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2?&.25,’;‘2';1‘:’;; { MAY 1 7 ZO‘BJ \ 11877 S, Wayne Road, Ste. 107
Fedatal Aviallon NER——— Romulus, Mi 48174
Adminisiralion AIRPORTS ‘.HV‘IE'»'\'Q_‘B{J
May 13, 2010 -

Michigan Departmant of Transporiation
Bureau of Asronautics and Frelght Services
¢fo Ms, Molly Lamrouex

2700 Port Lansing Road

Langing, Ml 48908

Subject: Draft Environmental Assessment for Ann Arbor Municipal Airpor
Faderal Avlation Adminisiration Review Comments

Dear Ms, Lamrouex:

We have completed a review of the draft Environmental Assessment (EA) submitied to the
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Detroit Airponts District Offlce (ADQ). Based on our
review the FAA offers the following.

Alr Trafflc offers the following comments:

No commenls.

Tech Ops offers the following comments:

Cover sheel. If the document is to be accepted as a fadaral document the coversheet will need
1o reflact this.

Section 2.1, Second bullet states “Shift and exiend the paralle taxiway to coincide with the
revised Runway 6/24", We recommend revised be changed to extended.

Section 2.2. This saction does not appear (o clearly state the need for the proposed aclion, Are
the bulleted “objectives of the proposed project” aclually proposed acilons? The |ast bultet
stales “Relocate and potentially upgrade the Runway 24 Approach Light System”. Whan with it
be known If the approach light system will be replaced or upgraded? What is this dependent
on? The remainder of the document deals with the Impact of the runway extension, hut does
not address impacts related (o the relocation of tha axlsting light system or an upgrade lo a new
system. Also, action associaled with Runway End Identifier Lights (REIL) is mentioned later in
Secllon 4.17 and should be listed here as a proposed action. Are there any other NAVAIDs
moving or being established?

Sectlon 2.2.1, This section states thal the Medlum Intensity Approach Lighting System with
Sequenced Flashers (MALSF) would serve the same function as the Omni-Directional Approach
Lighting System (ODALS) and Is atructurally vesy similar. How would the footprint of the MALSF
structures compare to the ODALS? Whal environmental [mpacts would installation of a MALSF
creata?
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Secfion 3.1.2. We suggest adding a qualifier in the second paragraph to state the following:
o would be greater than those expectad wilh the proposad expansion of ARB In Its current
jocation.”

Section 4.4, The Consequences of the Preferred Alternative section slates: “Comparisons of
existing conditions at various airports wilh future builc out conditions indicale that the nel
changs In alr emission is slill below standards.” Do {hese conditions Include ranway extension
projects similar 1o the proposed action at ARB?

This section additionally states: *Consequently, the alr model results for the Preferred
Allernative would be ldentical to (hose for the No Build Condition.” This statement implies that
ho alr emlesions would result from the proposad action. .18 this accurate?

Section 4.6.1. Would the existing Storm Waler Pollution Prevention Prograim cover the
additional impervious surface area?

Section 4.5.2. We would recommend rewording the first sentence of the Consequences of the
Preferred Alternative saction to the following (if rue and appropriate). Surface and subsurface
geological condilions would not ba impacted by the Preferred Alternalive.

Flight Procedures offera the following comments;
No comments wera provided by Filght Procedures Office (FFO).

However, it should be noted that the FPO must be notifled by formal lelter to request the
development of future approach procedures for the relocated runway end coordinates.
Information needed includes identification of when consteuction will start, finlsh, when the
aquipment will be relocated, etc, This Information is ciltical for developing/amending approach
procedures. The EPO must know the project phasing in order {0 have procedures ready when
construction is complete. (Equipment relocation, threshold displacements, etc). Changes in
runway pevement length will resuit in survey data. Please nole that survey data must meet the
specifications outlined In Advlsory Clrculars 150/5300-16, 17, and 18. Third party survays must
be coordinated with the FPO. The proponent must submit Proposed Equipment Relocalion
Data along with Information related to any equipment that will ba relocated or added to AVN-210
and ATA-110. 7. Publication of new/amended Approach procedures could take from 18 months
{o 2 years after runway data js submitted to AVN-210 and ATA-110, NOTE: Development of
Approach Procedures will not bagin untit an officlal leller of request for development of
procedures Is recelved by FPO and the proposed runway data and equipment data provided to
AVN-210 and ATA-110. Proponent must update the airport FAA Form 5010-1 lo reflect new
runway data and updated runway changes.

Alrports Division offers the following comments,

The report is nol clear if there is a federal action heing requested.

Based on the Information contained within the draft EA It appears that at least two federal
aclions are being requested. These aclions include the relocation or replacemant of the current
approach lighting system as well as the development for future approach procedures for the
new runway end locatlons. The EAA recommends that these actions be cleariy identiflsd
throughoul the document. The first page of the document states that this draft EA will become a
State of Michlgan document when signed by the Stale Officlal and does nol Include similar
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janguage for the Federal Aviation Administration although there Is a signature line included for a
fedecal officlal. Please refer to FAA Order 5050.48 section 707(f).

Sectlon 1 page 1-1. The drafl A stales that the projecls under conslderation are those shown
on the FAA approved Alrport Layout Plan (ALP). This statement should be clarlfied as to the

role of Michigan Depariment of Transportation (MROT) in conditlonalty approving the ALP set

on behalf of the FAA under the authorlty of the State Block Grant Program. When referencing
iha ALP throughout the document, addltional emphasis should be made lo the June 23, 2008
ALP approval letter that cleaily states ihat the approval is conditional. Several conditions were
placed on the approval letter Inciuding the requirements that the projecls contalned within the
ALP set must comply with the Nalional Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The FAA

recommends Incluslon of the conditional ALP approval letter in the draft EA for disclosure

purposes. -

We also suggest the exaculive summary clearly outline who wiil be responsible for actions

_ assoclated with the proposed project (L.e. local sponsar, lacal unit of government, State of
Michigan, Federal Government). For the FAA to co-sign the document, the requesled Federal

Actions must be clearly Identifled within the axscutive summary and throughout the document

where appropriate.

Sactlon 2 page 21, References to the ALP set need to alarlfy that MDOT has only
condltionaily approved the ALP.

Sectlon 2,2 page 2-4. The classlflcalion of a B-{l Small Aircraft has been determined with a

reference to MDOT 2009. Is the B-li “Small Aircrafl’ a designation that is contained within

MDOT planning guidance? The FAA Is not famlllar with the classification of “small” when

lélentifying the critical deslgn alrcraft for an alrporl. Please clarify how this distinclion was
erived.

Sectlon 2.2 page 2-4, The.paragraph discussing Origin-Destination Analysis should be
expanded (or references made where Informalion can be reviewed) to provide clariflcation to the
general statements that are made. Specifically, Is there a list of destinations that ¢an be
provided that witl substantiate the need for a runway extension? A listing of destinatlons may
ald the reader In pulting the proposed project into perspeclive and may further substantlate the
need for a runway extension. The report states that a significant number of operations occur
betwesn ARB and distant locattons without quantifying the number and {ypes of operations that
are being referenced, The FAA recommends this bs clarified In the report or referenced 1o the
appropriale appendices.

Saction 2.2 page 2-6. Are the bulleted ltems for the objeclives of the proposed projecl
presented in order of relative importance?

The statement that the project will enhance Interstate commerce does not appear to be
substantiated by supporting documentaticn hare or elsewhare in the document, How has this
been verliied? What are the enhancemenls? 1s this & need for the project? The FAA
recommends referring to FAA Orders and Advisory Circulars that address runway length,
operalional capacily of the alrcraft utilizing ARB, and any deficlencies that currently exist at ARB
that are a function of the current runway tength, Wilhout a detalled discussion and explanation
of what the intarstate ccmmerce enhancement is and how (his has been quantifted as a current
neec'laltzie FAA does not recognize this as a need for the project based on the [nformation
provided,
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If enhancing interstate commerce Is a stated need for the project then the report should be
expanded 1o inciude a fult range of alternatives thal can address this need Inchuding alternative
modes of transportation ag an example.

The last bulleled objaclive in this section Is for the retocation and potential upgrade of the
Runway 24 approach lighting system. The report does not appear {o document why his lsa
need for the project of If lhe approach lighting syslem is currently required of needed in the
future.

What benefit does the current approach fighting system provide the alrpent? There does not
appear o be a credit for a reduction In minimums al the alrport as & resull of having the ODALS.
Has a Benefit Cost Analysls (BCA) been completed oF requested of the EAA substantiating the
need for relocaling of replacing the ODALS? Depending on the resulls of the BCA and
associated justificatlon for relocaling the exlsting or installiing a replacement light lane at ARB,
the potential exists ihat the Federal Aclion may be limited to abandoning {he existing ODALS
and no relocallon of replacement would occur With federal funds.

Section 2.2.1 page 2-8, The first paragraph implies thal runway incursions have been
ocourring at ARB as a result of issues with the current line of sight between the ATCT and a
portian of the taxiway system and taxiway hold area. The report further indicates that the
proposed project will possibly prevent incursions from occurring. Are {here any documented
runway Incurslons resulting from the current line of sight lssue that can e Included In the report
to substantlate this claim? The FAA supports safely enhancement projects and would consider
{his a measure to Improve the line of sight from the ATCT to paralie! taxiway and the hold area if
it can be demonstrated that {he existing condition contributes to runway incurstons. While a
goal of the FAA Is 1o reduce the number of runway incursions at alrports natlonwide, the FAA
can not definitively conclude that this proposed safety enhancement at ARB will potentially
pravenl runway incurslons but rather if the line of sight issue ig improved this may reduce the
possibility of runway incursions.

This section includes discusslon of the potential 1o achleve a clear 34:1 approach and reduce
minimums &t the airport, The ADQ previously requested clarification on this lssue in an e-mail
dated March 4, 2010 (altached for raference). Based on the e-mall exchangs, the FAA
understands there is no anticipation of & reducing of minimums &l this airport for the foresesable
planning future,

Since minimums will not be reduced as a resuit of the project, the F AA Is unclear on the need
for a 34:1 approach or how It enhances safety of the approach procedures currently published
for the airport based on the existing 20:1 approaches, The document should better explain how
providing a 34:1 approach enhances safely for the exlsting and future users at (he airport or
how this also may impact Interstate commerce. Has the current 20:1 clear approach resulted in
missed approaches that have been documented? if so how often does this conditlon ocour?

Is providing clear 34:1 approaches a project need or @ penefit that may resuit from the
ralocation of the runway? garller in the report it was identified as a stated objectiva, however,
the discusslon In the report does not appear to substantlate the need for this when gorbined
with 8lhe a-mall exchange of March 4, 2010 and conditionally approved ALP dated June 23,
2008,
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While the future 34:1 approaches are Identifiad on the condilionally approved ALP, It should be
noted that this woutd result In an expansion of the approach surface from the exlsting
§00'x2,000'x5,000' te 500’x3,500'x10,000". The EA needs to fully disclose ihe Increase in the
approach surface Il @ 34:1 approach is achieved and document any environmental impacts thal
resuit from the larger approach surface.

Section 2.2.2 page 2-8. it Is nol clear to the FAA why there s a summary of Wings of Mercy
operalions since 1992 Including 61 flights reported In 2009. This data appears to be In addilion
1o what was collected as part of {he user survey report that relied predominately on information
from calendar year 2007, Whal is the relevance of including the 2009 dala or specifically
Identifylng the Wings of Mercy flight oparations? Ase there a range of alrcraft types that fly for
Wings of Mercy? Does the proposed runway extension impact their operational capacily?

" Sectlon 2,2.2 page 2-7. Discussion on the Michlgan Slate System Plan (MASP) identifies the
airpori reference code (ARC) as B-ll. Doss the MASP differentiate between 8-l amall and B-ll
latge? in absence of a clearly deflned calegory of 811 *small alrcraft®, the FAA wotlld suggesl
simply referring Lo the alrport wilh @ B-fl ARC.

Sactlon 2.2.3 pages 2-7 and 2.8, This seclion most clearly identifies why a runway extension
is being proposed in accordance with FAA advlsory circutars and Slate standards outlined in the
2008 MASP. This seclion, in combination with saction 2.2.4 that documents subslantlal use (L.e.
over 500 annual operatlons) by the B-li oritical design family of alreraft appears {0 subslantiale
the justification for the runway extension based on the 2007 operatlonal dala.

Sectlon 2.2.4 page 2-9, Detailed operalional information is presented for calendar year 2007,
Subsequenl years are generalized based on trend analysis and overall decrease in operations
as reported in the FAA Terminal Area Forecast (TAF), There doés not appear to be an
evaluatlon 1o account for the 21.8% decrease in operations belwsen 2007 and 2009, Would it
be prudent to verify If the operalional decrease impacted one user group more than other user
groups? Are the numbers of local and ilinerant operations decreasing at the same rate or Is one
segmenl impacted to a greater extent? This avaluation may be accomplished through
addltional user survey data collection of potentially from the ATCT located at ARB for
gubsequent years since 2007. Additlonally, the FAA recommends that the year of the TAF
being ulllized for this report be identified.

Section 2.2.4 page 2-11. Spacilic information for AvFuel Corporation is presented to validate
assumplions for the continued classification of the alrport as B-ll. It should be noted thal AvFuel
bases & Cltatlon 560 Excel jet at ARB and Is designated in the report a8 a B-ll “Large" aircrall,
The discussion further indicales that the Chlef Pliot submitted written documentatlon regarding
potential future operational levels at ARB. The writlen documentation doses not appear lo be
included within the report or appendices. However, according o the text in the report, the Chief
Pliot anlicipates future operational levals increasing to 360-450 annual operations, This leve! of
use, in combination with a limited number of additional similar B-1} alrcraft would appeat to
classlify the alrport as a B-ll “Large" designation. The FAA relterates the hesitation on b
identification of either a “small” o “large” within an airpor reference code and racommends (hal
any qualifler to the slze of the Bl crilical design alroraft be removed from the report. The
number of operalions forecasted to ocour by AvFuel Corporation would further support the
ellmination of the qualitier as “small” to the ARC.

Sactlon 2,2.6 page 212, The local objective of reducing runway overfun Incldents appears to
conclude that if the added runway length were present, all the Incidents would have been

PAGE
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avolded. Based on Information presented, the FAA does not necessarlly come to the same
conclusion, Thers are many tactors that go into any oveirun incident and if addiilonal runway
lenglh ware present this may have only prolonged the overrun incident, The A-l category of
aircraft involved with overrun incidents do not appear {o have needed any length beyond the
existing runway length io operate al full capacity and |n a safe manner.

The paragraph that references Accelerated Stop Distance Available {ASDA) raquirements
appear to include fleet mixes other than A-l and implies ihat alccraft cah accommadate thelr
operational requirements with & reduced load capacity. The ADO Is not aware of any A alrerall
operating at ARB that would need to operate at a reduced Joad capacity lo adequately satisfy
thelr calculations for safely operating al ARB. '

It Is not clear when the 11 overrun Incldents ocourred, thelr causs, of conclusions that suppori
that runway length was a faclor in the overrun Incidents. Can addltional information be provided
to support this position? If additional information Is not available the FAA recommends
removing this section from the document. :

The FAA recognizes that this seclion of the report was included as a local objective and ltis
clearly and approprlately stated that the FAA does not recognize this as a nead for extending
the runway at ARB. '

Section 2.2.7 page 2-12. The first bullet point indicates {hat additlonal runway length will allow
for the majority of B-li “small” alrcrafl to operale without load restrictions. Has it been
documented that the current B-l1 "small" users operate with load restrictions? f so, how often
does this oceur and what are the quantifiable impacts {o their operations?

The third hutlet implles that operational safety will be improved with a clear 34:1 approach.
Currently the alrport has LPV approaches with minimums of 300" and 1 mile. The ADO
questions If a flatier approach is warranted In absence of reducing minimums as indicated In the
March 4, 2010 e-mall correspendence. The discussion on the 34:1 approach should be re-
evaluated and its need clearly identified. Currently the report does not seem to substantiate a
need for a 34:1 approach |f minimums are not anticipated to be lowersd.

section 3 page 3-1. The report indlcates that alternatives were developed to meel the goals of
ARB. These goals are to improve safely and efliciency and serve current users. These goals
do not appear to be congistent with thoso previously outlined in the bullat points of saclion 2.2
(purpose and need). This section should refer to the statad needs and evaluate the alternatives
abllity to meet those needs,

Section 3.1.3 pages 3-3 and 3-4, There is discussion on extending the runway {o the east and
a listing of ltemns impacted by pursuing this allernative. There is, however, no conclusion or
stalement thal this option elther should be, or was, eliminated. Ht can be inferred later in the
raport by the absence of this allernaiive that it was gliminated but the cenclusion as o why Il
has been ellminaled has not bean stated.

When addressing the FAA's comments (included within this leller) associatad with the stated
needs for the project eartier in the repont, the responses {o these comments may Influence the
conclusions on why some of the alternatives carried forward have heen eliminated. Specifically,
if needs stated In section 2.2 are not further substanilated, or It is concluded that one or more of
(he needs do nol exist, additional afternatives may need lo be carrled forward If they adequalely
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address he needs for the project. The FAA will re-evaluale the conclusions of the alternatives
seclion once the FAA's comments on the purposs and need saclion are addressed.

Seétlon 3.3 page 3-8. Based on the Informalion presented In the draft EA, the FAA has nol
reached the same conclusion that alternatives 1 and 2 do not meet the stated needs for the
project. An apparant evaluation parameler for aiternative % included in section 3.3.3 discusses
the tower line of sight. This evaluation matrix does not appear to be consistent with those goals
stated In Seclion 3 on page 3-1. The previous comment on the apparent disconnect betwesn
the different sections of the report also applles to the specilic allernatlve evaluatlon. Tha FAA
recommends that the decislon matrix for which alternatives were eliminated be clarified in the
EA.

Table 3«1 page 3-8. The table appears to Incorrectly dismiss alternalive 1 because it does not
meet purpose and need. .The discussion In 3,3.2 does not support that conclusion. Additlonally,
(here Is reference to a future expansion of State Road, This appears o be the first reference to
this issue. ls this a need for the State Road expansion project? In what lime frama is the Stale
Road expansion project expecled to occur? Should there be expanded discussion on other
reglonai ptanning projects in this EA so the public can betier understand the different
parameters thal ARB Is confined lo or bound by?

Additional allernatives that may be consldered for evaluation to address the need siatements
could Include a combination of items such as: alternative modes of transportation to address
enhancing Interstate commerce, removal or relocatlon of obstructions that limit the ATCT fine of
sight Issues, and raising of constructing a new ATCT lo address the line of sight Issues. Have
any previous discussion on additional alternatives been eliminated prlor to, or as part of the
planning and environmental assessment process for ARB?

Sectlon 3.4 page 3-9, This section contains a brlef summary of environmantal resources that
wiil not be impacted by bulld alternative 3. Would It be advantageous to also summarize
environmental impacts assoclaled with the other build allernatives? There ls a general
statemen! regarding nolse Impact analysis in this section that identifies that the 65 DNL contour
is not within 1,000 feet of any residential struclure. What is the purpose for this statement? The
FAA Is not aware of an environmental Impact declslon matrix assoclated with the distance
belween residential slruclures and the 65 DNL canlour,

Section 4.3.5 page 4-17. The conclusion for the implementation of the preferred allernalive
slales that a positive result of Improvemants is the abliity of business owners o achleve
improved fles! efficiency for critical alreraft by maximizing thelr passenger and/or cargo loads.
Haow has this stalement been substantiated? What records exist that current users at ARB are
not operating al maximum passenger andior cargo loads? What has been the economic Impact
of the reduction of loads if they are occurring?

Sectlon 4.9 pages 4-22 and 4-23. Slale endangered and speolal concern spacies wers
identified at ARB. The sponsor appears {o be proposing a mitigation effort to limit grading for
the project to aveid breeding seasons for the specilic species. Has this proposed mitigation
plan been found to be acceptable by the resource agencles? Thare Is reference to an Audubon
Soclely agreement regarding mowing boundartes. Who is the agreement between? Has this
agreement been reviewed by the environmental assessmenl preparation team? Are there
limilations or restrictions for use of alrport land as a result of this agreement? Has the Audubon
Society been Included or have they provided Input to this draft EA?
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Section 4-16 pages 4-24 and 4-25. The FAA recommends thal the score from the USDA form
AD 1008 be disclosed In this section and explain what the score means. The conssguences
Identify that some prime and unlque farmland of local importance are impacted by this project.
The amounl of prime and unique farmland should be quantified. Are thers any mitigation
requiremants for this change in uss?

Section 4-16 page 4-25. The report Identified a decrease in facllily energy usage with the
installation of LED taxiway lights. I8 this net decrease in eneigy usaye compared to baseline or
existing condlitions?

Section 4,17 page 4-25, There is no discusslon on potentlal relocation of the ODALS or
replacement with upgraded equipment. Would there ba impacts with either scenarlo (relocation
or replacement)? It ahoutd also be notad that the polential exists for ihe current ODALS to be
abandoned If a relocation or upgradse is not justified with a BCA.

Sectlon 4.20 page 4-28. The evaluation regarding consiruction impacts in the draft EA do nol
appear 10 addregs staging areas during project implementatlon. The FAA recoimmends the
report verily that staging areas will not Impact snvironmerital resources, and as necessary,
outline any required mitigalion meastires for staging area impacts.

Section 4.21 page 4-26, Shouid the reference to ASTM Standard E1527-94 he updated to
E1627-05? The EA should also state if the review was done in accordance with FAA Order
1060.19B, “Environmental Due Diligence Audits”.

Soction & page 6-1. The FAA suggasts thal this section be litled Mitigation rather than
Environmental Consequences —~ Qlther Conslderations. We also question if it is prudent to
discuss noise, social Impacls and community disruplion, welland impacts, and threatened and
andangered species In this section since there appear o be no mitlgation requirements
associated with any of these categorles. The EAA suggests either listing all environmental
categorles reviewed that do not require mitigation or nol list any of the categories that do not
have required miligation. Is it a true statement thal there are no mitigation measures for
threatened and endangered species? section 4.9 appears to indicate there are seasonal
limitations on when grading will occur.

Would it be bellar to outline required permits for the project in thls section, best management
practices, construction requirements, etc. rather than having a discussion on whal mitigation
measures are not required?

sectlon 6.2.1 pages 6-1 and 6-2. This section Includes a summary of when Cllizen's Advisory
Commiltea (CAC) meetings wefe held and the overall agenda for each meeting. The EA does
nol document either In the text of in an appendix what [ssues may have been raiged and how
they were addressed in the CAC meelings. The FAA suggesls additiona! Informallon from the
CAC meetings be included in the EA.

Sectlon 6.2.2, page 6-2. The last sentence of this section should indicate thal comments
tecelved will be reviewed, summarlzed, and addressed.

Section 7 page 7-3, This seclion identifles a request that the state and federal agencies
approve a Finding of No Significant Impact, This Is the first location In the document that
specifically requesls a federal action. As discussed previously, the FAA requests that earlier In
the document the specilic actions being requested of each agency be outlined. Based on the
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review of (his document the FAA anlicipates thal the FAA will be requested lo evaluate, and as
appropriaie, abandon/relocate/replace the exlsting approach lighting system and davelop new
flight procedures for the new runway end locatlons,

Next steps.

The draft EA appears to be intended to bs a Jolntly executed document by both MDOT and the
FAA. Since there are several updates/clarlfications requested by the FAA contained in this
lotler and the sponsor's responsss may be substantlal, it would be prudent to afford the public
an additional opportunity to review and comment on the changes that are anticlpated to be
made for the final draft publication. Most spacifically, the document will need to clearly oulline
the requested local, state and federal actlons. Since this was not clearly presented In the Initial
draft EA, (he FAA may conslder (hese changes and clarifications as a materlal change to the
document that should resull In solicitation of additional public comment. This may he
accomplished by an additional public Information mesling or public hearing.

Once the FAA receives conlirmation that the above comments have been addressed In the form
of an updated draft EA, the FAA requests that we be allotted sufficlent ime to review, comment,
and potentially concur wilh the updates prier to making tha document available to the public for

further comment.
If you desire further clarification of these comments, please contact me at (734) 229-2916,

Sincersly,

Brad N. Davldson, P.E.
Community Planner/Environmental Prolection Speclallst
Delrolt Airports Disirict Office RPN

Encl: E-mall corraspondence daled March 4, 2010 batween the ADQ and MDOT



