situation of inconsistencies in the treatment process and potentially lead to contaminants
making it through the treatment process into the finished drinking water.

The FBRR rule required Ann Arbor to add a new process to the Water Treatment Plant to address this surging of flow caused by backwashing filters.
The city was required to add a 750,000 gallon concrete tank and associated pump station to hold the backwash water before it is pumped back into the
plant for treatment at a low controlled rate.  This new process was completed and put on line in the end of 2008.  This process has resulted in more
reliable treatment of the city's drinking water and better water quality.

New Process at the Ann Arbor Water Treatment Plant

Pharmaceuticals in Drinking Water?

The City of Ann Arbor has completed a Source Water Assessment and Protection Plan. This plan determines the protection areas for
all of our sources of supply, assesses the potential for contamination and develops plans for improving protection of those areas. The
assessments for both the river and groundwater supplies included determining the susceptibility, or relative potential of contamination
impacting each source of supply.  A six-tiered scale was used to rate the potential for contamination. The scale ranges from “very low”
to “high”.. The susceptibility rating is based on the geologic sensitivity and the number and types of potential contaminant sources
located within our source water protection areas. The susceptibility of the Huron River supply was rated “high” and the wells were
rated “moderate”.

Source Water Assessment and Protection Plan
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The following regulated substances were detected in some samples.
Please note that some substances, such as monochloramine and fluoride, are added to the water to improve health.  All the detected
substances are well within stringent Federal and State limits.
Definitions:  The following tables contain scientific terms and measures, some of which may require explanation.
!!!!! Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL):  The highest level of a contaminant that is allowed in drinking water.  MCL’s

are set as close to the Maximum Contaminant Level Goal as feasible using the best available treatment technology.
!!!!! Maximum Contaminant Level Goal (MCLG):  The level of a contaminant in drinking water below which there is

no known or expected risk to health.  MCLG’s allow for a margin of safety.
!!!!! mg/l:  milligrams per liter or parts per million - or one ounce in 7,350 gallons of water
!!!!! µµµµµg/l:  micrograms per liter or parts per billion - or one ounce in 7,350,000 gallons of water

Regulated at the Water Treatment Plant

!!!!! na:  not applicable

Regulated
Substance

Highest Level
Detected

Range of
Individual Samples MCL MCLG Source of Contamination

Added to water to promote strong teeth.  Erosion of
natural deposits.  Discharge from fertilizer factories.

Run-off from fertilizer use.  Leaching from septic
tanks and sewage.  Erosion of natural deposits.

Fluoride

Nitrate

Water Quality Test Results

1.26 mg/l ND − 1.26 mg/l 4 mg/l 4 mg/l

0.5 mg/l 0.34 − 0.5 mg/l 10 mg/l 10 mg/l

!!!!! Avg:  Regulatory compliance with some MCLs are based on running annual average of monthly or quarterly  samples.

By-product of ozone disinfection of drinking water.Bromate 2 µg/l avg ND − 6 µg/l 10 µg/l 0 µg/l

naTotal Organic
Carbon

30.1% Removal1 30.1−72.6% Removal Naturally occurring<25% Removal

Turbidity - Regulated at the Water Treatment Plant
Definitions:
!!!!! Turbidity:  A measure of cloudiness of water.  The Ann Arbor Water Treatment staff monitors it because it is a good indicator of the

effectiveness of the filtration system.  Turbidity must be less than 0.3 NTU in at least 95% of the measurements taken throughout each
 month.  It must never exceed 1.0 NTU.

!!!!! Nephelometric Turbidity Unit (NTU):  A measure of light scattered from particles in the water.
!!!!! Treatment Technique (TT):  A process intended to reduce the level of a contaminant in drinking water.

Regulated
Element

 95th
Percentile TT
achieved (max)

Percentile TT
voluntary goal

Source of
Contamination

95th

required

95th

Turbidity 0.1 NTU0.17 NTU 0.3 NTU Soil Runoff

samples within
requirements

Lowest % of

0

Single highest
measurement

0.35 NTU

Percentile TT

Monochloramine - Regulated at the Distribution System

Regulated
Substance

Highest Level
Detected

Range of
Individual Samples MRDL MRDLG Source of Contamination

Monochloramine 2.7 mg/l avg 2.4 −2.9 mg/l Disinfectant added at Water Plant

Definitions:
!!!!! Maximum Residual Disinfectant Level (MRDL):  The highest level of disinfectant allowed in drinking water.
!!!!! Maximum Residual Disinfectant Level Goal (MRDLG):  The level of disinfectant in drinking water below which there is no known

or expected risk to health.  MRDLG’s allow for a margin of safety.

4 mg/l 4 mg/l

Erosion of natural depositsBarium 2000 µg/l2000 µg/l19 µg/l

Erosion of natural depositsChromium 100 µg/l100 µg/l2.1 µg/l

1 Poorest removal corresponds to highest concentration

!!!!! ND:  Non detectable

na

na



The following regulated substances were detected in some samples.
Water Quality Test Results

These tests also showed the following characteristics in our water.  Federal and State standards have yet to be established and all
results are within limits accepted by most public health officials.

Non-regulated
Substance

142 mg/l

Source of ContaminationAverage
Range of
Individual Samples

Naturally occurring minerals; controlled
by water treatment process
Controlled by water treatment process

Hardness

pH

Aldehydes

9.3
8 µg/l

99 − 200 mg/l

9.1 − 9.5
ND − 33 µg/l

1,4-Dioxane ND ND Groundwater contamination from
manufacturing process and landfills

By-product of drinking water ozonation

Regulated in the Distribution System

Regulated
Substance

Level
Detected MCL Source of Contamination

Highest

Individual Samples
Range of

MCLG

Total Coliform

Detected in Detected in
not more than 5%
of samples taken
monthly

1.43% of all
samples taken
in August

0ND − 1.43% Naturally occurring in the environment

By-product of drinking water disinfection0 µg/lTotal
Trihalomethanes

17.8 µg/l avg 80 µg/l0.76− 6.8 µg/l

60 µg/l By-product of drinking water disinfectionTotal Haloacetic 0 µg/l11 µg/l avg 1.1 − 9 µg/l
Acids

Copper and Lead - Regulated at the Customerds Tap  -  All samples collected and analyzed were well within the strict Federal and State
limits.  The data is from the 2008 testing conducted in accordance with regulations.  If present, elevated levels of lead can cause
serious health problems, especially for pregnant women and young children. Lead in drinking water is primarily from materials and
components associated with service lines and home plumbing. The City of Ann Arbor is responsible for providing high quality
drinking water, but cannot control the variety of materials used in plumbing components. When your water has been sitting for
several hours, you can minimize the potential for lead exposure by flushing your tap for 30 seconds to 2 minutes before using water
for drinking or cooking. If you are concerned about lead in your water, you may wish to have your water tested. Information on lead
in drinking water, testing methods, and steps you can take to minimize exposure is available from the Safe Drinking Water Hotline or
at:  http://www.epa.gov/safewater/lead.  The City of Ann Arbor sampled 54 homes and 2 of these homes exceeded the action level for
lead.
Definitions:
! ! ! ! ! Action Level (AL):  The concentration of a contaminant which, if exceeded, triggers treatment or other requirements which a water system

must follow.
! ! ! ! ! Action Level Goal (ALG):  The level of a contaminant in drinking water below which there is no known or expected risk to health.  ALG’s

allow for a margin of safety.

Regulated
Substance the 96th Percentile AL ALG Source of Contamination

Corrosion of household plumbing systems
Erosion of natural deposits

Lead - 2008

Detection Level at

Customers plumbing
8 µg/l 15 µg/l 0 µg/l

6

Perchlorate 0.08 µg/l na Groundwater contamination from
manufacturing process

Highest running annual average of last four quarters include sample results from 20071

1

1

Sodium 55 mg/l 42−72 mg/l

Naturally occurring minerals; run-off of road
salt into surface water; caustic soda used in
water treatment process; bleach used in
water treatment process



Additional  Information & Contacts
The City of Ann Arbor Water Treatment Plant conducts extensive routine monitoring of water quality. Our testing program far exceeds
current regulatory requirements and we are vigilant against potential threats to our water system.

The Public Services Area Administrator attends the Ann Arbor City Council meetings to provide information on the water system. All
Council general sessions, the first and third Monday of each month, are open to the public. Unless announced otherwise, the meetings
are at 7:00 PM in Council Chambers at City Hall, 100 North Fifth Avenue. Council meetings are also broadcast on cable channel 16,
CTN. In addition, targeted public meetings are periodically held to discuss improvements and to listen to our citizens’ and customers’
concerns.

AFTER HOURS EMERGENCY:   (734) 994-2840

Customer Service and Billing Information:
Customer Service Center
100 North Fifth Avenue
Ann Arbor, Michigan 48107
(734) 794-6320

Water Quality and Treatment:
Water Treatment Services
919 Sunset Road
Ann Arbor, Michigan 48103
(734) 794-6426

email: water@a2gov.org
http://www.a2gov.org/government/publicservices

7

Notice of Violations
We are required to monitor your drinking water for specific contaminants on a regular basis as required by USEPA and MDEQ.  In
addition to all required testing, we voluntarily monitor more frequently and for many additional potential contaminants.  Results of
regular monitoring are an indicator of whether or not our drinking water meets health standards.  During 2008 we did not monitor or
test for endothall during the required sampling period.  Additionally, we did not monitor our wells in the first quarter for Volatile
Organic chemicals (VOCs) and we also failed to monitor one of the four wells in the third quarter for VOCs.  These violations do not
pose a threat to the quality of the city’s water.  The table below lists the contaminants we did not properly test for during 2008:

Contaminant sampling
frequency

Required

Endothall 4/1/2008 - 9/30/20081 / year 0 11/17/2008

samples

Number of
taken

taken

When all samples
should have been

was taken
Date sample

VOCs 1/1/2008 - 3/31/084 / quarter 0 4/18/2008

VOCs 7/31/2008 - 9/30/084 / quarter 3 10/16/2008

The Water Treatment Services Unit is staffed 24 hours per day.  In the event
of emergencies such as water main breaks, emergency water turn-offs and
sanitary or storm sewer back-ups, please call the City of Ann Arbor Water
Treatment Services Unit.

On January 8, 2008, one of the 26 water filters unexpectedly discharged water with high turbidity into one of the water treatment
plant’s two filtered water chambers.  Turbidity standards were exceeded at the water treatment plant for 42 minutes.  Bacteriological
testing of water samples indicated that the safety of the city’s drinking water was not jeopardized during the event.  A notice of the
incidence was mailed to customers on January 28, 2008.



City of Ann Arbor
Water Treatment Services

919 Sunset  Rd.

Presorted
Standard Mail
U.S. Postage Paid
Ann Arbor, MI
Permit No. 178

http://www.a2gov.org/government/publicservices

Ann Arbor, MI  48103
(734) 794-6426

Liberty Road

printed on recycled material

Plant overview photo provided at no charge courtesy of Dale Fischer © 2004



Exhibit 30 



it's like being there

At left is city councilmember Christopher Taylor (Ward 3), who also

serves as an ex officio member of the Ann Arbor park advisory

commission. To the right is Sam Offen, chair of PAC's budget and

finance committee. (Photos by the writer.)

BY APRIL 27, 2012 at 8 am

Also: Windemere tennis court problems; drain project at Veterans

Ann Arbor park advisory commission meeting (April 17, 2012): The action items at this month’s

PAC meeting focused on the upcoming fiscal year, with parks-related budget recommendations for July

1, 2012 through June 30, 2013. Sam Offen, who chairs PAC’s budget and finance committee, observed

that the FY 2013 budget is in better shape than in recent years.

This is the second year of a two-year

budget cycle, and commissioners

had recommended approval of budgets for

both years at their . The

recent recommendations for FY 2013

include: (1) increasing the frequency of the

mowing cycle from every 19 days to every 14

days; (2) increasing seasonal staffing

between April 15–October 15 to maintain

active recreation areas better; (3)

establishing three seasonal park

steward/supervisor positions to improve

park maintenance and enforcement; and (4)

increasing seasonal staffing at the ice arenas

to improve facility cleanliness.

Fee increases at several parks and rec

facilities are also part of the budget

recommendations, but most have already

been implemented in the current fiscal year.

The April 17 meeting included a public hearing on the renewal of the 

, which will likely be on the November 2012 ballot. No one spoke at the

hearing. In general, “there seems to be a great deal of relative silence” about the millage, parks and rec

manager Colin Smith told commissioners. Few people have attended the recent public forums held by

parks staff. The final forum is set for Thursday, April 26 from 6:30-7:30 p.m. at the Ann Arbor District

Library’s Traverwood branch, 3333 Traverwood Drive.

Parks staff gave an update on deteriorating conditions at Windemere Park’s two tennis courts, and

provided an initial estimate on costs to replace one or both courts at that location. No formal

recommendation has been made, but options include moving the courts to another park.

Commissioners discussed the need to assess the distribution and conditions of all of the city’s public

courts – including ones in the public school system – as well as their overall usage, to get a better idea

of where the greatest needs are.

Another update came from an engineer at the Washtenaw County water resources commissioner’s

office, who described a drain replacement project that will affect Veterans Memorial Park later this

year. Also related to Veterans Memorial, the request for proposals (RFP) for a skatepark there 

. [. ] The goal is to solicit proposals for a consultant to handle design and

oversee construction of the skatepark, which will be located on city-owned property.

During public commentary, commissioners were given an update on the nonprofit ,

which has several gardens located in city parks and is celebrating its 40th anniversary this year.

Another speaker urged commissioners to take control of the parking lots in city parks, and possibly

increase revenues by installing metered parking.

Commission OKs FY 2013 Parks Budget

MARY MORGAN

April 2011 meeting

city’s park maintenance and

capital improvements millage

has been

issued pdf of skatepark RFP

Project Grow

http://annarborchronicle.com/2012/04/27/commission-oks-fy-2013-parks-budget/
http://annarborchronicle.com/author/mary-morgan/
http://annarborchronicle.com/2011/05/01/council-to-get-reminder-of-parks-promise/
http://www.a2gov.org/government/communityservices/ParksandRecreation/Pages/parksmillage.aspx
http://annarborchronicle.com/2012/04/19/city-issues-skatepark-request-for-proposals/
http://www.a2gov.org/government/financeadminservices/procurement/Documents/RFP%20825%20revised%201.pdf
http://projectgrowgardens.org/


Parks & Rec Budget Recommendation

Park commissioners considered two resolutions related to the city’s fiscal year 2013 budget, for the

year beginning July 1, 2012 through June 30, 2013. It’s the second year of a two-year budget planning

cycle. PAC had previously recommended approval of budgets for both years at its .

The parks budget is part of the city’s overall budget, which city administrator Steve Powers 

.

Most of these changes have already been implemented, as part of the current year’s budget. Colin

Smith, the city’s parks and rec manager, reminded commissioners that there will be no increase in

budgeted expenses. These changes will be made within the budget plan that was discussed last year for

FY 2013, when the FY 2012 budget was formally adopted. [.

, including parks-related items]

The portion of the city budget relating to parks is separated into two parts: (1) park operations; and

(2) parks and recreation.

Sam Offen, who chairs PAC’s budget and finance committee, noted that the budget is in better

shape than in recent years. He joked that it makes his job much easier.

Parks & Rec Budget Recommendation: Parks Operations Budget

PAC was asked to approve recommendations for the FY 2013 parks operations budget, which

includes the following proposed changes: (1) increasing the frequency of the mowing cycle from every 19

days to every 14 days; (2) increasing seasonal staffing between April 15–October 15 to maintain active

recreation areas better; (3) establishing three seasonal park steward/supervisor positions to improve

park maintenance and enforcement; and (4) increasing seasonal staffing at the ice arenas to improve

facility cleanliness. [. ]

There was considerable discussion about whether to change the wording on the recommendation

for the mowing cycle. Tim Doyle initially felt it sounded too much like a dictate rather than an

objective, and preferred deferring to staff’s judgement on the exact number of days in the cycle. After

some wordsmithing on a possible amendment, Christopher Taylor – PAC’s ex officio member who also

serves on city council – was asked whether his council colleagues would understand the intent.

“Contextually, it’s plain enough,” he said.

Ultimately, PAC reached a consensus not to change wording on the recommendation.

Outcome: Commissioners voted unanimously to recommend approval of the FY 2013 parks operations

budget.

Parks & Rec Budget Recommendation: Parks & Rec Budget

In a separate resolution, PAC was asked to recommend approval of the FY 2013 parks and recreation

budget. The resolution commended parks staff for its work, and made several general

recommendations: (1) reduce energy expenses to reflect the benefit of infrastructure energy

improvements at recreational facilities, including Cobblestone Farm and Mack Pool; (2) reduce

materials and supplies used to maintain various facilities as a result of recent improvements; (3) reduce

water usage expense to reflect actual usage better; (4) eliminate unnecessary software installations

where appropriate; (5) increase revenue by initiating additional programming at the Argo Cascades;

and (6) increase revenue by increasing fees for admission to swimming pools. [.

] [. ]

Most of these items have been started in the current fiscal year, Offen noted, and will continue into

FY 2013.

Outcome: Commissioners unanimously recommended approval of the FY 2013 parks and recreation

budget.

Parks Millage Renewal: Public Hearing

No one spoke during a public hearing on the renewal of the 

, which will likely be on the November ballot.

Park commissioners had been briefed by staff about the millage renewal at 

.

John Lawter, PAC’s vice chair who was presiding over the meeting in the absence of chair Julie

Grand, noted that two of the four public informational forums regarding the millage had been held.

April 2011 meeting

proposed at

the April 16 meeting of the Ann Arbor city council

pdf of budget resolution adopted by council

for FY 2012

pdf of parks operations budget recommendation

pdf of parks & rec

budget recommendation pdf of fee increases

city’s park maintenance and capital

improvements millage

PAC’s March 20, 2012

meeting

http://annarborchronicle.com/2011/05/01/council-to-get-reminder-of-parks-promise/
http://annarborchronicle.com/2012/04/16/ann-arbor-council-gets-draft-2013-budget/
http://annarborchronicle.com/wp-content/uploads/2012/04/Council-FY2012-Budget-Resolution.pdf
http://annarborchronicle.com/wp-content/uploads/2012/04/Budget-PAC-2013-Park-Operations-Resolution.pdf
http://annarborchronicle.com/wp-content/uploads/2012/04/Budget-PAC-2013-Clean-Parks-and-Recreation-Budget-Resolution.pdf
http://annarborchronicle.com/wp-content/uploads/2012/04/Parks-FY-2012-Proposed-Fees-Changes.pdf
http://www.a2gov.org/government/communityservices/ParksandRecreation/Pages/parksmillage.aspx
http://annarborchronicle.com/2012/03/30/park-commission-briefed-on-millage-renewal/


From left: Greg McDonald, assistant manager of city operations for

Community Television Network (CTN), explains a camera problem to

Colin Smith, the city's parks and recreation manager. The controller

that allows CTN staff technicians to remotely control cameras in city

council chambers wasn't working during the April 17 park advisory

commission meeting. CTN staff instead adjusted the cameras manually

prior to the meeting, to capture wide angle views of the proceedings.

[The third forum took place on Monday, April 23. The final one is set for Thursday, April 26 from 6:30-

7:30 p.m. at the Ann Arbor District Library's Traverwood branch, 3333 Traverwood Drive.]

Colin Smith, parks and rec manager,

noted that Grand had wanted to schedule

some of the public forums prior to the

public hearing at PAC, and prior to a vote

by PAC on whether to recommend millage

renewal. That way, PAC could respond if

any issues arose. However, Smith

added, ”there seems to be a great deal of

relative silence,” and nothing has come up

to indicate that the city is on the wrong

track in seeking renewal. [At an April 11

forum held at Cobblestone Farm, several

city parks staff, PAC commissioners, city

councilmember Jane Lumm, and two

members of the media – from The

Chronicle and WEMU – showed up. But

only one member of the public came: Eric

Meves, a board member at Project Grow

who also spoke during public commentary

at the April 17 PAC meeting (see below).]

Gwen Nystuen observed that it’s hard

to get people excited now about a vote

that won’t happen until November. She

said she hadn’t heard anything unfavorable

about the millage, and that people in Ann

Arbor are very supportive of parks. “I’m optimistic,” she said.

Sam Offen asked whether there were any significant comments or feedback from the first two

forums. Lawter reported that the one person at the forum he attended was supportive. [That person

was Meves.] Nystuen praised the staff – she said they had done a good job of answering questions at

the first forum about how the budget was prepared.

Informational handouts are being distributed, and Smith pointed out that information about the

.

Windemere Park Tennis Courts

Parks planner Amy Kuras gave a presentation on the tennis courts at , a nearly

four-acre parcel on the city’s northeast side, north of Glazier Way between Green and Earhart roads.

There was no action requested of PAC at this meeting – the staff just wanted to update commissioners

on the situation.

The courts were initially built in 1986, then color coated in 2007. Repairs to cracks in the court were

attempted in 2009, Kuras said, but failed because of poor soil conditions. The city also attempted to

install new net posts in 2009, but that also failed.

In 2010, the city took soil borings in five parts of the park. The borings revealed saturated organic

soil and fill, particularly in areas located near the tennis courts in the west part of the park.

Part of the problem is a high water table, Kuras said. In fact, the parks staff have noted higher water

tables throughout the city, she added. The only hard data that the city has collected on the water table

is at the municipal airport, and there the water table measures between 2-7 feet below the surface now,

compared to 15 feet below the surface 50 years ago. Jen Lawson, the city’s water quality manager,

attributed the change to a variety of factors, Kuras reported, including climate change and more

impervious surfaces in the city.

Kuras presented a chart showing cost estimates to replace either one or both courts at the current

location. She based her estimates on work done for tennis courts at Veterans Memorial Park and West

Park. The total would be $181,377 for two courts at Windemere, or $107,408 for one court. [

.]

The options to consider, Kuras said, include: (1) replacing both tennis courts at the current location,

(2) replacing the courts in another part of Windemere Park, (3) replacing only one court, (4) removing

millage renewal is also available on the city’s website

Windemere Park

Link to chart

of itemized replacement costs

http://www.a2gov.org/government/communityservices/ParksandRecreation/Pages/parksmillage.aspx
http://www.a2gov.org/government/communityservices/ParksandRecreation/parks/Features/Pages/Windemere.aspx
http://annarborchronicle.com/wp-content/uploads/2012/04/TennisCourtCosts.jpg


Cracked pavement at the Windemere Park tennis court. (Image

provided by city staff in a slide presentation to PAC.)

the courts, or (5) possibly putting the

courts in another park.

Matt Warba, the city’s acting field

operations manager, told commissioners

that he’s frustrated by the situation. The

staff has attempted several repairs, but

with water at just two feet below the

surface, it’s difficult. There’s a likelihood

that having tennis courts at that location

isn’t reasonable, he said. But he

understands the value to the

neighborhood,  and the staff is still working

on getting some firm numbers and options

to consider. There’s no easy or quick

solution, he said, but they’re working on it.

Windemere Park Tennis Courts: Public
Commentary

Jeff Alson told commissioners that he

has lived near the park since the late 1970s.

He bought his home there in part because

of the park. There are a lot of tennis

players in the neighborhood, and there are

a lot of young children in the area so

demand could grow. But because of water issues there’s only one court that can be used. Last summer,

he hardly played there at all. Alson said he understood that there are problems with water that make

maintenance of the courts more expensive. But he emphasized that the courts have held up well for at

least the last 10 years, and he would consider it a good investment. It would be disappointing to him if

the courts were removed. Alson concluded by thanking commissioners for their service to the city.

Windemere Park Tennis Courts: Commission Discussion

David Barrett asked whether the water table is the same throughout the park. Yes, Kuras said, but

the soil composition is different  at certain locations in the park – that’s a factor, too. She clarified that

there are water table issues at other parks, but nothing to the degree they’re seeing at Windemere.

Barrett recalled that when the city decided to put in rain gardens at Burns Park, they were slow to

let the community know about it. He wondered what kind of outreach was happening for the tennis

courts at Windemere. Colin Smith, parks and recreation manager, indicated that outreach would occur

when the staff had more information to share. If it makes sense to move the tennis courts, the

neighborhood would need to be engaged, he said.

Tim Doyle asked is there’s evidence of this same kind of problem at other city tennis courts. He

said he’s encountered it on a similar project he’s working on near Honey Creek, on the west side of

town. Warba said that certainly there are areas in the parks that are wetter than they’ve been in the

past. But the Windemere courts are the worst by far.

Sam Offen noted that there are a lot of city tennis courts on the west side of town, but he wondered

how many there were on the northeast side. Kuras reported that there are three courts in Leslie Park

and two in Sugarbush Park, and it might be possible to accommodate new tennis courts somewhere in

. All of those parks are in northeast Ann Arbor.

Jeff Alston, a resident who’d spoken during public commentary, pointed out that the courts at

Sugarbush are too short for adults to play – they hit the back fence with their rackets, he said.

Gwen Nystuen said she didn’t know too much about tennis courts, but that it seemed like the city

should assess the distribution and conditions of all of its courts, as well as their overall usage, to get a

better idea of where the greatest needs are.

Commissioners and staff also discussed the availability of tennis courts at Ann Arbor public

schools, noting that certain times of day and certain days of the week those courts are heavily used by

students. Tim Berla noted that  runs tennis leagues, as does the 

. He pointed out that court conditions aren’t just a concern for the city

parks – a sinkhole developed at the relatively new tennis courts at Skyline High School, putting one of

Foxfire North Park

Ann Arbor Rec & Ed Ann Arbor Area

Community Tennis Association

http://www.a2gov.org/government/communityservices/ParksandRecreation/parks/Features/Pages/FoxfireNorth.aspx
http://www.aaps.k12.mi.us/tennis.home/home
http://aaacta.org/


Scott Miller of the Washtenaw County water resources commissioner's

office describes an upcoming drain project that will affect Veterans

Memorial Park.

the courts out of commission. Berla suggested looking at other materials, such as clay, which he said

required more maintenance but wouldn’t crack.

Assuming there’s need for more tennis courts on the northeast side of town, Berla wondered

whether the former Pfizer property – now owned by the University of Michigan – could be a possible

location for new courts. He noted that there’s a lot of unused land there, as well as available parking.

Drain Project at Veterans Memorial Park

Scott Miller, an engineer with the Washtenaw County water resources commissioner’s office, was on

hand to give a presentation about a drain project that would affect Veterans Memorial Park. He said

the county had been petitioned by the city to do this project. It’s referred to as the West Park

Fairgrounds project, which is the name of the drain that runs through that section of town – on the

west side of town, in the former fairgrounds area. Miller acknowledged that it was a bit confusing,

given that a park in a different location is called West Park.

The upper end of the drain is located in

the Maple Village Shopping Center, where

Kmart and Plum Market are located. The

drain starts out as a 30-inch pipe and

quickly transitions to a 54-inch pipe and

then a 66-inch corregated metal pipe as it

runs toward town. The pipe runs through

Veterans Memorial Park, crosses under

Dexter Road and heads east, eventually

connecting to a pipe that contains another

branch of the Allen Creek.

The city conducted video inspection of

the pipe and found several sections that are

cracked and corroded, resulting in leaks.

Portions of the pipe were clogged with

debris. [The city council voted at its 

 to petition the county

water resources commissioner for this

project, estimated to cost roughly $2

million. It will be repaid by the city in annual installments over 15 years.]

Miller said the county staff began work last fall, first clearing the debris and then conducting

another video assessment. That revealed two sections of the pipe that have a significant sag, and result

in water being held in those sections year-round. One sagging section is in the parking area in the

shopping center. Another is in the north side of the park’s parking lot that’s accessed off of Dexter

Road. The preliminary design is to dig up the two sections of sagging pipe and replace them. For the

rest of the pipe, the plan calls for putting in a cast lining to reinforce the pipe structurally.

The project would cause minimal disruption, he said, but would include some impact to the

parking lot and a small portion of the area west of one of the ballfields. The county is coordinating

with the city, which is doing road work and water main replacement along Dexter Road, as well as

upcoming work to renovate the ballfields in the park.

The project is in the design phase now, Miller said, with construction expected to begin in the fall.

Drain Project at Veterans Memorial Park: Commission Discussion

Gwen Nystuen asked for more details about how much land would be dug up for the project. Miller

reported that in the Maple Village lot, a section about 15 feet wide and 150 feet long would be

excavated. In Veterans Memorial Park, the work would be about 15 feet wide and 190 feet long.

Nystuen also commented on the confusing name of the project, and Miller agreed: “It’s raised

confusion at a lot of levels,” he said, but they don’t have much latitude to change it.

David Barrett pointed out that there’s already disruption to the park – a big pile of dirt has been

dumped by the ballfield. He wondered if the county had also coordinated with Ann Arbor Rec & Ed,

which runs softball leagues in the park. Miller said the drain work hasn’t yet started, so the excavated

dirt isn’t from their project. Matt Warba, the city’s acting field operations manager, clarified that it was

likely related to road construction there. Parks and rec manager Colin Smith said the parks staff has

been coordinating with Rec & Ed since last year regarding work in the park.

Sept.

20, 2010 meeting

http://a2gov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=766997&GUID=77262DB2-1557-4ED5-B8D8-47F33FD3AE3D&Options=&Search=


Ann Arbor park advisory commissioner David Barrett.

Sam Offen asked about the project’s

timeframe. It will likely take about two

months, Miller replied, but more if there’s

a lot of rain. In response to another query

from Offen, Miller said the county is

mindful of the potential flooding impact

downstream, but noted that this project

isn’t intended to increase capacity

dramatically. There will be more efficient

flow, however.

Tim Berla clarified that Rec & Ed has

cancelled its fall season, which starts in

August, because of renovation work on the

ballfields at three parks, including

Veterans. [PAC had recommended those

renovations at their 

.] He asked whether it would be

possible to do the park portion of the drain

project first, to ensure it would be finished

by the spring season. Miller said it probably wouldn’t matter – the entire project is expected to be

done by the spring of 2013 – but he would look into it.

Berla also asked whether the proposed skatepark – to be located in another part of Veterans

Memorial Park – would affect the drain project, in terms of adding runoff. Miller said that although the

addition of any impervious surfaces would affect runoff, the pipe is underutilized and has the capacity

to handle it.

Smith noted that one of the elements of the skatepark design, as reflected in the request for

proposals, will be to include stormwater management that meets or exceeds city standards.

Communications & Commentary

Every meeting includes opportunities for public commentary and communications from

commissioners and staff.

Comm/Comm: Public Commentary – Parking in Parks

During public commentary, George Gaston told commissioners that he recently visited the

University of Michigan’s – it’s a lovely place, he said. He had noticed that

UM now has metered parking there at $1.20 per hour, between 8 a.m. and 8 p.m. Gaston noted that the

city leases its Fuller Park parking lot to UM. It was supposed to be a temporary arrangement, but it’s

been going on for about 20 years. He wondered if the city has considered taking back control of that

lot and and making it a metered lot, too. UM hospital employees use it 24/7, Gaston said, but only pay

for part of that time. It could be a great revenue source for the city.

Gaston noted that people park their vehicles all day at Island Park and West Park, as two examples.

And with UM planning to  that would add another 500 spaces

to that area, it might be possible to forego leasing the 18 spaces at Riverside Park to UM and adding

metered spaces instead. “You might gain real money out of this,” Gaston said. There’s precedent in the

city for 24-hour metered lots – at the Amtrak station on Depot Street, for example. Right now, it seems

the city is undercharging the university for parking. With meters, the lots would be available to anyone

if they paid. It might make sense to look into this, he concluded.

Comm/Comm: Project Grow – Public Commentary

Eric Meves, a board member of , gave commissioners an overview of the nonprofit. He

started by referring to Gaston’s comments about parking, noting that Project Grow had to buy parking

tags at Matthaei for its gardeners there this year. Meves told commissioners that Project Grow is

celebrating its 40th anniversary this year, and he’s gardened with the group for 39 of those years.

Several Project Grow gardens are in city parks, so he wanted PAC to become familiar with the

organization. It’s an educational organization, with assistance for low-income residents. Although the

nonprofit has received city funding in the past, it no longer receives public money, he noted.

Project Grow doesn’t own any land. About a third of the gardens are located in Washtenaw County

parks, and a third on Ann Arbor public school property. The remaining third is evenly divided between

February 2012

meeting

Matthaei Botanical Gardens 

build a parking structure on Wall Street

Project Grow

http://annarborchronicle.com/2012/02/01/major-renovation-of-city-ballfields-planned/
http://www.lsa.umich.edu/mbg/
http://annarborchronicle.com/2012/04/19/um-regents-ok-wall-street-parking-structure/
http://projectgrowgardens.org/


Eric Meves, treasurer of the Project Grow board.

From left: Park advisory commissioners Tim Berla and John Lawter.

Lawter, who chaired the April 17 meeting in the absence of chair Julie

Grand, was reviewing procedural rules with Berla before the meeting.

Berla's advice: "No one ever did time" for flubbing Robert's Rules.

UM land, private property, and city of Ann

Arbor parks. About 300-350 families have

garden plots each year, Meves said. People

do it to grow food, but also for outdoor

exercise and to be in a pleasant

environment, he said. There’s also an

element of community – being with your

fellow gardeners.

The nonprofit grosses about $40,000 to

$50,000 annually, Meves said. About 60%

of that comes from plot fees – it costs

about $130 for a full plot. About 20% of

revenues come from fundraising, primarily

through an annual plant sale. The

remaining 20% comes from an organic

gardening class that Project Grow

developed for Washtenaw Community

College.

Roughly half of those revenues allow

Project Grow to have one half-time

employee who works out of his house,

Meves said. The group relies on volunteers

and a working board. The rest of the funds are used to pay for things like water, utilities, insurance and

capital improvements. There are about 40 people on a waiting list for gardens now – demand for

gardens is about two to three times what Project Grow can provide, he said.

Meves unfurled a map that he said was made with the help of Merle Johnson and Dan Rainey of the

city’s information technology department. It showed possible additional locations for gardens within

the parks system.

Comm/Comm: Project Grow – Manager’s Report

Later in the meeting, Colin Smith reported that parks planner Amy Kuras has been working with the

Project Grow managing director [Kirk Jones] to draft an agreement that will outline the formal

relationship between the city and the nonprofit. It’s been a few years since the city funded Project

Grow, he said, but because the group uses city parkland, there’s still a relationship. The agreement will

stipulate what the procedures are for putting gardens into parks. There have been varied reactions to

having gardens in the parks, depending on the neighborhood, he noted. Parks staff will share the

agreement with PAC when it’s ready, he said.

Tim Berla asked if there’s anything PAC

or the city can do to help Project Grow

identify potential locations for more

gardens. Kuras said she works with the

organization – sometimes she’ll be

contacted by someone in a neighborhood

who’s interested, and she’ll in turn contact

Project Grow, or sometimes Project Grow

comes to her. There are certain

requirements, she noted. The land needs

to be in a sunny area, and have access to a

water source. The city also needs to hold a

public meeting if a park is being considered

for gardens, and sometimes neighbors

don’t want it, she said.

Smith noted that the agreement with

Project Grow will include details about how

PAC can be involved in the process of

selecting new locations.

Gwen Nystuen said she appreciated that Eric Meves had spoken to PAC during public commentary.

She hadn’t realized how many people are involved, and how the city provides relatively little land for



the group. It’s useful information, she said, especially given the growing interest in the local food

movement.

Tim Doyle clarified with Smith that there is no relationship between Project Grow and the city’s

.

Comm/Comm: Skatepark RFP

Smith reported that the request for proposals (RFP) for a skatepark at Veterans Memorial Park

would be . [. ] The goal is to solicit proposals for a

consultant to handle design and oversee construction of the skatepark, which will be located on city-

owned property.

Tim Doyle asked how the project would be funded. Smith replied that there are three sources for

the roughly $1 million cost of the project: (1) private donations – primarily solicited through the 

; (2) a $300,000 state grant; and (3) up to $400,000 in matching funds from

the . The 

 is acting as fiduciary for the project.

The city’s contribution will be the land and staff time to manage the process, Smith said, not

money. It will be a city-owned asset, he said.

In terms of process, a selection committee – which will include members of the Friends of the Ann

Arbor Skatepark, as well as city and county representatives – will be relied on to make a

recommendation for the designer. That recommendation will be reviewed by PAC. PAC commissioner

David Barrett will serve on the committee. Park planner Amy Kuras is the city’s point person on the

project.

Construction is expected to start in the spring of 2013.

Gwen Nystuen asked about the relocation of pathways that will be required because of the

skatepark location. Kuras noted that some pathways in Veterans Memorial Park are being redone as

part of the Dexter Avenue improvement project that’s currently underway. Paths that connect to the

skatepark will be designed as part of the overall skatepark design, she said.

Comm/Comm: Manager’s Report – Market Manager

Smith reported that the field had been narrowed to two candidates to replace Molly Notarianni,

who left the job of public market manager earlier this year. He said he hoped to have finalized a hire

by PAC’s May 15 meeting.

Comm/Comm: Manager’s Report – Argo Cascades

The same day as the PAC meeting, the consultant who designed the new canoe/kayak bypass by

Argo Dam – Gary Lacy of Boulder, Colo. – was testing the series of drop pools along with city staff.

Smith said he had hoped that Lacy would have the time to give an update to PAC about the new Argo

Cascades, but the morning had been chilly and Lacy had gotten a late start on the testing, so he wasn’t

able to attend the meeting.

A grand opening of the Argo Cascades is planned for June, but it will be open to the public before

that. May 5 is the date for the first trips from the Argo Pond livery to Gallup Park, Smith said.

Present: David Barrett, Tim Berla, Doug Chapman, Tim Doyle, John Lawter, Karen Levin, Gwen

Nystuen, Sam Offen, councilmember Christopher Taylor (ex-officio). Also Colin Smith, city parks and

recreation manager.

Absent: Julie Grand, councilmember Mike Anglin (ex-officio).

Next meeting: PAC’s meeting on Tuesday, May 15, 2012 begins at 4 p.m. in the city hall second-

floor council chambers, 301 E. Huron St., Ann Arbor. [ ]

The Chronicle survives in part through regular  to support our coverage of public

bodies like the Ann Arbor park advisory commission. If you’re already supporting The Chronicle, please

encourage your friends, neighbors and coworkers to do the same. Click this link for details: 

.
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We encourage action, soon. This problem has existed for a long time without solution. Just

listen to the nearby neighborhoods say the demand is there and fix a community resource.

Seems like a sunk cost without adequate maintenance.

Consider a local bond issue or ~ and do something.
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	130126 Airport Petition Final Draft
	I. STATEMENT OF FACTS
	A. The Airport.
	B. The Petitioners.
	1. Pittsfield Charter Township.
	2. Committee for Preserving Community Quality, Inc.

	C. The Proposed Project.
	D. Petitioners’ Opposition to the Proposed Project.

	II. LEGAL BASIS FOR PETITION
	A. Statutory Basis for Pittsfield Petitioning the Secretary of Transportation.
	B. Constitutional and Administrative Procedure Act Bases for Petition.

	III. NEITHER MDOT NOR THE FAA HAS GIVEN THE COMMUNITIES’ INTEREST “FAIR CONSIDERATION” AS REQUIRED UNDER FEDERAL LAW.
	A. The Expansion at Ann Arbor Municipal Airport Does Not Comply With Planning in the Surrounding Communities.
	B. The City’s Goals Are Not the Same as Petitioners’ Goals.
	1. The Project would increase safety concerns of low-flying aircraft near surrounding densely populated communities.
	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.


	IV. THERE IS NO AVIATION SAFETY NEED TO EXTEND RUNWAY 6/24 AT ANN ARBOR MUNICIPAL AIRPORT BY 950 FEET.
	A. Not All Alternatives That Would Meet the Stated Objectives for the Airport, Yet Still Meet the Stated Objectives and Goals, Were Considered.
	1. The draft EA utterly fails to give proper consideration to all reasonable alternatives.
	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.

	B. Resolving ARB and MDOT’s “Need” Through the Extension of Runway 6/24 Is Unsupported by the Evidence.
	1.  The Project is not supported by any reasonable and independent evidence and does not solve the problem it purports to solve.
	2. ARB’s justification for the Project incorrectly relies on total annual operations to support extending Runway 6/24.
	3.  Shifting Runway 6/24 150 Feet to the Southwest Will Not Achieve an Additional Margin of Safety.
	4. ARB and MDOT falsely conveyed the impression that ARB is located in a rural setting instead of in a densely populated area.


	V. THE EXTENSION OF THE RUNWAY WILL CAUSE SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS ON THE SURROUNDING COMMUNITIES.
	A. The Data Used to Justify the Project Is Not Current.
	B. The Project Does Not Take into Account the Noise Impact of the Project on the Surrounding Community.
	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.
	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.
	3. Increased jet aircraft and nighttime operations were not included in the noise modeling used by ARB and MDOT.
	4. Noise from aircraft, particularly high performance jets, remains a very real concern for communities that surround ARB.

	C. ARB and MDOT Have Failed to Take Into Account the Effects the Project Will Have on Air Pollution in the Surrounding Community.
	1. ARB and MDOT have failed to establish that the Project is exempt.
	2. ARB and MDOT have failed to establish that the project is “presumed to conform.”
	3. ARB and MDOT have failed to establish the Project’s conformity status under 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.

	VI. REDRESS
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