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Midhlc l R. Colcm;m, M,lynr 

Cit y of C() lumbu~ 

December 12. 200S 

Ms. Katherine Delancy 
Federal AVlauon AdmInistratIon 
Detroit Airports Dlstnct Office 
11677 South Wayne Road, Su ite 107 
ROlllUlu:-., Ml 4R 174 

Re: Department of Transportation Section 4(f) Consultat ion 011 Potcnt iallmpilw, to the 
AnvoT1 GolfCollrsc 

Dear Ms. Delancy: 

We are writing this letter to keep yOll updated Oil the potential impacts to the Airport 
Golf Course from the proposed Runway IORi2H L replacement project clIrrentl y being 
evaluated in the Environlllen tal impact Statement for the Port Columbus International 
Airport.., he Columbus Recreation and Parks l)epa l1111Cnt has been coordInating \\ Ith 
the Col umbus Rcgional Airport Authority (CRAA) sltlce 2005 on thIS issue and 
participated in the preparatiull of u ~ t udy that assessed aitcmative golf 4.:ourse layoUls. 
Based on previolls mcetings. we understand the purpose of re locating Runway IORl2HL 
and the resultmg need to re locate the approach lights, whidl wi ll calise the golf course 
to be reconfigured. 

In our last correspondence, we identified the areas ofconcurrcl1cc bctwccl1lhc City of 
Columbus and the CRAA, as well as areas needing further di sc ussion. I Hill pleased to 
report that all oflhe issues that were outstandin g have now been resolved. Furthermore. 
the agreement between the CIty of Columbus and the CRAA lUIS been Il1cll1oriall/ed in 
a Memorandum of Understanding (MO U) that was exccuted by both p'1I1ies on 
December 12.2008. The MOU contains both broad goals and specific actions whieh 
will add ress issues ofsllrplus losl revenue and the fact thatlhe Airport GolfCollr!>1;! \\ ill 
be returned to an 18·hole facility thru is comparable \0 the chanlcter, distance, and Sl) Ie 
of the current coursc, while confomling to all relevant FAA guidelines conecming 
safety. With the agreemen t contained in the MOU ;n place, the golf course wlll be 
made whole and therefore no "taking" under Depm1mcnt ufTranspOl1:ltion SCl.:lioll 4(f) 
would oeclir. 

Ollr missioll is to £'lIl"i("II the lil'cs ofour ciri: ells. 
II \I"\\·.r"oillmhuv'·' i'arl.. \., '0/11 



December 12,2008 
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We look forward (0 a project at the airpon and a succcssl'ttl n.:L~on 1 uJlhc 
/\ irport (ioll' C\)U]Sl:, 

Alan J), rVkKnight 
DilTctOL Columhus RelTcation and Parks Deparllllel1l 

Cl': Hemic f'VlelcShi, C'RAA 
'Terri S, Leist, Culumbus Recreatiull and Parks Golf DivIsIon 



MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 

BETWEEN 

COLUMBUS RECREATION ANO I'ARKS DI': IJARTMENT GOLF OIVtSION 

AND 

COLUM DUS REGIONAL AIRPORT AUTHOR ITY 

I. INTRODUCnON AND PUR POSE 

A. 	 T his Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) provides a framework in which 
the Columbus Regional Airport Authority (CRA A) will wnduct a 
rccollilguration o f the Airport Golf Course (Project) as part of the relocation 
of Runway IOR-28L at PorI Columbus International Airport. Th is MOU 
describes the relationship of the above-named parties in cond ucting the 
planned improvements. 

B. 	 It is the purpose of th is MOU to establish an understanding between the 
CRAA and the Columbus Recrelltion and Parks Oepmtmcnt 's Golf Division 
(CRPDGD) regarding the responsibil ities of each party and the condit ions and 
procedures to be fo llowed in the design and construction of the Project. 

II . GENERAL DESIGN PROVISIONS 

A. 	 The Project will generally conform to the prel iminary course layout as shown 
in UlYOUI Option "A-I" containc(1 in the Wonderland Property Golf Course 
Feasibility Study, as prepared by Hurdzan/Fry Course Designs, Ine. for the 
CRAA and dated February 15,2005 (Attachment A). 

B. 	 The Airport Golf Course will remain wi th in the boundaries of the current 
course and be returned to an 18-holc facility that is comparable to the 
character, distance, and s tyle oftbe current course. 

C. 	 The final design and construction of the Airport Golf Course will conform to 
all relevant FAA guidelines conccrning safety and maintenance of approach 
light systems. 

I . 	 Golf ho les may not be located between the new MALSR (approach 
lights) nor will golf shots be allowed between the lIew light towers. 

ii. 	 Golf shots wil l be played away from or toward the lights but not over 
them. 

Ill . Golf Ices, greens, and other features must remain a minimum of20 feet 
from the enclosures around the light towers. 

tv. The new elevations of gol f course features (tces, greens, bunkers, etc.) 
will NOT be any higher than the existing golf course fea tures. 
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v. 	 The existing appmach light structures will NOT be removed until such 
time ns the new nmway and lights become fully operational. 

D. 	 The final design and construct ion of the Project will satisfy any pertinent 
environmcntul n:quircnlCnt::l o f the Federal Aviutiull Administration (FAA) 
and comply with any provisions set forth in the Environmental Impact 
Stalemcnt Record of Decision 

E. 	 The CRPOGD will evaluate the feasibility of and make final detenninatroll 011 
maintaining a right-of-way on the Airport. Golf Course for a fUlUre hikc/bike 
path. The CRAA and FAA will not pal1icipate in the funding of a hike/bike 
path, hut will consider thc possibility of a hike/bike path in final dcsi~n and 
grading plans ifrequested by the CRPDGD. 

F. 	 The CRAA will fund and managc the Project. 

1. 	 The CRAA will select, in consultation with the CRPDGD. lin 
independent architectural/engineering finn (A E). which shall include 
IIny necessary sub-conslt ltflnts, to prepare the design drawings, tl..'Chnic<l1 
speci fi cations and bid documents and to conduct construction 
administration. The A E must havc cxperienee III the design and 
construction of public go lf <-.'ourses/facilities. CRAA will be responsible 
for engaging and rctaining the AE with funds providt..·d by the CRAA. 
The CR PDGD will participate in the selcct ion of the AE. 

II. 	 The CRAA, in consultntion with CRPDGD, wi ll procure thu surviccs of 
a construction contractor (Contractor) that has public golf construction 
experience to perform all necessary construchon to complete the ProJecl. 

III. 	 The CRAA, in consultation WIth CRPDGD, will direct the SCOI)e of the 
design and administcr and supervise the construction contract. 

G. 	 To the extent necessary, the contracts betwecn the C'RAA lind The AE {Iud the 
Contractor ltnd between the A13, Contractor and subcont ractors shall be 
consistent with and subj ect to the provisions of thIS MOU. 

II. 	 T ile CRPDGD shall facilitate the coordination of elTorts and the exchange of 
infonnation related to the plunning, design, and construction of the Project. 
The CRPDGD shall make all reasonable elTorts to assure the satisfactory and 
timely pcrfonnancc oflhe duties o flile AE, us spt..'Cified in this MOU. 

I. 	 The CR PDGD and CRAA will appoint representatives to: 

I. 	 Accompl ish the coorclination necessary for the l>alisfactory completion 
of the Project. Notice to any representative will constitute notice to thai 
party. 

ii. 	 Review substantive phases of tire Project as each dt:ems necessary. 
111. 	 Attend Mectings for the purpose of increasi ng communi cation!; and 

receiving comments. 

2 
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'". DESIGN PROCEDURES 

A. 	 Under the directIon of the CRAA, the AE wIll develop nnd submit a scope of 
services for the design of the project (Scope) to the CRAA for ftl»>roval in 
consultatIOn with CKPOOD. The Scope shall include detailed descriptions of 
all work to be pcrfonncd, the methodologies to proposed to perfonn the work, 
the name and qualifications of the person performing each aspect of the work, 
estimated man-hours required lor completIOn of each aspect, the schedule for 
IXlrfonning each aspect, and a description of the internal and cxtcmnl review 
procedures to assure quality (''Ol1lrol. 

B. 	 The CRAA will fo rward the Scope to the CRP DGD fo r review and comment. 
Aller receiving comments trom the CRP DGD, the CRAA will !inuliLe amI 
npprovc the Scope. 

C. 	 The Scope Illay be amended by the eRAA os thc AE's work proceeds. The 
CRPDGD will be notified, consu lted und provide lIgrecmcnt prior to any 
s ignificantmooificalions to the Scope. 

D. 	 Unless otherwise directed by the CRAA, all work pcrfol1ncd by the AE in 
preparation of the design shall be submitted to the CH.AA. The CRPDGD 
may communicate with the AE and its subcontractors during the development 
of the design. The CRPDGD agrees not to modify or edilt hc AE's work prior 
to submission to the CRAA. All suggestions for modifications or changes 10 
the design recommended by the CRPnGD ShAll only be mode 10 the CRAA. 

E. 	 The AE shall submit monthly written reports on the progress of its work to 
CRAA, wilh a concurrent copy to the CRPOOO. This report shall describe 
the present status of ctlch aspect of the work, any problems encountered, und 
rc::commcndutions for modifictltions to the Scope and ony changes to 
personnel, methodology, or schedules for completion. 

P. 	 As each phase of the design process is completed, the CRAA shall review the 
tasks com pleted and, after consu ltation wilh the CR PDGD, shall approve, 
modify, comment, und/or direct fwiher work with regard to such tasks as 
necessary. 

G. 	 If requested, the AE will provide the CRAA IICCesS 10 and review of nil 
pfoct:dures and data used in developing any reports. The CDI~ PDaD will 
also have access to such procedu res and underlyinS data. 

II. 	 To facilitate design and construction of the Project, joint meCiings among the 
CRAA, the CRPOGD, AE and the Contrilclor may be held. The CRAA 
reserves the right to work directly with the AI::: and ContraclOr for purposes of 
assuring eXI>editious communication and timely completion of the Project, but 
CRAA will notify CRPOGD of any changes us n r~ult of that direct contact 
prior to any change implementation. 

) 
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IV. GENERAL CONSTRUCfION PROV ISIONS 

A. 	 The CRAA will assume responsibilit y fo r all aspects of the construction of the 
Project, including contract administration pnd construction supervision. 

B. 	 The C RAA will procure the services of nn experienced public golf course 
Contractor, in consultation with CR PDGD, to pcrfoml all necessary 
construction rC(luired to complete the Project. 

C. 	 There is a desire by bOlh the CRAA and the CR PDGD to compress the 
schedule of the reconstruction as much as possible 10 reduce the amount of 
ti me the Airport Go!fCourse is Ic..<;s than an 18-ho le facility. 

D. 	 There is a desire by both the C RAA and the CR POGD to main tain at least 
nine playable holes during the reconstruction, and feas ibility of this wi!1 be 
fu rther analY-.led and detcl1nincd duri ng thc dcslgn phase of the project. 

E. 	 The C RPDGD w;1! pm·l;e;I>"e ;1\ Ihe eonstrue';on process ;n Ihe lol!ow;ng 
areas: the revicw of bids, the fi nal sclr..-ction o f AI! and Contractor, scope of 
services approval, palticipation in monthly contractor mectings, consultation 
on work ordcr changes, developmcnt of a Project punch list, lind sign-off 011 

delivery of lhe fin ished course. 

F. 	 The parties shall make all reasonable ctlorts to Hssurc the satisfactory and 
timcly performance of the <tlllies o f the Contracto r, as specified in this MOU. 

G. 	 The C RA A wi ll assume NO obligations regard ing mai ntenance of the golf 
course improvementli following completion of the Project. 

V. FIN ANC IA L PROVIS IONS 

A. 	 Al l costs incurred in connection with cmployment of the AE and the 
Contractor, and any subcontractors, or other persOllli retainlXl or employed by 
the C RA A, shall be the sale responsibility of the CRAA. 

G. 	 Pursuant to that certain lease agreement between the CRAA and the City of 
Co lumbus titled "Columbus Airpol1 Golf Course Lease Agreement" ~nd dated 
rlnsert Effective Date] (the "Lease"), the CRAA will provide fi nancial 
com ptmsation to the CR PDG D for surplus revenues lost, if lIny, duri ng 
const ruction of the Project according to the formula provided tor in the Lease. 
Additionally, the CRAA agrees to provide financial compensation to the 
C RJ>DGD for surplus revenues lost, if any, for a period up 10 two years after 
completion of the Project pursuant to the same proeess ali provided in the 
Lease and as follows: 

I. 	 Sefore the Ai rport Golf Course is open to customt:r:; for 18 holes of golf, 
the CRPDGD and thcCRAA will: 

4 
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I. 	 Dcteml inc anticipated CRPOGD revenues 10.<;1 due to unticipated 
tem porary loss of business ullcr full reopening resulting from the 
Project. 

2. 	 Determ ine, and subtract from anticipated revenues, all costs saved, if 
UIlY. including a mutually agreed factor for overhead costs, by the 
CRPDGD due to the temporary reduction in the scope of Ihe 
CRPDGD's operation of the Aiq)ort OolfCourse. 

3. 	 The net amount will fonn the basis for dctcnnining the annual 
compensation owed by the CRAA to the CRPDGD for II period up to 
two yean;: after completion of the Project. 

11. 	 To make the above dell!nninations the pm1ies will mutually e:l;umine 
Airpol1 Golf Course financia l statements certified by City Auditor's Office 
for the three fiscal years prior 10 the fi rst year during which AirpOl1 Gol f 
Course is impacted by the Project. Additionally, the parties wiH estimate 
expected golf course revenues for the period dUling construction of the 
Project as if the Project had not occun-ed by using the last full calendar 
year of full Airport Golf Course operations and establ ishing estimatcJ 
Airport Golf Course revenues during impacted years by adj usting 
estimated revenues up or down bast'd upon market rcvenue trends fo r 
similar courses in Ccntral Ohio provided by the Professional Golfers 
Association's (POA) Perfonnance Track Report (l'GA Report). Thi s wi ll 
aHow for a fair compensation assessment based on economic and weather 
condi tions throughout Centrol Ohio and the Midwcst during the two-yeaI' 
post constructi on period. The pm1 ies agree to then usc the fivc·ycar trends 
identified from the above reviewal' the certified financia l statements and 
PGA reports to: 

1. 	 Project Airport Golf Course revenues and costs for a period up to two 
years after completion of the Project as if there would not be any 
impact to Golf Course operations from the South Runway Relocation 
Project. 

2. 	 f or the same years, estimate los! revenues and all costs saved, 
including a mutually agreed upon factor for overhead, by the 
CRPDOD due to the Project. 

iii. 	 As soon as reasonabl y possible after Airpol1 Golf Course cel1ified 
fi nancial stntements and the POA Repol1 arc available for the year prior to 
the year in which Airport Golf Course becomcs fully operational, the 
paliies will detenni ne the projected net loss to the CRPDGD based upon 
the methodology provided above. On or before the beginning of each 
month during the fiscal year the CRAA shall pay to the CRP DGD 1/12 of 
lhe estimated nctloss to the CRPDGD for that year. At the end of etlch 
CRPDGD fiscal year, as soon as practical aner CRPDGO certified 
financial statements for the Airport Golf Course become available the 
paliit."S shall dclennine whether the actual net loss 10 the CRPOGO wus 

5 
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less than or greater than the nel loss projected at the beginning of the fiscal 
yeur. If the CRPDGO's net loss was greater than projectai, the CRA/\ 
shall compensate the CR PDGD for the additional net loss. If the 
CRPDGO's net loss was less than projected , the CRPDGD shall reimburse 
the CRAA the amount the CRAA overpaid during the prior CRI'DUD 
fiscal year. 

IV. 	 Additionally, duling the course of I.:ompieling Ilny "Irue-up" provided for 
above, the parties agree to develop a method for taking into account 
reasons of fo rce majeure, as defined in the Lease, that could justify nn 
adj ustment to the net loss to the CRPDGD for the prior fiscal yeu!". 

v 	 Following is a hypothetical example of the application of this fonnula: 

I. 	 Assume the Airport Golf Course is opened for the full 18 holes of golf 
on Aptil 1,2012. Construction commenced March 1,2010. To 
detenllinc anticipated surplus revenl1es lost the p~1l1ies would orply the 
above fOI1l1ula using cct1ifi",'(i fitullleial statemcnts lor the ycars 2007 
through 2009. Assume revenues for lhosc years were: 2007 "" 
$780,928; 2008 "" $804,356 (3.0% increase ovcr 2007); 2009 ." 
5828,487 (3.0% increase over 2008). 

2. 	 Since the full eourse was not opencd during 20 10 and 20 11, the parties 
would use market trends reported in the rGA Report to project Aiq)on 
Golf Course revenues for 2010 and 2011 . Assume the POA reports 
tor 20 I0 and 201 1show(.xI. a Central Ohio golf market that declined by 
5.0% in 20 10 Anel grew by 3.0% in 2011. Gstimlllcd 20 10 revenues 
would be $787,063 ($828,487 X .95) and 2011 revenues would be 
$810,675 ($787,063 X 1.03). 

3. 	 The average change over the S-ycar period (2007-2011) is +1.0% 
«$810,675-$780,928)/$780,929)14. 

4. 	 Projected revenues for 2012 would be $818,782 ($810,675 X 1.0 I). 
5. 	 The raJ1ics then mutually agree 10 actual unticipatcd revenues. 

Assume for 2012 the parties agreed to $698,782. Assllln~ that the 
parties agreed there would be no cstimatcd costs saved and there are no 
events of fo rce majeure. The net projected lost surplus tor 2012 is 
$120,000 or S I 0,000 per month. 

6. 	 For the remainder of2012 (9 monlhs - April thru December), CRAA 
wi ll pay CRPDG D $1 0,000 per month. 

7. 	 When final 20 12 financial infOimation is nvailable the pm1ies will 
perform the hue up contemplated in iii above. For example, if actual 
surplus revenues were 590,000. The CRPDGD would owe the CRAA 
$30,000 which the parties eQuid ab'Tet: would be reimbursed in a lump 
sum or could be netted against any monthly payments made by CRAA 
during 2013. The final [ru(?UP for January thrll March of 2014, to 
complete the 24 month post-construction compensation period would 
be by lump sum payment from the owi ng party to Ihe owed party 

6 
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pursuant to this fonnulu, 

VI. CESSATION AND TERM INATION 

A. This MOU will remain in force between the parties until 
completed and all relevant compensat ions have been paid. 

the ]'rojeci is 

VII. MO\)IFICA nON 

1\ . This MOU represents the entire agreement between the parties 
1Illly be mot.litit!d by the parties, only by Wl"1\1e n agreement 
purtics. 

unt.lth..: MO
by both uf the 

U 

Columbus Recreation a nd Purks Department 

. 
~ l (, ( ) r j i" ..\ 

Altlll D 'vIcKnight, Director '-

Co lumhus RCAional Airpot·t Authority 

Elaine Roberts, Presi dent and CEO 
-
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ATTACHMENT 4  

Air Force Plant 85 Memorandum of Agreement  
March 5, 2009  



MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT  
BETWEEN THE COLUMBUS REGIONAL AIRPORT AUTHORITY,  

THE FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRA TI ON.  
AND THE Otl lO HISTORIC PR ESERVATIONOFFICE  

REGARDING THE CONSTRUCTION OF A REPLA CEMENT RUNWA Y  
COLUMBUS, 01·110  

WHEREAS, the Columbus Regional Airport Authority (CRAA) proposes construction of a 
replacement runway 10, 113 feel long, located approximately 702 feel south of the 
existing Runway IORJ28L at Port Columbus International Airport; and 

WHEREAS, the undertaking involves the demolition of the ramp tower on the top of 
Building 7 of the former Air Force Plant (AFP) 85 ; and 

WHEREAS, the undertaking will affect access to the Stelzer Cemetery: and the CRAA 
has consulted with the Stelzer Family on the findings and recommendations of the Stelzer 
Cemetery; and 

WHEREAS, CRAA and the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) have consulted with 
the Ohio Historic Preservation Office (Ol-IPQ) pursuant to the provisions of the National 
Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended ( 16 U .S.C. § 470(0) and implementing 
regulations at 36 C.F.R. Part 800; and 

WHEREAS, FAA, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACI-IP) and OHPO 
agreed to a combined review of this project pursuant to 36 C.F.R, § 800.8, and copies of 
all environmental documents and findings were made available for public review; and 

WHEREAS, the FAA, in consultation with the Ol-lPO has defined the Undertak ings' Area 
of Potential Effect (APE) as described in Attachment 1 that show maps of the respective 
facilities; and 

WHEREAS. the FAA and the OHPO have determined that the former AFP 85 is eligible 
for li sting on the National Register of Historic Places (NRJ-IP) for its associat ion with the 
local involvement in the military industria l expansion assoc iated with World War II ; the 
association with the Lustron Corporation, manufacturers of post-war prefabricated 
housing; and as an excellent example or the work of Albeit Kahn; and 

WHEREAS. Build ing 7 of the AFP 85 has undergone a number of improvements and 
additions since its original construction, one of which was the ramp tower that will be 
demolished as part of the undertaking, and the FAA, in consultation wi th the OHPO, has 
detennined Lhat this could constitute an adverse effect on historic properties pursuant to 
36 C.F.R. § 800.9; and 



MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT  
BETWEEN THE COLUMBUS REGIONAL AIRPORT AUTHORITY,  

THE FEDERAL A VIA TION ADMINISTRATION,  
AND THE OHIO HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE  

REGARDING THE CONSTRUCTION OF A REPLACEMENT RUNWAY  
COLUMBUS, OHIO  

WHEREAS, e Columbus Regional Airport Authority (CRAA) proposes construction of 
a replacement unway 10,113 feet long, located approximately 702 feet south of the 
existing Runwa ORJ28L; and 

WHEREAS, the first ndertaking consists of the demolition of the ramp tower on the top 
of Building 7 of the fo er Air Force Plant (AFP) 85 (First Undertaking); and 

WHEREAS, the second u dertaking is disposition of the Stelzer Cemetery (Second 
Undertaking); in which the RAA has consulted with the Stelzer Family on the findings 
and recommendations of the elzer Cemetery; (collectively herein the first and second 
undertakings are referred to as tH Undeliakings); and 

WHEREAS, CRAA and the Federal viation Administration (FAA) have consulted with 
the Ohio Historic Preservation Office HPO) pursuant to the provisions of the National 
Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as a ended (16 U.S.c. § 470(f)) and implementing 
regulations at 36 C.F.R. Part 800; and 

WHEREAS, FAA, the Advisory Council on 'storic Preservation (ACHP) and OHPO 
agreed to a combined review of this project purs ant to 36 C.F.R. § 800.8, and copies of 
all environmental documents and findings were rna e available for public review; and 

WHEREAS, the FAA, in consultation with the OHPO h defined the Undertakings' Area 
of Potential Effect (APE) as described in Attachment 1 t at show maps of the respective 
facilities; and 

WHEREAS, the FAA and the OHPO have determined that the ormer AFP 85 is eligible 
for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) fo its association with the 
local involvement in the military industrial expansion associated . h World War II; the 
association with the Lustron Corporation, manufacturers of pos war prefabricated 
housing; and as an excellent example of the work of Albert Kahn; and 

WHEREAS, Building 7 of the AFP 85 has undergone a number of impro ments and 
additions since its original construction, one of which was the ramp tower tl t will be 
demolished as part of the First Undeliaking, and the FAA, in consultation ith the 
OHPO, has determined that this could constitute an adverse effect on historic pro erties 
pursuant to 36 C.F.R. § 800.9; and 
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Now THEREFOnE, CRAA, FAA and the OHPO agree that the Undertakings shall be 
implemented in accordance with the fo llowing stipulations in order to take into account 
the effect of the Undertakings on historic properties. 

STIPULATIONS 

FAA shall ensure that the following stipulations are implemented: 

J. 	 CRAA RESPONSIBILITIES';J. 
A.Regar<liBs-tRe-lii~";'~~~ CRAA shal l ensure that the impacts to Building 

7 will be limited to the ramp tower. If any unanticipated effects to the remaining 
structure result from the demolition, CRAA wi ll consult with the OHPO to ensure 
that the impacts would be properly mitigated by CRAA. 

B. 	 CRAA will enclose any exposed areas that would result from the Fi rst 
Undertaking. These enclosures will be designed in a manner so that the finished 
product would resemble the bui lding in design, materials and appearance. 

C. 	 CRAA will provide the OHPO with draft plans for the proposed work at Building 
7 for review and comment before any such work is authorized to proceed. 

I. 	 OHPO's conunents regarding the proposed work will be based on 
the Secretary of the Interior' s Standards for Rehabilitation and shall 
be provided within 30 days of receipt of the draft plans for the 
proposed work. 

II . CRAA wi ll take any comments from OHPO into account and may 
elect to resubmit revised plans to OHPO for additional review in the 
event o! ~s~ement regarding the proposed treatment. 

Reg'r4ing-lhe-S~~:1ing;D. 	 CRAA shall be responsible for the 
coordination, relocation, and associated expenses of the original headstone for 
Anna Mary Stelzer to the Mimin Township Cemetery; the placement of the 
artifacts uncovered to be placed back in the grave shafts; the placement of a 
bronze historical marker on the site of the Stelzer Cemetery which the CRAA will 
coordinate with the Stelzer family on size and wording prior to creation and 
installation; and the CRAA wi ll provide limited access to the Stelzer family on an 
as needed basis to the Stelzer cemetery. 

II . AMENDMENTS: This Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) may he amended when 
such an amendment is agreed to in \"II"iting by all signatori es (36 C. F.R. § 
800.6(c)(7)). The amendment will be effecti ve on the date a copy signed by all the 
signatories is signed. 

1II . 	 DURATION: This MOA will be null and void if its tenns are not carried out within 
five (5) years from the date of its execution. Prior to such time, the eRAA may 
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consult with the other signatories to reconsider the terms of the MOA and amend or 
extend it if the Undertakings have not been implemented. in such event, the CRAA 
will notify the signatories to this MOA and if the CRAA chooses to continue with the 
proposed demolitions, the CRAA shall resume consultation about the demolition, in 
accordance with 36 C.F.R. Part 800. 

IV. 	 POST-REvIEW DISCOVERIES: If items which may contain historical significance, 
including documents, which are being stored within the ramp tower are discovered, or 
if additional historic properties or unanticipated effects on the historic property are 
discovered (36 C.F.R. § 800.6(c)(6)), the CRAA shall notify the OHPO of the 
discovery and consult with the OHPO pursuant to 36 C.F.R. Part 800. 

V. 	 TERMJNATION: If, any signatory to thi s MOA determines that its terms will not or 
cannot be carried out, that signatory shall immediately consult with the other 
signatories to attempt to develop an amendment as defined above. If within thirty 
(30) days (or another time period agreed to in writing by all signatories) an 
amendment cannot be reached, any signatory may terminate the MOA upon written 
notification to the other signatories . 

Once this MOA is terminated, and prior to work continuing on either of the 
Undertakings, the CRAA must execute an MOA pursuant to 36 C.P.R. § 800.6. 

Execution of this MOA by the CRAA, the FAA, and the OHPO and completion of the 
above stipulations by the CRAA, evidences that the CRAA has taken into account the 
effects of the Undertakings on historic properties and sati sfi ed any and all Federal or 
State mitigation requirements of any nature for the proposed project in the ROD. 

Columbus Regional Airport Authority ~"""l 

BY	 &a.~ ~ . 
Elaine Roberts, AAE 3~H ".  
President & CEO  
Columbus Regional Airport Authority  

Ion 

J. Thys  
Manager, Detroit Airports District Office  
Federal Aviat ion Administration  
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The Ohio Historic Preservation Office 
.1'.t'L-./ /j (;-- , , 

By:'/ /' "L (j j-"---" 

Mark 1. Epstei~, D~artment Head 
Resource Protection and Review 
Ohio Historic Preservation Office 
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Attachment 5  
FEIS  

Response to Comments  

Comment FAA Response 
Gentry-1 The Federal Aviation Administration's proposed The FAA evaluated three alternatives, including the No 

(Alternative C3b) noted on page 17 and 18 of the ES) Action that met the purpose and need statement. These 
does not offer any conditions for environmental three alternatives were evaluated for environmental 

i 

alternatives with regards to reduction in heavy traffic 
I noise pollution stemming directly now or for the 
I foreseeable future from Port Columbus International 
I airfield that affect my home, living space and quality of 

life at . 

consequences in 18 categories, including noise and air 
quality. 

The analysis found that there are no significant impacts 
for noise and air quality. 

I 

I 
I Gentry-2 The Airport Sponsor's Proposed Project and Connected The FAA evaluated three alternatives, including the No 

I Actions, and associated development, noted in the Port Action that met the purpose and need statement. These 

I 

I 
I 

Columbus International Airport, Environmental Impact 
Statement, Executive Summary dated March 2009, these 
proposed changes as reported in the Executive Summer, 
March 2009, will without a doubt substantially increase 

three alternatives were evaluated for environmental 
consequences in 18 categories, including noise and air 
quality. 

I aircraft noise pollution, increase the dilution of an 
already critical air quality index, increase an already 

The analysis found that there are no significant impacts 
for noise and air quality. 

I 
I 

battered ozone by the increase in air flights and 
automobile traffic emissions and alter significantly other 
environmental atmospheric conditions. 

Gentry-3 I do question the need for a need terminal in light that the The proposed new terminal is to efficiently accommodate 
current terminal was constructed with viewing defects for passenger levels above 5 million annual enplaned 
the air traffic controller and thousands of dollars were passengers. 
spent to build this existing terminal? Is the purpose of the 

Inew terminal to erase the mistakes in the construction of 
the current terminal? I 



Gentry-4 

Gentry-5 

I pose this question as I have in the past. If the 65 db 
encompasses Fifth A venue to the north, Why does both 
commercial and private aircraft cross over Fifth A venue 
to the south? Would it not make sense that if aircraft 
flies over zones outside of the declared 65 db, that that 
aircraft creates airplane noise pollution displacement by 
the natural process of the laws of physics? 

Both the Executive Summary, March 2009, Port 
Columbus International Report, Environmental Impact 
Statement along with the Part 150 Noise Compatibility 
Study conducted in 2007, leave me distressed as neither 
addresses ways and means "corrective actions" to 
buffer/abate the adverse aircraft noise pollution relative 
to the daytime and night time commercial and private 
noise disturbances and disruptions to my quality of life 
experienced now. Nor, as the future will dictate. I will 
strongly be impact to the future as I face continued 
unmet concerns and "labeled" a household considered 
outside of the current establishment of the 65 db zone, 
the impending relocation of CRI 0/28L), the 
environmental impact of increased commercial and 
private aircraft noise pollution by more flights and larger 
aircraft arriving and departures, poorer quality of clean 

At CMH, the aircraft flight paths for landing and taking 
off at the airport are primarily east or west. Aircraft must 
land and takeoff into the wind, so the direction of 
departures and arrivals is dependent upon which direction 
the wind is blowing on a particular day. The airport has 
departure procedures in place to keep jet aircraft 
essentially on a heading straight out from the airport until 
they reach an altitude of 2,500 feet above the ground, and 
then they can turn to head towards their destination. Also, 
when ajet is landing, they must start their final approach 
at about 5 miles from the airport and they must be lined up 
with the runway at that point. Jet aircraft are not allowed 
to turn towards the runway if they are less than 5 miles 
from the airport. These approaches have been in place for 
at least 14 years. 
The Part 150 program is a voluntary program that airports 
can participate in. The Columbus Regional Airport I 
Authority completed a Part 150 Study in 2007/2008. 
Aircraft operations at the airport will continue to grow, 
whether the runway is relocated or not. 



air and associative environmental impact. 
Gentry-6 	 Why is it that I can stand in my front yard and see 

aircraft flying LOW over Eastgate School and taking 
HUGE TURNS veering to the west and heading south of 
farther turning to head east, invoking loud aircraft engine 
noise pollution? The community in which I live is 
considered outside of the 65 dc, an outdated noise level 
system for measuring for 

Gentry-7 Why was the proposal for building a NEW runway to 
meet this same need as the proposed relocation of 
R10/28L, not proposed for building on all that property 
and vacant grounds that sits north of the current 
terminal? Why south to Fifth Avenue that has an 
increased affect on residential areas. 

Gentry-8 The initial premise for the redevelopment and 
restructuring of Port Columbus International Airport was 
looking beyond 20 years. What is the market dictating 
now with the significant decrease in booked airfares, 
drop in consumer spending, and gasoline price 
fluctuations? What happens to the land locked airport 
after these next 20 years have gone by. 

Gentry-9 What proactive measures are in place to replace the trees 
'-----_.. _ __. _demolished and des.!E()yed trees ~gEeen environmental 

At CMH, the aircraft flight paths for landing and taking 
off at the airport are primarily east or west. Aircraft must 
land and takeoff into the wind, so the direction of 
departures and arrivals is dependent upon which direction 
the wind is blowing on a particular day. The airport has 
departure procedures in place to keep jet aircraft 
essentially on a heading straight out from the airport until 
they reach an altitude of2,500 feet above the ground, and 
then they can tum to head towards their destination. Also, 
when jet is landing, they must start their final approach at 
about 5 miles from the airport and they must be lined up 
with the runway at that point. Jet aircraft are not allowed 
to tum towards the runway if they are less than 5 miles 
from the airport. These approaches have been in place for 
at least 14 years. 
The FEIS evaluated multiple alternatives to meet the 
purpose and need statement. Alternatives for constructing 
the runway to north were evaluated in detail in Chapter 3 
of the FEIS. They were eliminated for a variety of 
reasons, including environmental, operational, and cost 
considerations. 
Airports are continually planning for the future. The 
airport will continue to monitor the conditions and 
projections at the airport and plan accordingly. 

Removal of trees for the project is minimal. All trees will 
_L-beremoved iI!accordance with the rec0IIl1'l1endations oX 



the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. potential" that can serve as consolation for buffers and 
cleaning the air? 

Gahanna-1 

DOI-1  

4.4.3 PUBLIC PARKS AND RECREATION 
FACILITIES (Chapter 4, page 4-26) 

Gahanna: Creekside Park, Friendship Park, Gahanna 
Woods Nature Reserve, Gahanna Woods, Galloway 
Preserve, Memorial Park, PizzUITo Park, Rathburn 
Woods, Shull Park, Taylor Road Reserve 

Changes include: 
1. Gahanna Woods Nature Reserve and Gahanna 

Woods are one and the same. Gahanna Woods would 
suffice. 
2. Galloway Preserve should be Galloway Reserve. 
3. Rathburn Woods should be Rathburn Woods Park. 
4. Might want to add: Foxwood Park, Geroux Herb 
Gardens, Gramercy Park, Hunters Ridge Pool Park and 
Royal Gardens Park. 
In Chapter 8 in Table 8-2, the previous address for the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) is listed. The 
FWS Ecological Services office has moved to a new 
location. For matters related to fish and wildlife 
resources and federally listed threatened and endangered 
species, please continue to coordinate with Ms. Mary 
Knapp at the new location: 4625 Morse Road, Suite 104, 
Columbus, Ohio 43230, telephone: 614-416-8993. 

Comment noted. 

I Comment noted. 

As the lead Federal agency, we have made the following 
the Endangered Species Act is complete, however, this is 

DOI-2 Page 5.9-6 states that consultation under Section 7(c) of 
determination. 

incorrect. The FWS has reviewed the information and 
provided technical assistance for the project including the I A biological assessment was completed for the proposed 



recommendations that have been incorporated into the 
Final EIS. Consultation is complete when the FWS 
concurs with the determinations made by the lead federal 
agency regarding threatened and endangered species. 

project area. Extensive field surveys were conducted in 
2006 and found no State- or Federally-listed plant or 
animal species or critical habitat in the project area. 
During that survey, approximately 21 suitable roost trees 
and foraging habitat for the Indiana bat was present within 
the second-growth forest areas of the project area along 
Big Walnut Creek. However, no individuals were 
observed during the survey. It is not anticipated that trees 
along Big Walnut Creek will be removed for the Selected 
Alternative. Should there be a need to trim the trees 
located in the project area, further coordination with the 
USFWS will be completed to determine if there will be 
any impacts to the Indiana bat. In order to verify that 
there would be no impacts to the bald eagle, the CRAA 
will contact the ODNR, prior to construction to obtain an 
updated status of the bald eagle's activity in the area. 

Concerning the clubshell mussel, northern riffleshell 
mussel, rayed bean mussel, and the Scioto madtom 
individuals or habitats, the USFWS determined that "due 
to the project type, size, and location, the project should 
not impact these species or their habitat. The USFWS 
recommends that tree trimming and removal be minimized 
as much as possible. Tree trimming and removal in areas 
other than the riparian corridor of Big Walnut Creek 
should occur between September 30 and April 1 to avoid 
potential impacts to the Indiana bat." 

The Selected Alternative will not impact any State- or 
Federally-listed threatened, endangered, or candidate 
species. The FAA has completed consultation with the 



USFWS under the Endangered Species Act, Section 7(c). 
See USFWS letter dated April 30, 2009. 

USEPA-l On July 11,2008, the U.S. EPA provided comments on 
the Draft EIS for this project. In our letter, we expressed 
environmental concerns with Particulate Matter - 2.5 
microns or less (PM2.5), and we suggested mitigation 
measures that could help minimize PM2.5 emissions. In 
particular, we recommended implementation of a 
comprehensive air mitigation plan that would include a 
diesel emissions reduction program for construction and 
operation and measures to address hazardous air 
pollutants emissions from aircraft taxiing and idling. We 
acknowledge the additional information on these 
concerns that was included in the Final EIS. Despite the 
fact that the project meets general conformity, we are 
retaining our concerns because the Final EIS is not clear 
on how PM2.5 emissions would be minimized. We 
recommend that the Record of Decision provide a 
commitment as to how PM2.5 emissions will be 
mitigated. Our detailed comments on PM2.5 are 
enclosed. 

As stated in FEIS Chapter 7.5.11. 

The USEP A recommended several techniques and 
initiatives in an effort to reduce the impact of the Airport 
on the environmental, both in implementing this project 
and in the design, implementation, and maintenance of 
other projects. These recommendations focused on green 
airport design standards and reduction of emissions 
through aircraft idling programs, gate modernization, and 
alternative fuel programs. 

It is anticipated that, if approved, sustainable design and 
design and development strategies would be incorporated, 
to the greatest extent possible, into the implementation of 
the runway and terminal development alternatives, thereby 
lessening potential impacts to the environment and 
creating a benefit to the environment as well. The CRAA 
will ensure compliance with all Federal, State, and local 
environmental regulations, and will seek to set the 
standard for environmental protection and mitigation 
measures in the construction and implementation of the 
Selected Alternative. It is anticipated that the reasonably 
foreseeable future projects planned at CMH would follow 
the same design and development guidance while striving 
to achieve their goals with minimal impacts on the 
environment. 

Other initiatives include diesel emissions reductions where 
the CRAA is currently a finalist for a USEP A grant that 



OEPA-I For this reason, DAPC requests a commitment from the 
'I CRAA to implement mitigation efforts to reduce 

emissions of PM2.5 at CMH. DAPC acknowledges that 
the CRAA took an important first step in November 2008 
by establishing a passenger pickup waiting lot (cell-
phone lot) to reduce idling at the pick-up curb; however, 
to maintain the improvements in PM2.5 air quality and to 
ensure violations of the standard are not caused in the 
future, additional mitigation efforts will be necessary. 
Such efforts could include use of alternative fuels (LPG 
or CNG) for ground support equipment, gate 
electrification to reduce emissions from APU's, and 
employment of contractors who commit to using 
construction equipment with clean diesel technologies 
(exhaust controls, engine retrofitting/repowering, etc.). 

would allow the CRAA to retrofit all authority diesel 
vehicles. The CRAA currently uses bio-diesel in its fleet 
of automobiles and is pursuing alternative fuels for other 
applications, such as parking shuttle buses. These 
initiatives combined with improvements in the Airport 
roadways and anti-idling policy should help to reduce 
emission from Airport activity. 

Attachment 6 of this ROD has a table listing the CRAA's 
air quality current activities. 
As stated in FElS Chapter 7.5.11. 

The USEP A recommended several techniques and 
initiatives in an effort to reduce the impact of the Airport 
on the environmental, both in implementing this project 
and in the design, implementation, and maintenance of 
other projects. These recommendations focused on green 
airport design standards and reduction of emissions 
through aircraft idling programs, gate modernization, and 
alternative fuel programs. 

It is anticipated that, if approved, sustainable design and 
design and development strategies would be incorporated, 
to the greatest extent possible, into the implementation of 
the runway and terminal development alternatives, thereby 
lessening potential impacts to the environment and 
creating a benefit to the environment as well. The CRAA 
will ensure compliance with all Federal, State, and local 
environmental regulations, and will seek to set the 
standard for environmental protection and mitigation 
measures in the construction and implementation of the 



Selected Alternative. It is anticipated that the reasonably 
foreseeable future projects planned at CMH would follow 
the same design and development guidance while striving 
to achieve their goals with minimal impacts on the 
environment. 

Other initiatives include diesel emissions reductions where 
the CRAA is currently a finalist for a USEP A grant that 
would allow the CRAA to retrofit all authority diesel 
vehicles. The CRAA currently uses bio-diesel in its fleet 
of automobiles and is pursuing alternative fuels for other 
applications, such as parking shuttle buses. These 
initiatives combined with improvements in the Airport 
roadways and anti-idling policy should help to reduce 
emission from Airport activity. 

Attachment 6 of this ROD has a table listing the CRAA's 
air quality current activities. 

ODNR-l Rare and Endangered Species. The ODNR, Division of 
Natural Areas and Preserves, has no comments on this 
FEIS. 

Comment noted. 

ODNR-2 Fish and Wildlife. The ODNR, Division of Wildlife has 
no comments regarding this FEIS. 

Comment noted. 

USFWS-l The project lies within the range of the bald eagle 
(Haliaeetus leucocephalus), a species protected under the 
Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act and the Migratory 
Bird Treaty Act. At this time no bald eagle nests occur 
within Yz mile of the proj ect site. You have indicated that 
the CRAA will contact ODNR to review updated 
information of the bald eagle prior to construction. You 
have determined that this project may affect but is not 

Comment noted. 



likely to adversely affect this species. Due to the project 
location, description, and further coordination with 
ODNR the Service concurs with your determination for 
the bald eagle. 

USFWS-2 The project lies within the range of the Indiana bat 
(Myotis sodalis). There are 2 forested areas within the 
project site. These areas have limited habitat and lack of 
connectivity with other high quality areas. The FEIS 
indicates that none of the trees along Big Walnut Creek 
will be removed, however, trees may be trimmed. If 
trees along Big Walnut Creek are trimmed consultation 
with this office will occur prior to conducting this 
activity. You have indicated that if any tree cutting is 
required it will be conducted seasonally between 
September 30 and April 1. Any tree cutting that will be 
conducted after December 31, 2009 will be coordinated 
with this office. You have determined that this project 
may affect but is not likely to adversely affect the 
Indiana bat. Due to the avoidance of tree removal along 
Big Walnut Creek, seasonal clearing, and further 
coordination with this office as described above, the 
Service concurs with your determination for this species. 

Comment noted. 

USFWS-3 This project also lies within the range of the Scioto 
madtom (Noturus trautmani), northern riffleshell mussel 
(Epioblasma torulosa rangiana), clubshell mussel 
(Pleurobema clava), snuffbox mussel (Epioblasma 
triquertra), and the rayed bean mussel (Villosafabalis). 
No in-stream work will be conducted within Big Walnut 
Creek and none of these trees along it will removed. 
You have determined that this proj ect will have no effect 
on these species. Therefore, section 7(a)(2) consultation 

Comment noted. 



is not required. 
USFWS-4  Should additional information on listed or proposed  Comment noted.  

species or their critical habitat become available or if 
new information reveals effects of the action that were 
not previously considered, this determination maybe 
reconsidered. If proj ect plans change or if portions of the 
proposed project were not evaluated, it is our 
recommendation that you contact our office for further 
reVIew. 



 
March 23, 2009, April I , 2009, April 2, 2009 RECEIVED 

APR 0 6 2ilff.lMs. Katherine S. Delancy 
FAA Detroit Airports District Office FAA, DETR.Ol'f' AlJ() 
11677 S. Wayne Road, Suite 107 
Romulus, M1 48174 

I am writing to you in regards to the notice by the Department Of Transportation 
Federal Aviation Administration, Notice of Availability of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement (Final EIS) for the Replacement of Runway 10Rl28L, Develop-
ment of a New Passenger Terminal, and Other Associated Airport Projects at Port 
Columbus International Airport (CMH), AGENCY: Federal Aviation 
Administration, Department ofTransportationl ACTION: Notice of Availability 
and notice of30-day public comment period, as placed in Tire Columbus Dispatch, 
Friday, March 20, 2009, page EI, under Legal Notices. 

I have had an opportunity to overview to the best of my knowledge and 
understanding the jargon contained in the Executive Summary produced from the 
Port Columbus International Airport Environmental Impact Statement -Final, 
dated March 2009. With particular and ongoing interest and concerns my attention 
is drawn to information pertaining to "The Airport Sponsor's Proposed Project and 
Connected Actions" as indicated on page E8-4 and "Purpose and Need" as indicated 
on page ES-8 of the Executive Summary of the proposed relocation and replacement 
of runway (JORl28L) currently in p lace, to somc 702 feet South on the ail-port 
grounds. 

The Federal Aviation Administration's proposed (Alternative C3b) noted on page 
17 and page 18 of the E8) does not offer any conditions for environmental ~I 
alternatives with regards to reduction in heavy air traffic noise pollution stemming 
directly now or for the foreseeable future from the Port Columbus International 
airfield that affect my home, living space and quality of life at 272 Sherborne Drive. 

-" 
I do not believe that J need to rewrite to a new degree my concerns with regards to 
the prevailing and proposed conditions and environmental aircraft both commercial 
and private noise pollution that sterns and will stem from Port Columbus 
International Airport. For tbis purpose I have attached copies of my previous 
relative communications and thoughts regarding the Port Columbus International 
Airport - Part 150 Noises Compatibility study (see attachments) A, B, C, 0 , E, F. 
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Page 2 of 6 - March 30, 2009, April! , 2009, April 2, 2009 

TO: 	 Ms. Kathe rine S. Delaney 
FAA Detroit Airports District Office 
11677 S. Wayne Road, Suite 107 
Romulus, MI 48174 

From: Madelaine C. Gentry 

He: Department or Transportation Federa l Aviat ion Administration Not ice of Avai lability ofthe 
Final Environmenta l Impact Statement (Fina l E15) (or the Replacement of Runway 10R/28L., 
Development of a New Passenger Term in al, a nd Other Associated Airport Projects at Port 
Columbus Internationa l Airport (eM){) 

Action: Notice o(Avaiiability and notice or30-day public comment period 

The Executive Summary example in APPENDIX D - (page D-I) D.l Sound and 
Noise strengthens and clearly exemplifies my concerns regarding Commercial and 
private aircraft noise pollution tbat 1 currently contend with and with the charged 
"construction of a replacement runway, 10,113 feel long, located approximately 702 
feet south of the existing runway 10Rl28L", (page ES-4 (ES.L2.1) (also noted as 
Alternative C3) The Airport Sponsor's Proposed Project and Connected Actions, 
and associated development, noted in the Port Columbus International Airport, 
Envi ronmental Impact Statement, Executive Summary dated March 2009, these 
proposed changes as reported in the Executive Summer, March 2009, wiJI without a 
doubt substantially increase aircraft noise pollution, increase the dilution of an 
already critical air quaJity index, increase an already battered ozone by the increase 
in air flights and automobile traffic emissions and alter significantly other 
environmental atmospheric conditions. 

As it is my right, and with respect to the Notice of Availability and notice of30-day 
public comment period my addition". introspective with reference to the Executive 
Summary also follows. Much to my disappointment through the continuation of 
consultant studies and fees paid via taxpayer monies nothing was reinvented nor 
altered from the already known variabJe(s) from years pass aDd outcome for 
approval of the relocation of runway 10Rl28L and other associated activities with 
redevelopment and restructuring of Port Columbus International Airport. 

I do question the need for a need terminal in Ught that the current terminal 
was constructed with viewing defects for the air traffic controller and thousands of 
dollars were spent to build th is existing terminal? Is the purpose of the Dew 
terminal to erase the mistakes in the construction ofthc current terminal? 

1 pose this question as r have in the past. If the 6S db encompasses Fifth Avenue to ] 
the north, Why does both commercial and private aircraft CI'OSS over Fifth Avenue 
to the south? Would it not make sense that if aircraft flies over zones outside of the 
declared 6S db, tbat that aircran creates airplane noise pollution displacement 
by the natural process of the laws of physics? 

Page 2 oJ6 
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Page 3 of6 - Marcb 30, 2009, April I, 2009, April 2, 2009 

TO: Ms. Katherine S. Delancy 
FAA Detroit Airports District Office 
11677 S. Wayne Road, Suite 107 
Romulus, MI 48174 

From: Madelaine C. Gentry 

Re: Department OfTrBnsportation Federa l Aviation Administration Notice of Availabilily of the 
Final EDvironmentallmpact Statement (Fina l EIS) for the Replacement of Runway IORll8L, 
Development of a New Passenger Terminal, and Other Associated Airport Projects at Port 
Columbus International Airport (CMR) 

Action: Notice o(Availabilitv lind notice or30-dav public comment period 

The information in APPENDIX D - (page D~l) D.1 Sound and Noise strengthens 
and clearly exemplifies my concerns regarding Commercial and private aircraft 
noise pollution that I currently contend with and with the charged "construction of 
a replacement runway, 10,113 feel long, located approximately 702 feet south oftbe 
existing runway 10Rl28L", (page ES-4 (ES.!.2.1) (also noted as Alternative C3) 
The Airport Sponsor's Proposed Project and Connected Actions, and associated 
development, noted in the Port Columbus International Airport, Environmental 
Impact Statement, Executive Summary dated March 2009, tbese proposed changes 
as reported in the E:xecutive Summer, March 2009, will witbout a doubt 
substantially increase aircraft adverse noise pollution levels, increase the dilution of 
an already critical air quality index, increase an already battered ozone by the 
increase in air flights and automobile traffic emissions and alter significantly other 
environmental atmospheric conditions. 

Both the Executive Summary, March 2009, Port Columbus International Report, 
Environmental Impact Statement along with the Part 150 Noise Compatibility 
Study conducted in 2007, leave me distressed as neither addresses ways and means 
"corrective actions" to buffer/abate the adverse aircraft noise pollution relative to 
the daytime and night time commercial and private aircraft noise disturbances and 
disruptions to my quality oflife experienced now. Nor, as the future will dictate. I 
will strongly be impact in tbe future as I face continued unmet concerns and 
"labeled" a household considered outside of the current establishment of the 65 db 
zone, the impending relocation of (RI0I28L), tbe environmental impact of increased 
commercial and private aircraft noise pollution by more flights and larger aircraft 
arriving and departures, poorer quality of clean air and associative environmental 
impact. 

I am in continuous follow up with Mr. Dave Wall, Port Columbus International 
Airport, for the installation of a portable monitoring system that will be placed 
at my residence by airport personnel. From information left on my borne voice mail 
last week on 03125/09, I bave not had one-an-one conversation with Mr. Wall, 
as he indicated in his call to me that the personnel responsible for hand ling the 
portable monitoring was on vacation last week but that he (Mr. Wall) left him a note 
On his desk to see him upon his return so that the responsible party could move 
ahead with installing the portable monitoring system at my residence. As of this 
writing, I have not had any further contact or communication regarding the 
installation of the portable monitoring system. 
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Page 4 of6 - March 30, 2009, April I, 2009, April 2, 2009 

TO: Ms. Katherine S. Delaney 
FAA Detroit Airports District Office 
11677 S. Wayne Road, Suite 107 
Romulus, Ml 48174 

From: Madelaine C. Gentry 

Re: Department Of Tra nsportation Federal Aviation Admin istration Notice of Availabil ity orthe 
Final Environmenta l Impact Statement (Final [IS) for the Replacement of Ron way I0Rl28L, 
Development of a New Passenger Terminal, and Other Associated Airport P rojects at Port 
Columbus International Airport (CMH) 

Action: No/ice ofAvailability and notice of30-day public comment period 

Why is it that I can stand in my front yard and see aircraft flying LOW over I ... 
Eastgate School and taking HUGE TURNS veering to the wcst and beading ~e{\-h Ii - I.(.' 
soutb or fartber turning to bead east, invoking loud aircraft engine noise pollution? 
The community in which I live is considered outside of tbe 65db, an outdated 
noise level system for measuring for 

Why was the prupusal for building a NEW runway to meet this same need as the] f \-
~ef\ Iy ' 

I 
proposed relocation of RI0I28L, not proposed fOI' building on all that property 
and vacant grounds that sits north of the current terminal? Why south to Fifth 
Avenue that has an increased affect on residential areas? 

The initial premise for the redevelopment and restructuring of Port Columbus 
International Airport was looking beyond to 20 years. What is the market 
dictating now with the significant decrease in booked airfares, drop in consumer 
spending, and gasoline price fluctuations? Wbat happens to the land locked 
airport after these next 20 years have gone by. 

What proactive measures are in place to replace the trees demolished and destrOyed] be",hu. <l 
trees "green environment potential" that cnn serve as consolation for buffers and .J I 
cleaning the air? 

I trust those who are making the decisions relative to the Port Columbus 
International Airport and its studies live within close proximity to the declared 
65 db and/or radius ofthe Port Columbus International Airport and have the "real" 
opportunjty to observe and experience the impact from commercial and private 
aircraft departures aod arrivals at all times of the day aod night. 

pc: 	President ofthe United States of America 
The Honorable Mr. Barack Obama 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue 
Washington, D.C. 20500 
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Page 5 of 6 - March 30, 2009, April 1, 2009, April 2, 2009 

TO: 	 Ms. Katherine S. Delaney 
FAA Detroit Airports District Office 
11677 S. Wayne Road, Suite 107 
Romulus, MI 48174 

From: Madelaine C. Gentry 

Re: Department Of Transportation Federal Aviation Administration Notice of Availability of the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement (Final EIS) for the Replacement of Runway lORJ28L, 
Development of a New Passenger Terminal, and Other Associated Airport Projects at Port 
Columbus International Airport (CMH) 

Action: Notice orAvailabilitv and notice or30-day public comment period 

pc continued: 

The Honorable Ted Strickland  
Governor of Ohio  
Riffe Center, 30th Floor  
77 South High Street  
Columbus, OH 43215-61084  

Mr. J. Randolph Babbitt  
Federal Aviation Administration  
800 Independence Avenue, SW  

Washington, DC 20591 

The Honorable Sherrod Brown  
713 Hart Senate Office Building  
Washington, DC. 20510  

The Honorable George V. Voinovich  
524 Hart Senate Office Building  

Washington, DC 20510  

The Honorable Dennis Kucinich 
U.S. House of Representative  
14400 Detroit Avenue  
Lakewood, Ohio 44107  

The Honorable Carlton Weddington 
77 South High Street  
11th Floor  
Columbus, Ohio 43215-6111  

Mr. David Wall  
Port Columbus International Airport  
4600 International Gateway  
Columbus, Ohio 43219  
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Page 6 of 6 - March 30, 2009, April 1, 2009, April 2, 2009 

TO: 	 Ms. Katherine S. Delaney 
FAA Detroit Airports District Office 
11677 S. Wayne Road, Suite 107 
Romulus, MI 48174 

From: Madelaine C. Gentry 

Re: Department Of Transportation Federal Aviation Administration Notice of Availability of the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement (Final EIS) for the Replacement of Runway lORl28L, 
Development of a New Passenger Terminal, and Other Associated Airport Projects at Port 
Columbus International Airport (CMH) 

Action: Notice ofAvailabilitv and notice of30-day public comment period 

ATTACHMENTS: 

(A) 	 Copy of Comment Form from Public Workshop - April 24, 2007 (1 page) 
(A) 	Copy of Letter (9 pages) dated April 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 2007; May 1,2,3,4,2007 

to Marion C. Blakley (Administrator, FAA) 

(B) 	 Copy of Letfer (12 pages) dated August 16, 17,23,24,27,2007 to Rob Adams s) 
Part 150 Program Manager, Landrum & Brown Inc. 

(C) 	 Copy of letter (1 page) dated August 21, 2007 to Mr. David Wall, 
Columbus Regional Airport Authority 

(D) 	 Copy of letter (1 page) dated August 31, 2007 to Honorable Joyce Beatty 
Ohio House of Representatives 

(E) 	 Copy of letter (1 page) dated August 31, 2007 to 
Honorable Mayor Michael Coleman, City of Columbus 

(F) 	 Copy ofletter dated (1 page) dated August 31, 2007 to Mr. Michael Mentel 
President, Columbus City Council 
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ADDENDUM -03 April, 2009  
(reference page 3 of 6) 

Of: 
Letter dated March 30, 2009, April 1, 2009, April 2, 2009 

TO: 	 Ms. Katherine S. Delaney 
FAA Detroit Airports District Office 
11677 S. Wayne Road, Suite 107 
Romulus, MI 48174 

From: Madelaine C. Gentry 

This addendum is being included as a separate sheet due to the fact that the mailing 
of my original and copies of letter and attached information to the letter were 
already in place. It was upon the checking of my home voice mail late the evening of 
April 2, 2009, that a message was on my voice mail indicating a caU from Dan 
Griffin of the Port Columbus Regional also known as Columbus International 
Airport. 

The calUndicated that Mr. Griffin was giving me a caU in response to a follow up 
caU I made to Mr. Dave Wall. And, Mr. WaH's follow up with Mr. Griffin 
regarding my caU. 

Mr. Griffin's voice mail indicated that his call was in reference to the placement of a 
portable monitor at my residence. Mr. Griffin left his telephone number for me to 
contact him to work out a date for this placement of the portable monitor at my 
residence. 

I will be fonowin.g ~p with M~Gr~~ 
, ~ ,~~~ 

adelaine C. Gentry 	 / 

pc: President of the United States of America 
The Honorable Mr. Barack Obama 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

The Honorable Ted Strickland  
Governor of Ohio  
Riffe Center, 30th Floor  
77 South High Street  
Columbus, OH 43215-61084  

Mr. J. Randolph Babbitt  
Federal Aviation Administration  
800 Indepelldence Avenue, SW  

Washington, DC 20591 

The Honorable Sherrod Brown  
713 Hart Senate Office Building  
Washington, DC. 20510  

The Honorable George V. Voinovich The Honorable Carolton Weddington  
524 Hart Senate Office Building 77 South High Street - 11 th Floor  

Washington, DC 20510 Columbus, Ohio 43215-6111  

The Honorable Dennis Kucinich 	 Mr. David Wall 
U.S. House of Representative Port Columbus International Airport  
14400 Detroit Avenue 4600 International Gateway  
Lakewood, Ohio 44107 Columbus, Ohio 43219  
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COMMENT FORM A 
PUBLIC WORKSHOP  

PORT COLUMBUS INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT  
PART 150 NOISE COMPATIBILITY STUDY  

APRIL 24,2007 - OAKLAND PARK AT BRENTNELL ELEMENTARY  
SCHOOL  

Welcome to the Public Workshop for the Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study for Port Columbus 
International Airport. Public comments are an integral part of the Part 150 Noise Study process. 
This comment form is provided to receive your input and ensure that your concerns are 
considered during the conduct of this Part 150. Please use this form to submit written 
comments, attaching additional pages if necessary. Either place the form in the comment box 
provided at the meeting, or mail to the address below, May 11, 2007. Comments may also be 
submitted via e-mail to radams@/andrum-brown.com. E-mail comments must be received by 
close of business on May 11, 2007. 

Submit comments postmarked by May 11, 2007 to: 

Rob Adams FROM ( 
Part 150 Program Manager 

Name:Landrum & Brown, Inc.  
11279 Cornell Park Drive  
Cincinnati, OH 45242  

Part 150 Comment FOim - 4-24-07 

http:radams@/andrum-brown.com


 
Apri125, 26,27,28,29,2007, May 1,2,3,4, 2007 A
Marion C. Blakley 
Administrator, FAA 
800 Independence Avenue, S. W. 
Washington, DC 20591 

Upon hearing the morning of April 24, 2007, of the meeting for the FAR Part 150 Noise 
Compatibility Study for Port Columbus International Airport (PCIA), Oakland Park 
Elementary at Brentnell School, Columbus, Ohio, I took this opportunity to attend. 
Herein, I also have taken the opportunity to respond with my concerns attaching as 
(attachments pages 1-9) to the Part 150 Comment Fonn 4-24-07. 

I am a resident of the Eastgate community and over the years Eastgate has not been 
included in the Noise Environmental Compatibility impact studies according to 
conceived 65 decibels guidelines. However, as I have called many times over the many 
years to report incidents of horrendous noise from (PCIA) in tenns of (revving of planes, 
take off, landing and over-flying of planes), planes both commercial, private 
and recreational, rebound, reverberations and dispersed jet noise, the flying of aircraft as 
mentioned above awaken and are disruptive to sleeping hours of the morning periods, as 
examples, 3:00 a.m.; 3:10 a.m.; 3:45 a.m.; 4:00 a.m.; 4:30 a.m.; 4:40 a.m.; 5:00 a.m.; 5:15 
a.m.; 5:30 a.m.; 5:57 a.m.; 6: 15 a.m.; continually, at that point. Nighttime I can count on 
planes flying out at crucial periods ofretiring for the evening e.g. periods between 10:50 
p.m. and 11 :45 p.m. It is also is very apparent that the flight path for outgoing and 
incoming planes of the (PCIA) have also been altered over the years. In a call that I 
made to the Port Columbus airport Noise Hotline I reported and asked why would a 
commercial plane fly all the way over to Harley Field (a local school football and track 
field situated with the Eastgate community) then make a HUGE DEEP tum and go 
northwest? Received no response. 

Page 1 - Comments from Public Workshop 
From: Madelaine Gentry TO: Ms. Marion Blakley 

(Page 1 or 9 Attachments to Part 150 Comment Form - 4-24-07) 
RE: Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study by Columbus Regional Airport Authority 

"Proposed improvements (replacement/relocation of the airport's south runway and 
the development of a new passenger ternlinal to supplement the existing passenger 
tenninal at Port Columbus International Airport" and associative projects listed 
under Projects Being Considered in the EIS as indicated 
on FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study Public infonnation 
(April 24/25102007 Handouts) 

Date: April 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, May 1,2,3,4,2007 



Page 2 - Comments from Public Workshop 
FROM: Madelaine Gentry TO: Atten: Ms. Marion Blakley 

(Page 2 of 9 Attachment to Part 150 Comment Form - 4-24-07) 
RE: Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study by Columbus Regional Airport Authority 

"Proposed improvements (replacement/relocation of the airport's south runway and 
the development of a new passenger terminal to supplement the existing passenger 
terminal at Port Columbus International Airport" and associative projects listed 
under Projects Being Considered in the EIS as indicated 
on FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study Public information 
(April 24/25/02007 Handouts) 

Date: April 25, 26,27,28,29,30, May 1,2,3,4,2007 

I understand the economical implications and aspects of the proposed and projected 
as well as the destruction and construction with regarding to "Projects Being Considered 
in the EIS" as indicated in your public workshops brochure ... development of a 
replacement runway, additional taxiways, terminal development, navigational aids, 
aviation-related development (questionable without specific indicated), roadway 
relocation an construction, parking improvements, property acquisitions relocation of 
residences, businesses as necessary, development of air traffic operational procedures for 
the replacement runway and this proposed noise abatement Part 150 Noise Compatibility 
Study. 

I do not understand WHY Eastgate and adjoining communities to Port Columbus 
International Airport are not inclusive of noise abatement studies and WHY the study 
stops south of Fifth Avenue and Nelson Road, based on predetermined 65 decibels that 
seemingly does not account for pressure waves created by commercial and private plane 
noise activity at (PCIA). 

Common sense tells me that any changes conducted at (PCIA) will have an affect and 
effect on the community of Eastgate, with particular attention to the development of a 
replacement runway, "10.113 feet long, located 702 feet south of the existing Runway 
1 ORl28L" moving the noise pollution closer to Fifth A venue. Cascading noise pollution 
(since noise/sound travels as is clearly recognizable in a simple situation e.g. lighting and 
thunder- noise/sound travels; even, the very basic and purest of geophysics constituents -
noise/sound travels; that is why sonar is a useful tool under water because of its ability to 
detect motion of sound. Why? Just like the noise pollution from (PCIA)/ the noise 
travels out side of it boundaries and perimeter). Further, noise pollution levels exert in 
abundant from the Port Columbus International Airport. Why would it seem less 
significant for Eastgate not to be inclusive of noise compatibility studies with the impact 
going higher and higher with levels of noise pollution come from Port Columbus 
International Airport and a wide range of other variables that are in place.? 



Page 3 - Comments from Public Workshop 
FROM: Madelaine Gentry TO: Atten: Ms. Marion Blakley 

(Page 3 of 9 Attachments 2 to Part 150 Comment Form - 4-24-07) 
RE: Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study by Columbus Regional Airport Authority 

"Proposed improvements (replacementlrelocationofthe airport's south runway and 
the development of a new passenger tenninal to supplement the existing passenger 
tenninal at Port Columbus International Airport" and associative projects listed 
under Projects Being Considered in the EIS as indicated 
on FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study Public infonnation 
(April 24/25/02007 Handouts) 

Date: April 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, May 1, 2, 3, 4, 2007 

With the proposed replacement runway, "10.113 feet long, located 702 feet south of the 
existing Runway 1 ORl28L" moving the noise pollution closer to Fifth A venue and to 
my Eastgate community the air noise pollution threshold and corridor that now exists to 
my home in the Eastgate will increase significantly. "Runway Preferences - Designate 
Runway I OLl28R as the preferential runway all the time." - (Measure NA-T); 
"Designate Runway I ORl28L as the preferential runway all the time." (Measure NA-U) 
How will this truly impact the quality ofreduction in air plane noise pollution in my 
Eastgate community? Similarly, "Flight Track Locations" - All southbound traffic 
departing Runway 28L turn left and follow the 1-670170 corridor. (Measure NA-C). 
"All southbound traffic departing Runway lOR turn right and follow the 1-270 corridor." 

(Measure NA-J). How will this truly impact the quality of reduction in airplane noise 
pollution in my Eastgate community? With the amount of disturbance already exhuming 
from airplane noise pollution to the Eastgate community how will this be curtailed? 
In your proposal under "Nighttime Noise" Arrivals landing during the nighttime 
(10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.) use visual side step approach to Runway 28L? 
(Measure NA-D). How will aircraft noise pollution be affinnatively reduced? 
under "Nighttime Noise" Designate Runway 1 OL281R as the preferential nighttime 
(10:00 to 8:00 a.m.) runway for all traffic? (Measure NA-S). Any movement south 
will definitely increase nighttime noise to my home and to my Eastgate community. 

What accommodations will be in place for the increase in air traffic and automobile use? 
at the (PCIA)? What accommodation will be in place for an increase in general traffic on 
Fifth Avenue? What accommodations will be in place for the continued decrease in air 
quality? What accommodations will be in place for the increase to the center city with 
regards to a significant increase in heat levels and smog levels from air traffic and 
automobile use coming and going from the (PCIA)? What accommodations will be in 
place to make sure sufficient levels of air noise pollution and air quality pollution has the 
least amount of impact on the Eastgate communities and those communities nearer the 
airport? What accommodations will be in place for the continued destruction of nature 
barrier such as trees that we have a positive affect in reducing the increase air traffic 
noise and air pollution? Since it is not indicated in the Environmental Impact Statement, 
how many homes in the areas within proximity to these proposed projects is the (PClA) 
projecting that will be demolished? 



Page 4 - Comments from Public Workshop 
FROM: Madelaine Gentry TO: Atten: Ms. Marion Blakley 

(Page 4 of 9 Attachments to Part 150 Comment Form - 4-24-07) 
RE: Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study by Columbus Regional Airport Authority 

"Proposed improvements (replacement/relocation of the airport's south runway and 
the development of a new passenger terminal to supplement the existing passenger 
terminal at Port Columbus International Airport" and associative projects listed 
under Projects Being Considered in the EIS as indicated 
on FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study Public information 
(April 24/25/02007 Handouts) 

Date: April 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, May 1, 2,3,4,2007 

As the old saying goes, this time it will be the runway to the south, a new terminal, new 
access ways, deterioration of Seltzer Road, etc. After 2012 what else will it be? Where 
will it end as more peoples avail the air travel industry? Undoubtedly, expansion will 
not seize in 2012. Why should taxpayer's dollars be spent on another air terminal when 
the present one was ill-constructed? If a muffler is required on cars, WHY is there not 
muffler technology and federal guided legislation in place for aircraft mufflers that would 
reduce with great proportions the noise emanating from commercial and private aircraft? 

Once thing for sure that is very apparent to me is that those who do not live in proximity 
nor the region to the Port Columbus Authority Airport do not have to suffer the 
consequence of factors of noise pollution, air quality pollution, changes in heat index 
level from aircraft and automobile exhaust, and the reduction and deterioration of nature 
environmental buffers. 

I understand progress. I do not believe that this day in age that progress should 
continue to erode an already suffering envirorunent and continued global warming 
attributed to misuse of the environment. But, take every measure necessary to preserve 
the human condition and environmental impact. I believe federal funding should prevail 
that can accommodate strategically placed noise abatement walls, not only (PCIA), but 
within communities that would be technologically advanced to allow the noise to bound 
back at its origination point, not outward, require by Federal legislation that air craft 
commercial and private MUST meet stringent standards to meet reduction in air noise 
pollution and air quality pollution. I am aware that many factors affect noise pollution 
stemming from aircraft .. .it can be a sunny day, humid day, rainy day ... low clouds, high 
clouds, wind velocity and overall atmospheric conditions. Require through Federal 
legislation that (PCIN) as well as all airport facilities install air scrubbers and sound 
absorbers throughout their grounds and facilities. 

I do not believe that making something bigger makes it better at the expense of the 
quality oflife for humans. In the last few years there has been significantly development 
and redevelopment ofland resources on Cassady Avenue, Airport Drive and Demonye 
Drive area. Much of this development has destroyed significant amount of trees and 
forestry that serve as nature air cleaners, noise barriers and animal protective and feeding 
environs. 



Page 5 - Comments from Public Workshop 
FROM: Madelaine Gentry TO: Atten: Ms. Marion Blakley 

(Page 5 of 9 Attachments to Part 150 Comment Form - 4-24-07) 
RE: Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study by Columbus Regional Airport Authority 

"Proposed improvements (replacement/relocation of the airport's south runway and 
the development of a new passenger terminal to supplement the existing passenger 
terminal at Port Columbus International Airport" and associative projects listed 
under Projects Being Considered in the EIS as indicated 
on FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study Public information 
(April 24125/02007 Handouts) 

Date: April 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, May 1, 2, 3, 4, 2007 

If the areas that are considered to be in the flight paths of ascending and descending 
aircraft and high noise pollution levels e.g., Brittney Hills, Sunbury Road, Brentnell, 
Mock Road, and 1 i h Avenue area have been fitted with acoustic windows, doors, and 
insulation why is it that planes fly over the Eastgate area? Why should Eastgate not be 
given the same consideration due to the factors of noise pollution and environmental 
distresses coming to and from (PCIA) commercial, private and recreational aircraft? 

Whether on a grand scale or minimum scale noise pollution and air quality pollution 
is out of control. As demonstrated by a recent article in, The Columbus Dispatch, 
(Sunday, April 29, 2007) newspaper, "Fresh-cut grass smells of smog", presents us with 
an opportunity to see that our air quality is being polluted on not only from a large scale 
but also on a small scale. Imagine, as noted within this article sourced from the Lake 
Michigan Air Directors Consortium, we are thrust with contaminates of Hydrocarbons, 
Nitrogen oxides, Carbon monoxide, Fine particles, Sulfur dioxide, from small equipment 
such as lawn mower. What does this say about our Columbus atmosphere on a large 
scale from the noise pollution and environmental air quality pollution stemming from and 
changing the ozone layers from (PCIA). More importantly, locally at (PCIA). Can the 
area and extended communities around (PCIA) continue to be conducive for human 
living and retention of viable economic status in the continuing surge in amplified noise 
and the air quality index polluting the environment? 

Is there new research, development and/or implementation of materials for runway 
surfaces that can be put in place so that the aircraft noise bounces back to the ground? 



Page 6 - Comments from Public Workshop  
FROM: Madelaine Gentry TO: Atten: Ms. Marion Blakley  

(Page 6 of9 Attachment to Part 150 Comment Form -4-24-07) 
RE: Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study by Columbus Regional Airport Authority 

"Proposed improvements (replacemenUrelocation of the airport's south runway and 
the development of a new passenger terminal to supplement the existing passenger 
terminal at Port Columbus International Airport" and associative projects listed 
under Projects Being Considered in the EIS as indicated 
on FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study Public information 
(April 24/25/02007 Handouts) 

Date: April 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, May 1, 2, 3, 4, 2007 

Is there hope? According to an article published by the Massachusetts Institute of 
Technology entitled, "Aircrajr'Noise Pollution" 
(web.mit.edulnewsofice/1995/noisepolution.html) it appears there may be hope. 
The article provided infonnation in regards to work being conducted by 
Dr. IanWaitz, "an assistant professor and director of the aero-Environmental Research 
Laboratory. There islare opportunities through technology advances to reduce noise and 
air quality pollution on aircraft. There is an opportunity to reduce "aircraft engine noise 
by 6EPNdB (effective perceived noise decibels)." Are any of these technological 
advances research studies or others being still funded by NASA? Funded, developed and 
instituted by other private sponsors or legislators? This article also addresses and 
demonstrates the reality impact that "noise from planes flying over residential areas 
impairs people's ability to work, learn in school and sleep, and consequently also results 
in lowered property values in affected areas" .... all of which are also real to my concerns 
regarding the (PCIA) aircraft. Has further research and development been undertaken in 
this area? 

The time span to do detail review and research of the Public Workshop information 
Environmental Impact Statement, and the FAR 150 Noise Compatibility Study summary 
in order to meet the May 11, 2007 deadline for submission of feedback, 
certainly does not provide the time element needed to achieve full interpretation of the 
factors and variable surrounding the FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study 
nor the Environmental Impact Statement of proposed "Projects Being Considered in the 
EIS". Will any, all, none, of the "Projects Being Considered in the EIS" occur? The 
Environmental Impact Statement only provides the novice with a gleam of speculation. 

As I indicated to FAA personnel on April 24, 2007, who were also very vague with their 
responses to me concerning my questions, I sincerely hope that Eastgate will be given 
full consideration very soon for inclusion as a noise monitoring location as those depicted 
on your General Study Area - Port Columbus International Airport Part 1 SO Study 
Legend - denoted Noise Monitoring Locations. As part of this inclusion, I offer at this 
time a location on my property in my backyard to have the noise monitoring device 
installed. 

When will assistance come to alleviate the noise pollution from commercial, private and 
recreational aircraft flying over my home and in my Eastgate community? 



Page 7 - Comments from Public Workshop 
FROM: Madelaine Gentry TO: Atten: Ms. Marion Blakley. 

(Page 7 of 9 Attachments to Part 150 Comment Form - 4-24-07) 
RE: Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study by Columbus Regional Airport Authority 

"Proposed improvements (replacementlrelocationofthe airport's south runway and 
the development of a new passenger terminal to supplement the existing passenger 
terminal at Port Columbus International Airport" and associative projects listed 
under Projects Being Considered in the EIS as indicated 
on FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study Public information 
(April 24125/02007 Handouts) 

Date: April 25, 26, 27, 28, 2~, 30, May 1, 2, 3, 4, 2007 

It will be helpful in the future to see information simply in the content of the e.g., 
FAR 150 Noise Compatibility Study-Port Columbus International Airport and the 
Environmental Impact Statement and reduce the jargon. Get to the nitty-gritty content 
and context of any proposed projects when information is distributed at public 
forums. Additionally, there must be solutions to reduce/alleviate the noise impact from 
commercial, private, and recreational aircraft departing, arriving, maintenance, over flight 
at the Port Columbus International Airport? 

It is obvious that in the event the "Projects Being Considered on the EIS" Environmental 
Impact Statement become reality alternatives also need to be a priority and be in place to 
reduce or eliminate the already existing increases in aircraft engine and mechanical noise 
that I am constantly incurring, as well as, future increases in aircraft noise pollution, 
enhance my quality oflife and that of my community Eastgate and to provide measures 
to safe guard the air quality and environment long term. 

I believe there are some advantageous things that can be undertaken and implemented 
that will reduce the impact associated with (PCIA) aircraft noise pollution. I believe as I 
have indicated below, that future instituted changes can and will circumvent and 
alleviate much of the noise, improve air quality and lessen the environmental impact to 
my conununity of East gate resulting from commercial, private and recreational aircraft 
departing, arriving, maintenance, and over flights at the Port Columbus International 
Airport and any future (PCIA) development? 

provide Eastgate residents at no cost with the same opportunity for acoustic barriers 
such as home insulation, windows and doors to mitigate aircraft noise pollution from 
(PCIA) 

implement, sooner; rather, than later noise abatement study for aircraft noise  
pollution in the Eastgate community that is currently considered outside of the  
perceived 65 decibels  



Page 8 - Comments from Public Workshop 
FROM: Madelaine Gentry TO: Atten: Ms. Marion Blakley. 

(Page 8 of 9 Attachments to Part 150 Comment Form - 4-24-07) 
RE: Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study by Columbus Regional Airport Authority 

"Proposed improvements (replacement/relocation of the airport's south runway and 
the development of a new passenger terminal to supplement the existing passenger 
terminal at Port Columbus International Airport" and associative projects listed 
under Projects Being Considered in the EIS as indicated 
on FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study Public information 
(April 24/25/02007 Handouts) 

Date: April 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, May 1, 2, 3, 4, 2007 

The 65 decibels range needs to be reexamined and redetermined for today's world  
the decibels formula has not changed but many other relational aircraft and  
environmental factors have changed. Further, aircraft rebounding noise can and  
does exceeds 100 square kilometers which in effect would make Eastgate eligible  

for noise reduction enhancement of sound proofing via home insulation, doors and 
windows 

increase in stricter governmental regulation regarding aircraft noise and air quality 
pollution 

monitoring and enforcement and monitoring of aircraft regulations 

Place noise abatement walls at various locations along Fifth A venue 
extending from Port Columbus International Airport to Fifth A venue and 
Nelson Road; additionally, placing noise abatement walls at pivotal points east 
and west along the railroad tracks above Nelson Road by Sutherland Lumber Company 

place scrubbers throughout the grounds of the (PCIA) and its facilities that absorb 
aircraft exhaust 

daily monitoring and reduction of commercial, private and recreation aircraft 
activities between the hours of 11 :00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. 

lobby for an increase in Federal funding for research and development for the  
reductions of aircraft engine and aircraft noise pollution, emissions and air quality  
controls  



Page 9 - Comments from Public Workshop 
FROM: Madelaine Gentry TO: Atten: Ms. Marion Blakley 

(Page 9 of 9 Attachments to Part 150 Comment Form - 4-24-07) 
RE: Part ISO Noise Compatibility Study by Columbus Regional Airport Authority 

"Proposed improvements (replacement/relocation of the airport's south runway and 
the development of a new passenger terminal to supplement the existing passenger 
terminal at Port Columbus International Airport'; and associative projects listed 
under Projects Being Considered in the EIS as indicated 
on FAR Part ISO Noise Compatibility Study Public information 
(April 24/2SI02007 Handouts) 

Date: Apri12S, 26, 27,28,29,30, May 1, 2, 3, 4, 2007 

As I conclude, I remain deeply concerned and am distressed about all of the impeding 
factors associated with "Projects Being Considered in the EIS" - Environmental Impact 
Statement and the FAR Part ISO Noise Compatibility Study (PCIA). More so, specific 
to all factors associated with runway development and any measures undertaken to move, 
reconstruction, "relocate runway 1 ORl28L to the south 800 feet" or "relocate runway 
10Rl2L 702 feet to the south". There will be no significant difference in the amount of 
projected and increased engine noise levels by shaving off "98" feet. Thereby, NO 
ACTION, should be undertaken by the Port Columbus International Airport Authority or 
its entities to further induce environmental noise levels, dissipate further the 
environmental, continue to deteriorate the quality of life for myself and my community of 
Eastgate, and continue to impel health risk due to the air noise spectrum and 
environmental pollution stemming from aircraft activities from and to Port Columbus 
International Airport. NO NEW TERMINAL IN THE SOUTH AIRFIELD. 

This is not of course the first time that I have voiced my concerns that seem to go 
unheard about the noise pollution created by aircraft at (PCIA). Likewise, it is not the 
first time I have addressed the Federal Aviation Administration with my concerns. 
However, I can hope that serious consideration will be given to my comments herein. 
I can continue to pray for relief from the present noise pollution, air quality pollution and 
environmental changes. Equally, as well, I can pray that my concerns will be addressed 
with positive changes and relief from future (PCIA) noise pollution, air quality pollution 
and continued environmental disturbances. 

Remaining a Deeply Concerned Citizen Hoping for Relief, 

pc: 

Robert Sturgell, Deputy Administrator, FAA, 800 Independence Avenue, SW 
Washington, DC 20591 

Daniel Elwell, Assistant Administrator, FAA, Policy, Planning, Environment 
800 Independence Avenue SW, Washington, DC 20591 

The Honorable Representative Joyce Beatty, District 27, Minority Leader, 
77 South High, 14'" Floor, Columbus, Ohio 43215 

Rob Adams, Part 150 Program Manager, Landrum & Brown, Inc. 
11279 Cornell Park Drive, Cincinnati, OH 45422 



 B 
August 16,17,23,24,27,2007 

Rob Adams 
Part 150 Program Manager 
Landrum & Brown Inc., 
11279 Cornell Park Drive 
Cincinnati, OH 45242 

From my best knowledge, understanding, interpretation and perspective with regard 
to the Public WorkshoplHearing of the Port Columbus International Airport, Part 150 
Noise Compatibility Study August 14,2007, Oakland Park at Brentnell Elementary 
School my position has not changed as stated in my letter dated: 
April 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 2007, May 1, 2, 3, 4, 2007 addressed to Marion C. Blakey, 
Administrator, FAA 800 Independence Avenue, S.W. , Washington, DC 20591. 
Additionally, a copy of this letter was sent to Rob Adams, Part 150 Program Manager, 
Landrum & Brown, Inc., 11279 Cornell Park Drive, Cincinnati, OH., 45242. 

In brief summary of my letter dated April 25, 24, 26, 27, 28, 29, 2007, May I, 2,3,4, 
2007 and in response to the Public Inforn1ation WorkshoplPublic Hearing held on 
August 14,2007. I remain constant in my position regarding the environn1ental impact 
of Noise Compatibility study and the Environmental Impact Study infonnation 
distributed with regards to the following: 

FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study - Port Columbus International Airport 
(PCIA) Currently Approved Measures Recommended without modification NA-3: 
Increase nighttime use of runway IOL!28R and amend FAA Tower Order CMH 
ATCT 7110.1 to read as follows: My response to NA-3 of the hearing in formation 
provided is as follows: 

As much aircraft pollution and aggressive invasiveness that already emulates from 
10r/ 281 the best ofthe no alternatives is to reconstruct in current locations since 
moving these specially 281 some 702 feet will be more eminent and invasive and 
louder and louder aircraft noise pollution and environmental noise from landings, 
take-offs, from commercial, private and pleasure aircraft all invasive of my home 
and quality of life 

I of J 2 



Page 2 of 12- Attention: Rob Adams 
Date: August 16,23,24,27,2007 
Re: FAR Part ISO Noise Compatibility Study 

Port Columbus International Airport 
Public Information Workshop/Public Hearing August 14/15/,2007 

Local, state and national governments need to implement newer guidelines for the 
regulation of the environmental aircraft noise events from all aircraft - aircraft 
has changed but the times have not changed with the aircraft pollution and 
environmental effect that aircraft have on humans and the DNL 65 db needs to be 
lowered in accordance to the increased amount of air traffic and it affects on the 
human ear and body... having to contend with being awaken from sleep and can't 
get to sleep because of the continuous fly overs, take-offs, aircraft motor revving, 
landing all through the "normal" hours of sleep and the sounds of a continuous 
barrage of aircraft and noise pollution with the effects of a war zone... this is what 
comes (PCIA) from aircraft flying in my home area ... an area according to the FAA 
environmental impact statement and the (PCIA) maps as not being in (he noise 
contour. .. if, this is the case, and my home and neighborhood are not designated as 
being in the (PCIA) noise contour, then why do aircraft and the noise stemming 
from aircraft engines flying all times of day and night (at times flying over Harley 
field then making a wide sweeping turn and go northwest) fly in close proximity to 
my home and fly in my neighborhood? Remaining disqualified frol1l having home 
insulated or buffer zones. 

Should not all aircraft be restricted to fly onlv in the mapped area zoned as (PCIA) 
noise contour zones? And, particularly, stay within the (PCIA) mapped perimeter 
contour north of Fifth Avenue and Nelson Road and Sunbury Road at all times? 

The airline, private and pleasu re aircraft industry have changed dramatically in the 
last 30 years, the airline industry at (PCIA) has and continues to have a tremendous 
impact on the displacement of air waves creating environmental person disruption 
to my quality of life, the airline industry at (PCIA) bring not relief to me because the 
of a governmental described aircraft noise at level at 65 dB even when it have been 
proven that aircraft noise has detrimental impact on humans. It's past time for 
establishment of NEW legislation and enacted by the FAA that existing or new 
runways be built with noise absorbing materials and all aircraft must be retrofitted 
with noise reduction technology and all new aircraft mllst be built with noise 
reduction technology to mitigate the environmental noise and air pollution levels. 
the Federal Aviation Acts of 1958 and 1979 are outdated. 

NO alternative for runways IOr/281- no increase in nighttime 10:00 p.m and 8:00 
a.rn (these hours are for having the opportunity to obtain optimal sleep) on rUllway 
I 01l28r under any conditions except emergency landing 

NO alternative for runways 1 Or/281 - no increase in daytime aircraft of an~ kind on 
run\\'a~' 10101' 28r after 6:00 a.lll. under an.\' conditions except emergency landing 



Page 3 of 12 -Attention: Rob Adams 
Date: August 16, 17, 23, 24, 27, 2007 
Re: FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study 

Port Columbus International Airport 
Public lnfor-mation Workshop/Public Heal-ing August 14/15/, 2007 

My response under NEW ALTERNATIVES RECOMMENDED NA-6 oUhe 
written hearing information provided is as follows: 

NA-6 - Implement a 15 degree divergent turn off of Runway 28R, after crossing 
run\'\'ay end to a 295 -degree heading, only during peak operating periods when 
traffic wa rran ts_ 

Implementation will create an even more intrusive, invasive, intense and more 
maximized of dB's, DNL and SEL levels disrupting sleep deprivation and 
environmental unfriendly noise pollution to me and my home environment 
implement only for emergency landing -why is it that 
the planes cannot land on the runways north of the tower? 

NA-7: \Vhen wind, weather, and operational conditions allow, nighttime (10:00 
p_m_-7:00 a_m_) arrivals use visual side step approach to runway 28L 

Implementation will create an even more intrusive, invasive, intense and more 
maximized of dB, DNL and SEL levels disrupting sleep deprivation and 
environmental unfriendly noise pollution to me and my home environment 
implement only for emergency landing -why is it that 
the planes cannot land on the runways north of the tower? 

[n response to NA-9: Construct a noise berm/wall 

Construction of a bermh'\'allneeds to take place along the whole corridor of 
Fifth Avenue from the old air port terminal on Fifth Avenue to Nelson Road 
an Fifth Avenue and up along the the CSX railroad from overpass at 
Stezler Road Champion and 

Land Uses Measures 

LU-[ Continue the CRAA's on-going program for noise insulation of non 
compatible structures for non compatible residences with the ONL 65+ dI3 
contour of the year 2003 Future Condition Noise Exposure Map with program 
implementation in exchange for an avigation casement. The I·ecommendation is to 
continue with this measure while modifying thc boundar~' based upon Future (2012) 
NCr. An additional 247 hOllsing llnits would be eligible for sound inslriation. 

My response to LU-I is as follows: Rcvamping and revision of the FAA's 
ONL 65+ db so that those outside this conditional corridor ha\'c the samc and equal 
opportunity to qualify for noise pollution. As weather conditions determine aircraft 
take-offs, ny overs, landing so docs the weather condition changc the displacement 
of air waves produces by airCl"aft. It is cvidcnt that increased aircraft traffic equals 
increased environmental aircraft noise rollution events. It is c\'ident that increascd 
aircraft traffic will havc detrimental environmental impact and contillllcd 
deprivation on my ability to obtain normal sleep patterns. 



Page 4 of 12- Attention: Rob Adams 
Date: August 16, 17,23,24,27,2007 
Re: FAR Part ISO Noise Compatibility Study 

Port Columbus International Airport 
Public Infol"mation Workshop/Public Hearing August 14/15/, 2007 

LU-3: Continue a measure that has been previously partially implemented to seek 
cooperation from the City of Columbus and Franklin County to amend their Land 
Use Compatihility Standards to achieve the level of compatibility identified in the 
recommended Land Use Compatibility guidelines. 

My response is as follows to LU-3 - As long as the amendments are not a sell out of 
my environmental rights and quality of life. As long as the amendments do not 
continue to erode and infringe upon my environmental right to peace and quiet. 
I would expect that any amendments that affect my quality of life would provide 
some means of protection and concern for me as a citizen and measures 
implemented that would lessen the environmental impact of the already invasive 
noise pollution levels stemming from aircraft of all nature flying at all times of the 
night and day at the Port Columbus International Airport. 

NO RELOCATION OF RUNWAY 1 OL OR 28R ... 
ANY MOVEMENT CLOSER TO FIFTH AVENUE WILL CREATE AN EVEN 
MORE INTRUSIVE, INVASIVE, INTENSE AND MORE MAXIMIZED OF 
DB'S, DNL' AND SELS' LEVELS DISRUPTING SLEEP DEPREVIATION AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL UNFRIELDLY NOISE IMPACT TO ME AND MY HOME 
ENVIRONMENT 

NO ALTERNATIVE FOR RUNWAYS I OR/28L - NO INCREASE IN NIGHTIME 
10:00 P.M AND 8:00 A.M ON RUNWAY I OLl28R UNDER ANY CONDITIONS 
EXCEPT EMERGENCY LANDING 

NO ALTERNATIVE FOR RUNWAYS 1 ORJ28L - NO INCREASE IN DA YTIME 
AIRCRAFT OF ANY KIND ON RUNWAY 10L OR 28R AFTER 6:00 A.M. 
UNDER ANY CONDITIONS EXCEPT EMERGENCY LANDING 

ANY MOVEMENT CLOSER TO FIFTH AVENUE WILL CREATE AN EVEN 
MORE INTRUSIVE, INVASIVE INTENSE AND MORE MAXIMIZED OF D[3'S, 
DNL' AND SELS' NOISE LEVELS DISRUPTING EVEN GREATER SLEEP 
DEPREVIATION AND ENVIRONMENTAL UNFRIELDLY IMPACT TO ME 
AND MY HOME ENVIRONMENT 

NO MOVING SOUTH OF EXISTING RUNWA Y 702 FEET FROM EXISTING 
RUNWAY IOR/28L 



Page 5 of 12 -Attention: Rob Adams 
Date: August 16, 17,23,24,27,2007 
Re: FAR Par"t 150 Noise Compatibility Study 

Port Columbus International Airport 
Public Information Workshop/Public Hearing August 14/15/, 2007 

L,U-4-LU12: Currently Columbus and Franklin County set the Airport Environs 
Overlay (AEO) boundary at the 65 DNL contour. This measure seeks cooperation 
for both parties to amend the boundaries of the AEO District to cOlTespond to the 
DNL 60 dB and greater noise contours. (It is recommended that this measure be 
modified to include the proposed Ail"port Land Use Management District (ALUMD) 
as measure boundary). 

Although I have not had sufficient time to examine, research or fully investigate 
implications of LU-4 th ru LUI2, I would hope that careful analysis 
and full attention also be given to my neighborhood for prospective inclusion 
in the home insulation program provided to those current homes and future 
homes that are consider within the 65dB, since it has been proven that when 
factored in variable of 10dB according to government variables, the variable of 
10 db DNL, brings recorded dB's of 60 dB to a variable of significant to 70 dB. 
Thereby, placing the actual aircraft noise event at a max 10(~) or possibly greater. 

Local government has the right to establish DNL's. I would hope the City' of 
Columbus would rally to the rescue of citizenry such as me and not only' join engage 
in the economic side of Airport Environs Overlay. I would expect that 
necessary steps to assist and to provide the opportunities to sustain a quality of life 
for those of us living in hazardous aircraft en\'ironmental air noise pollution and 
environmental pollution zones would be foremost. 

RESO UNDING NO NEW TERMINAL! - This is a bandaid approach and will not 
remedy the situation. \Vhat will be the need in 20-30 years from now ... '??'?'? 
\Vhere will the expansion comes from in 20-30 years since the airport is land locked. 

RESOUNDING YES!! REDUCE AIRCRAFT DEPARTING WEST AT (PCIA) 
ESPECIALLY DURING HOURS OF SLEEP 10:00 r.M - 7:00 A.M. 

NOTHING OF NOTE INDICATED IN ANY OFTHE DRAFTS INDICATING 
DESTRUCTION OF PROPERTY, HOMES, IMJVlENINT DOMAIN AND 
BUSINESS(ES) LOCATED WITH TilE PROPOSED CHANGES FOR (PCIA) 

I find myself rather in a quandary the question that constantly' pops up in my mind, 
\Vhy is Port Columbus International Airpol"( not making use of ,111 that land that 
sits north and northeast of the main airport and terminal since it appears that Port 
Columbus International Airport is so intcnt on a continuous noisc ca\'el"l1. moving 
aircraft cnvironl11ental noise le"els, aircraft pollution and congestion to the cast, 
south and southeast of Fifth Avenue'! Yet, no buffer zones, bel"ln walls, and hOl11c 
insulation (0 areas, just as affected, as (hose purported "ithin (he 65dl1 Noise 
contours. 



Page 6 of 12- Attention: Rob Adams 
Date: August 16, 17,23, 24, 27, 2007 
Re: FAR Part ISO Noise Compatibility Study 

Port Colu mbus International Airport 
Public Information Workshop/Public Hearing August 14/15/, 2007 

In light of the time clement established on the FAR Part ISO Noise Compatibility 
Study Port Columbus International Airport Public Information Workshop/Public 
Hearing August 14/15/,2007, that I attended on August 14,2007, rather than 
dissect the following articles, summations etc, I have included in my response for 
your peruse at your convenience. 'vVith the volumes of information available it is 
near-Iy impossible to include all the documents I have revie.,ved. However, I believe 
the following, The Wyle Noise Bulletill, The Acoustics Group of Wyle Laboratories, 
and article, The Ellviroll Health Perspect, 2005 January; 113(1): A42-A44, and 

Noise tlzat AIl/loys: Regulating Unwanted SOU lid, by Charles W. Schmidt, Bill Albee, 
Director of Special Projects with the Acoustics Group of Wyle, Aircraft Noise, 
Wikipedia, Ell cyclopedia, add credence and relevant weight to my concerns and hope 
for the future for remedy in the situation I face with the volume of commercial, 
private, and pleasure aircraft that I must endure, continues to be disruptive in my 
quality of life, and appears continuous as proposed under measures for 10Rl28L 
runways at Port Columbus International Airport with no known plans of relief in 
order to obtain "normal" hours of sleep, rest and equilibrium. 

In an Wyle Noise Bulletin, as indicated below 
The Acoustics Group of Wyle Laboratories, Inc. .The subject of thiS noise bullettng is an editorial arguing 

that the establishment of buffer zones Just outside DNL 65 dB noise contours may be the best way to 
achieve future land-use compatibility around all airports. It was written by William Albee, Director of Special 
Projects for Wyle's Acoustics Group. Early in his tenure as Manager of the Policy and Regulatory Division in 
FAA's Office of EnVIronment and Energy, he was charged with managing the Stage 3 transition and seeking 
ways to capture buffer zones from the resulting shrinkage in noise contours Much of those buffer zone 
efforts were Incorporated Into FAA's proposed National Noise Policy update, which is tentatively scheduled 
to be published in final this year 

A CASE FOR BUFFER ZONES 
The Federal GUidelines 
One of the primary drivers of nOise controversy around airports IS the lack of buffer zones between the areas 
near airports where noise-sensitive land use is not compatible and areas that are regarded under Federal 
gUidelines as fully compatible for nOise senSitive development The US Federal Aviation Regulations, Part 
150, Land Use Compalil)illty GUidelines define noise-sensitive land uses above a Day/Night Average NOise 
Level (DNL) of 65 decilJels (dB) to be non-compatible with airports, and noise-sensitive uses below DNL 65 
dB are conSidered to t)C compatible "without restrictions" So on one Side of that pencil thin line on a map, 
the FAA (and other Federal agencies) regards nOise to be so intrUSive that Federal funding IS prOVided to 
sound insulate or possilJly acquire residences and other noise-sensitive structures, such 2S schools, 
churches and hospitals Step across that Ime on the mClp, ,lnd Federal guidelines imply that noise sensitive 
development is perfectly "OK" Without restnction. By that IOC)IC, the resident on one side of the street 
qualifies for noise reduction treCltments that cost the taxpayers S30-35K while the resident ,1 few feet away 
on the other Side of tile stred qualifies for nothing. Doesn't common sense and logiC say th,lt there is a 
gray area between these areas, where If noise-sensitive development is permitted, it Slloulcl only occur "With 
restrictions?" 

What Factors are Creatlll[l the Controversy? 
The US, Erwlrorlment,ll Protection AC)ency (EPA) said In recent comments to FAA's Erwlrunmentallmpact 
Statement for the expanslorl of a runway at f:on Lauderdale·Hoilywood International Airport lI12t more steps 
must be taken to proter.t nelghlJorlloods from expected increases in airplane noise. !\Irport plans call for 
bUying out all homeovillc~rs withrn thr~ DNL 70 dB contour ;md the sound Insulation of reSidences in the ONL 
65 to 70 contours, butlhe !CPA said homes with the ONI_ CiS dB contour should I)e /Jougl1t out ri-lther than 
sOIJfld rnsulated, In EF)!\'s VieW, liw nOlS8 burden IS so Significant, that acquiSltron r;)tlwr tliall sound 
rnsulatlon IS necessary ,Ii (;):posurc levels above DNL Ci5 dl3 around lilat airport Yel th(;y offer no comment 
reC)ClrdlnC) existing or fulure noiso sensitive deveiopillerit lusl outside that contour. VVhat were Ihey thrnking? 
How can It Lle so I)ael on one Side of tllal line Ihat EPA /)el18vos that residents should be removed at Federal 
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Date: August 16, 23, 24, 27, 2007 
Re: FAR Part ISO Noise Compatibility Study 

Port Columbus International Airport 
Public Information Workshop/Public Hearing August 14/15/,2007 

The reality is that under the Constitution, U.S. Federal agencies must leave it entirely up to state and local  
jurisdictions to establish local noise standards and to decide if they want to impose any restriction on  
development at, above or below the "significant" noise impact threshold of DNL 65 dB. Local jurisdictions are  
faced with pressure from developers and the need to maximize their tax bases to develop right up to the  
non-compatible noise boundary. They have little incentive to establish buffer zones just outside the DNL 65  
dB contours to address the considerable or "moderate" noise exposure in those areas, because many  
will be out of office by the time these areas are developed and the new residents begin to complain about  
the noise. It is convenient to approve the development and then blame the Federal land use compatibility  
guideline when citizens residing in these adjacent areas complain.  

How Much Buffer is Enough?  
When considering local noise standards for noise overlay zoning around airports it would seem logical for  
all affected jurisdictions in cooperation with the airport officials to either:  

(1) Define a long-range (20+ years) noise exposure area (contour) within their respective jurisdictional 
boundaries that includes a reasonable buffer zone so that noise-sensitive development would not likely be 
controversial immediately adjacent to the noise exposure area boundary, or (2) Define a noise exposure 
boundary within which no new noise-sensitive development is permitted, and define one or more outer 
boundaries to create a buffer zone(s) in which new noise sensitive development is permitted, but only if 
specified restrictions are met. Such restrictions might include av.igation easements, extra sound insulation, 
and/or real estate disclosure of noise exposure levels prior to the transfer of the property. Ti,e outermost 
boundary should be the locally determined noise exposure contour beyond which noise-sensitive 
development is deemed to be fully compatible without restriction. 

Two major U.S. airports -- Minneapolis and Cleveland - recently recognized that noise below DNL 65 dB 
must be acknowledged and addressed. Both have chosen to extend their sound insulation programs out to 
the DNL 60 dB noise contour, with at least a minimal treatment program. These actions constitute a buffer 
through the establishment of a local airport noise exposure standard of DNL 60 dB, rather than the usual 
deference to FAA's DNL 65 dB guideline. 

WYLE NOISE BULLETIN # 15: A CASE FOR BUFFER ZONES 2003-02-27 12:54:00 <Wyle 
Acoustics Group> 
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Environ Health Perspect. 2005 January; 113(1): A42-A44. 
Copyright This is an Open Access article: verbatim copying and redistribution of this article are permitted in 
all media for any purpose. 
Environ 
Spheres of Influence 

Noise that Annoys: Regulating Unwanted Sound 
Charles W. Schmidt 

One thing that's certain is that there's a causal link between sleep disturbance and noise," 
says Eric Zwerling, director of the Rutgers University Noise Technical Assistance 
Center. "And there's no question that sleep disturbance results in a loss of productivity 
and efficiency and a greater potential for accidents." Zwerling says his views are backed 
by evidence provided by the EPA in its seminal 1974 guidance known most commonly as 
the "levels document." 

For its part, the FAA claims to have lessened the impact of aircraft noise by requiring 
quieter "Stage III" engines on planes that weigh 75,000 pounds or more. The 
requirement for Stage III engines on larger aircraft was imposed by the Airport Noise 
and Capacity Act (ANCA) of 1990, which also created a mechanism for airports to 
follow if they wanted to restrict the remaining older, louder Stage r or II planes weighing 
less than 75,000 pounds. A spokesperson with the FAA Office of Public Affairs says 
that in 1975, with 250 million people flying a year, there were 7 million people affected 
by aircraft noise. 

Today, 700 million people fly each year, but the FAA estimates 600,000 people are 
affected by noise (although Blomberg says most experts outside the FAA think this 
number is far too low). 

The validity of the FAA's numbers has no bearing on flight frequency, which has 
increased 40% since 1990, according to the U.S. Bureau of Transportation Statistics. 
And flight frequency is among the problems most often cited by those who suffer from 
aircraft noise. Moreover, under ANCA, Stage III engines are not required for planes that 
weigh less than 75,000 pounds, which include corporate jets and other aircraft whose use 
is steadily rising. Kirsch is now involved in a pivotal case in Naples, Florida, where ill 
200 I the local airport successfully used the ANCA procedures to ban the loud Stage I 
and II planes that are lighter than the law's weight limit. Ever since, Kirsch has fought a 
protracted legal battle with the industry and the FAA, which is struggling to ovelium the 
ban and reintroduce the louder aircraft agall1st the desires of both the community and the 
airport itself. 
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Bill Albee is Director of Special Projects with the Acoustics Group of Wyle Laboratories 
in Arlington, V A, USA. 

When the land inside the current and future noise contours is already built out with noise sensitive uses, there are 
few mitigation measures available that will actually reduce noise exposure. One is to develop high·resolution noise 
abatement flight tracks dependent on advanced navigation technology to thread the needle through pcpulated 
areas using available compatible corridors, such as highways, railroads, rivers and vacant land. A highly effective, 
but costly measure is acquisition by the airpcrt of the adjacent property that is subject to the highest noise levels. 
The option most extensively applied around the United States is residential sound insulation. Acquisition of 
avigation easements and requirements to disclose noise impacts to potential buyers are available options that do 
not reduce noise expcsure, but are viable measures that should be strongly considered in every airpcrt's noise 
compatibility program. 

In my view, if starting now, noise disclosure were required nationwide for every property transaction inside a DNL 
55 dB airpcrt noise contour, in about 20 to 30 years, the majority of the highly noise sensitive people residing 
inside those contours will have moved on, and the new owners will have been forewarned of the noise levels. This 
measure has the added benefit of implementation with no expenditure of tax dollars. So why hasn't it been widely 
implemented? Most people fear a decrease in property values if they must disclose noise impacts; but in truth, the 
true value of a property is reflected only when all material conditions are known to the pctential buyers. Opponents 
have successfully precluded adoption of noise disclosure in many, but not all jurisdictions. Orlando, Fla. recently 
succeeded in passing a zoning ordinance that requires noise disclosure for all property transfers inside the DNL 55 
dB contour. Raleigh/Durham Airpcrt successfully used a 1996 change in state law to directly impcse disclosure 
within the DNL 55 dB noise contour around the airport. Airpcrt staff there repcrt very few complaints about the 
disclosure requirement, and there has been no apparent impact on property values. Local Realtors favor the 
disclosure requirement because they no longer receive complaints that they failed to disclose the airport noise 
impact. These communities, at least by this criterion, have clearly established DNL 55 dB as their local noise 
standard. 

Mlnneapclis and Cleveland have recently taken steps to formally establish DNL 60 dB as their local threshold for 
compatible land use. Both announced programs to expand their Part 150 residential sound insulation programs to 
the DNL 60 dB contour line. But will the FAA approve the use of Federal funds for sound insulation programs 
outside of DNL 65 dB noise contours? The answer is yes! Cleveland's Part 150 Update (see 
http://www.faa.qov/arp/app600/14cfr150/roacle.lltm) contains a measure to sound insulate residences within or 
contiguous to the 60 DNL band of the NCP noise contours. FAA approved the measure in August, 2000 on the 
basis that the airpcrt operator has adopted the DNL 60 dB noise contour as the designation of noncompatible land 
use, thus making the measure fully eligible for AlP or PFC funding. 

FAA approval hinges on the distinction between compatible and noncompatible land use. Therefore, alrpcrt and 
local officials must clearly establish a local standard for compatible land use below FAA's DNL 65 dB guideline if 
they wish to obtain FAA funding approval for mitigation projects to achieve their lower standard. The footnote to the 
land use compatibility table in FAR Part 150, appendix A says "The designations contained in thiS table do not 
constitute a Federal determination that any use of land covered by the program is acceptable or unacceptable 
under Federal, state or local law. The responsibility for determining the acceptable and permissible land uses and 
the relationship between specific properties and specific noise contours rests with local authorities. FAA 
determinations under part 150 are not intended to substitute federally determined land uses for those determined 
to be appropriate by local authorities in response to locally determined needs and values in achieving noise 
compatible land uses." 

A key passage in the FAA's propcsed noise policy update, which was published for comment In tile FR on July 14, 
2000, states that the FAA will suppcrt efforts to establish local nOise standards and that the FAA will recognize 
those standards in Part 150 noise compatibility programs. Hopefully. that commitment will encourage local officials 
and concerned citizens to engage in the necessary process to establish a local land use noise compatibility 
standard for airpcrt noise that accurately reflects the communlty's opinions and values. In general, everyone wants 
tlleir local economy to grow and we all want affordable, efficient aViation services; but at the same time affected 
citizens also demand continuing reductions in nOise Impacts. I believe that establishment and enforcement of a 
local land use compatibility standard for airport noise IS the key Ingredient in acllievlng a lasting balance between 
these competing demands. The alternative for those communities near airports that fail to use their zoning 
authority to establish a widely accepted airport noise standard IS ever growing conflict with their airport and air 
carriers. Unresotved, these conflicts lead to more delays, fewer clloices. higher fares and fees. and In the worst 
cases. protracted litigation over nOise impacts. 

-END-

By William Albee, SpeCial Projects Director 
03/01 

http://www.faa.qov/arp/app600/14cfr150/roacle.lltm


Page 10 of 12- Attention: Rob Adams 
Date: August 16, 23, 24, 27, 2007 
Re: FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study 

Port Columbus International Airpo,·t 
Public Information Workshop/Public Hearing August 14/15/,2007 

Aircraft noise 
From Wikipedia, encyclopedia 

The annoyance effects of aircraft: noise are widely recognized; however, aircraft noise is 
also responsible for a significant amount of hearing loss as well as a contributor to a 
number of diseases. Only in the early 1970s did aircraft noise become a widespread topic 
of concern in the U.S. and federal regulations began to recognize the significance of 
abating these impacts in the vicinity of major commercial airports. High levels of aircraft 
noise that commonly exist near major commercial airports are known to increase blood 
pressure and contribute to hearing loss. Some research indicates that it contributes to 
hear1 diseases, immune deficiencies, neurodennatitis, asthma and other stress related 
diseases. Further research is being carried out to better understand these effects. 

Prior research indicate's clearly that hearing loss is less a product of aging than a result of 
exposure to transportation related noise (Rosen, 1965). Any sound louder thannor111al 
conversation can damage the delicate hair cells in the cochlea, the structure in the inner 
ear that converts sound waves into auditory nerve signals. Initially damage to the cochlea 
may be temporary, but with repeated exposure, the damage becomes pern1anent and 
tinnitus maybe develop. More recently the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention's 
(CDC) National Center for Environmental Health (NCEH) conducted an analysis to 
detern1ine the prevalence of hearing loss among children using data collected from 1988-
1994 in the Third National Health and Nutrition Examination Survey. The analysis 
indicates that 14.9% of U.S. children have low or high frequency hearing loss of at least 
1 G dB hearing level in one or both ears . 

. The Part 150 regulations establish the measure for determining noise 
exposure from airport operations as the "Yearly Day-Night Average Sound 
Level" (known as YDNL or Ldn). The is the 24-hour average sound level 
for the midnight-to-midnight period obtained, after adding 10 decibels for 
aircraft events occurring during the nighttime period (10 p. m. to 7 a. m. 
), averaged over a 365-day period. The 10-decibel penalty for nighttime 
events establishes, in effect, a condition where one nighttime event 
becomes the equivalent of 10 daytime events of the same sound level. 
The Ldn measure attempts to approximate the average cumulative 



Page 1 I of 12- Attention: Rob Adams 
Date: August 16,23,24,27,2007 
Re: FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study 

Port Columbus International Airport 
Public Information Workshop/Public Hearing August 14115/, 2007 

I have stated my views prior and as stated my views remain in tact with regards 
environmental aircraft noise pollution and polluted environment that is created by all 
aircraft. 

I believe my concerns regarding the continuous and any future changes to Port Columbus 
International Airport lOrl28L and commercial, private and pleasure aircraft taking off, 
landing, over flights, revving of engines, aircraft taxing all have and will continue to 
disengage my ability to have restful, sleep nights within the boundaries of "normal 
sleeping hours" 10:00 p.m.-7:00 a.m. Many, Many night I cannot get to sleep because of 
planes flying in, out of, or over flight activities associated with Port Columbus 
International Airport.· Many, many nights I cannot get to sleep because of "pleasure" 
planes flying directly over my home, in the northeast quadrant air space of my home and 
to the immediate south airspace of my home. And, the aircraft are not police helicopters 
nor emergency helicopters landing at the nearby hospital as I have been told by (PCIA) 
persormel. I know the difference. If and when J am able to get to sleep, aircraft noise 
activities related the operations at Port Columbus International Airport awaken me all 
through the night as I indicated in my letter dates April. I am awaken to thunderous 
roaring of engines and droning of engines stemming directly from Port Columbus 
International Airport. I am awaken by thunderous roaring engines flying inside and 
outside the designated 65 dB air space (night variable factors exceeding DNL's), in close 
proximity to my home and this corridor of intense aircraft noise is excruciating to my 
spirit and wellness. I am awaken or cannot get to sleep, period, by those aircraft 
activities directly related to those who chose to "take in the city at night, out to get their 
aircraft night time flying hours in, aircraft pleasure seeker not caring about others such as 
myself since they are not doing their flying in and around their "home turf' and their 
neighborhood. 

I do not believe that the FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study Port Columbus 
International Airport addresses or produces findings that equate to those neighborhoods 
outside the 65 dB that are impacted by aircraft environmental noise pollution. I believe 
additional research and in depth analysis is necessary to identify the commercial, private 
and pleasure aircraft environmental impact upon those homes adjacent to (PCIA) and in 
the noise corridor window of the 65dB. Obviously, variables, factors and aerodynamics 
are in effect for the mechanics of aircraft flying dimensions as to when and how they fly. 
On the same hand, variables inclusive of health and well being are in effect for those such 
as myself who live in these aircraft environmental noise pollution zones. 



Page 12 of 12- Attention: Rob Adams 
Date: August 16, 23, 24, 27,2007 
Re: FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study 

Port Columbus International Air-port 
Public Information \Vorkshop/Public Hearing August 14/15/,2007 

My desire is to have the disruption to my quality of life created by air traffic patterns and 
aircraft activity stemming from Port Columbus International Airport diminished. I need 
not reiterate, but it is necessary, robject to Runway 28R being moved 2 feet let along 
702 feet south to Fifth Avenue. r object to Stage 3 engines using either 10L or 28R 
between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 1 :OOa.m. I object to the lack of consideration 
To the human side in aircraft environmental noise pollution being permitted at all times 
of the night, in the middle of the night, mid early morning, mid early mornings etc. hours 
between 10:00 p.m. and 7 :00 a.m. Cars are not permitted to operate within mufflers. 
There is technology in place that can accommodate and bring about quieter sound of 
aircraft engines. Why, has this technology not been instituted and enforced? 

I know that I am not alone in my quest for relief from aircraft noise pollution as many 
across our nation have filed such concerns. My desire remain and is for relief, to be able 
to sleep and feel rested upon rising, relief from the disturbance of commercial, private 
and pleasure aircraft flying all times of the night, middle of the a.m., early a.m. and that 
rapid change comes about from our government to produce new legislation that would 
bring about lower levels of aircraft dB's and assist those of us who suffer and in the 
realization oftoday's air traffic. I deserve a co-existent descent quality of life. 

cc: Marion Blakey, FAA 
U.S. Department of Transportation  
800 Independence Ave., SW  
Washington, DC 20591  

Columbus Regional Airport Authority  
c/o David Wall, A.A.E., Captial Program Manager  
4600 International Gateway  
Columbus, Ohio 43219  



 
August 21, 2007 

Columbus Regional Airport Authority c 
Mr. David Wall, A.A.E. 
Capital Program Manager 
4600 International Gateway 
Columbus, Ohio 43219 

I am writing to you as a follow-up to our conversation held at the Far Part 150 Study 
Port Columbus International Airport, Public Information WorkshoplPublic Hearing held 
on August 14,2007, Oakland Park @ Brentnell Elementary School. My letter is to 
confirmation that as I indicated to you on August 14th

, I remain highly interested in 
having the portable monitor placed on my residential property in the near future so that 
longer term readings and monitoring of Port Columbus International Airport PCIA) 
commercial, private and pleasure aircraft activities can be undertaken. 

My concerns remain in-depth with regards to my sleep deprivation, and my mental and 
physical tiredness from lack of sufficient rest and sleep due to the commercial, private 
and pleasure aircraft activities taking place either originating from take-off, landing and 
over flight with regards to activities relevant to (PCIA). 

My concerns remain in-depth of the aircraft noise levels between the hours of 
10:00 p.m.-8:30 a.m. with regards to Port Columbus International Airport (PCIA), 
commercial, private, and pleasure aircraft take-off, over flight, off course flight and 
landing. Additionally, those tinsel town pleasure planes out on the town or taking flying 
lessons, flying overhead and in close range and proximity to my home in the wee and 
middle hours of the night are to say the lest, unsettling and disgusting. 

On August 15,2007, I did receive your letter dated August 13, 2007 which contains 
results from the portable noise monitoring conducted at my residence by Mr. Sandfloss 
on June 6, 2-007. At this writing I have no comments on the results since I have not had 
the opportunity to review the results in detail 

As we discussed August 14,2007, and prior to the letter arriving at my home, I look 
forward also to the near future in having the portable battery operated (as you have 
indicated this intent awaiting the parts needed from the company) noise monitor 
device that will be used at a home of which the location for placement is to be determined 
in the backyard of my home. The expectation of placement is that this will provide the 
more advantageous point for operational monitoring (PCIA) aircraft activity dB, SEL and 
Lmax in relationship to my concerns of environmental aircraft noise sound pressure, my 
concern for commercial and private aircraft take-off, landings, fly overs, and the endless 
pleasure plane activity in relationship to what should be normal sleep patterns, concern 
for my personal well-being and overall threshold levels of (PCIA) aircraft activities. 

I look forward to hearing from you soon so we can move forward with placement of 
the noise monitoring apparatus at my residence and as long as there are no adverse 
health risks posed to me or risk of high audio frequency transmission to me. I can be 
reached for communication purposes via my address indicated above or via my home 
phone ( ). 



 o 
August 31, 2007 

Ohio House of Representatives 
c/o Honorable Joyce Beatty, District 27th 

77 South High Street - 14th Floor 
Columbus, Ohio 43215 

To The Honorable Joyce Beatty: 

I am providing information to you that I hope will give you an opportunity 
to review my concerns to the environmental aircraft noise pollution 
with regards to commercial, private and pleasure aircraft activities in association with the 
Port Columbus International Airport (PCLA) located in the within the city of Columbus. 

My enclosed information to you is self explanatory and will provide you with an 
overview of my deep concerns of (PCIA) environmental aircraft noise pollution to my 
quality of life and well being. 

As I have indicated in my letter to The Honorable Mayor Michael Coleman, I hope that 
legislators as yourself will have an opportunity to become involved in making changes to 
the current standards of established 65dB DNL noise contour levels. 

Enclosure: 	Copy of letter to The Honorable Mayor Michael Coleman 

Copy of response sent to Mr. Rob Adams, Proj. Mgr. re: 
FAR ISO Noise Compatibility Study Port Columbus Lnternational Airport 
Workshop/Hearing attended August 14,2007 

cc: 	 Mr. Rob Adams, Part ISO Prog. Mgr., Landrum & Brown Lnc, 
11279 Cornell Park Drive, Cincinnati, Ohio 45242 



 
 

August 31, 2007 EHonorable Mayor Michael Coleman 
City of Columbus 
65 South Front Street 
Columbus, Ohio 43219 

Honorable Mayor Michael Coleman: 

I am writing to you in my belief that it is important for you to lmow the affects and impact that 
the Port Columbus International Airport (PCIA) has and continues to have on my quality of life. 
Commercial, private and pleasure aircraft all create environmental engine noise pollution, e.g. 
take-offs, landing, fly-overs, and the rebound of the revving of engines, stemming from activities 
at (PCIA) day and night. Of grave and greatest concern are the activities of aircraft noise 
pollution occurring during what is considered "normal hours of sleep" 
(10:00 p.m. - 7:00 a.m.). The aircraft noise pollution is horrendous and I, and my home, continue 
to be engaged in a battle zone atmosphere of aircraft noise pollution that is disruptive in 
obtaining quality sleep, disruptive to my to my quality of life and disruptive to my well-being. 

Enclosed you will find a document (document has been sent to Mr. Rob Adams, Proj ect Manager, 
Part ISO Noise Study. (Unfortunately, your name does not appear under the cc: due to equipment 
technical difficulties at the last minute, it is regrettable. I was also faced with a timeline to get my 
document in the U.S. mail to Mr. Adams before August 31, 2007). Nonetheless, I will notify Mr. 
Adams that I have sent a copy of my document to you. I believe my document will provide to 
you an overview of my on going concerns for my well being in relationship to the present aircraft 
environment pollution stemming from (PCIA) and equally important my deep concerns for 
proposed changes at (PCIA). Within my enclosed response dated August 28,2007, are also 
several supporting articles in relationship to aircraft environment noise and the implication on 
ones health and to the environment in general. 

Peaking particular interest, (see Wyle Noise Bulletin #15: A CASE FOR BUFFER ZONES, 
referenced in my response), relevance to the authority that local government has over establishing 
dB levels. I am sure you already know that Minneapolis and Cleveland have taken steps in 
redefining their "aircraft noise contour dB" making headway into allowing those homes formerly 
considered out of the FAA designated "aircraft 65dB noise contour", now eligible for qualifying 
under the FAA program home insulation. 

I understand the importance of progress, the need for a thriving vital economy, forecast, trends, 
projections etc. with regards to Port Columbus International Airport. I do not believe that I 
should continue to be subjected to aircraft noise pollution and the increasing ensuing risk of 
aircraft noise pollution because the FAA has set the aircraft noise contour DNL at 65 dB. 
As those homes designated as being within the 65 DNL dB are entitled to enhancement to their 
quality of life via the FAA home sound insulation program, my home which is located outside of 
the current established and mapped FAA and (PCIA) 65DNL, deserves to have, ifnot, equal 
access for consideration of sound home insulation, ancl!or opportunities offered via my local and 
national governments that would be alternative(s) buffers to reduce the aircraft noise pollution 
impact I now endure. 

More so, I am sure you are aware there are proposed changes as denoted in the FAR Part 150 
Noise Compatibility Study Port Columbus International Airport. I attended the FAR Part 150 
Noise Compatibility Study on August 14,2007, held at Oakland Park @ Brentnell School, 
Columbus, Ohio. Within the contents of the FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study handout 
that evening is the continuing proposed changes indicative of moving Runway 28L 702 feet to the 
south toward Fifth Avenue. I shutter at the thought of Runway 28L moving 2 feet let alone 702 
feet south of its current location. If what I am experiencing now is any indication, moving 
Runway 28L at (PCIA) will increase the bombardment and proximity of environmental aircraft 
noise pollution stemming from (PCIA) commercial, private and pleasure aircraft creating greater 
assault to mv quality of life and well being. 



Page 2 of 2 - Honorable Mayor Michael Coleman, City of Columbus 
Date: August 31, 2007 

RE: Port Columbus International Airport Environmental Noise and 
Attachment: FARISO Noise Compatibility Study Port Columbus International 

Workshop/Public Hearing August 1411S/2007 

My desire is for relief from the continuous aircraft noise pollution emulating from aircraft take 
offs, landings, over flights, pleasure planes flying, all hours (10:00 p.m.) on and 
(12 a.m - 7:00 a.m.) of the wee early morning, mid wee hours of early morning, and into the latter 
wee hours of the morning etc, and the revving of engines in associated activities with Port 
Columbus International Airport needs to be curtailed during "normal hours of sleep" 
(10:00 p.m. - 7:00 a.m.) now, in the near and long term future through NEW laws from local, 
state and national governments. As aircraft traffic, aircraft travel, and aircraft patterns have 
demographically changed, rbelieve the challenge is before my local government, as well as, state 
and national governments to redefine acceptable dB, DNL and SEL levels stemming from 
aircraft that have increasingly invaded personal and residential space. 

When r moved into my current resident 27 years ago, it was the quietness of the neighborhood 
that draw us there. Nights and morning as the saying goes, "you could hear a pin drop" . 
Unfortunately, that tranquility is disturbed with the constant barrage and drone of (PCIA) aircraft 
environmental noise pollution. 

My residential home falls outside of the aircraft 6SDNL noise contour percepts. I seek relief 
from aircraft environmental noise activities associated with Port Columbus International Airport. 
I hope you can assist in determining solutions/alternatives to combat the overwhelming aircraft 
environmental noise pollution occurring weekdays and weekends from commercial, private and 
pleasure aircraft flying, aircraft take offs, flight patterns, fly overs, revving of engines that can be 
heard at my home stemming from (PCIA) that all take place during critical "normal hours of 
sleep" (10:00 p.m.-7:00 a.m.). 

I close on a note of high hope that during your tenure in office and in union with other city, 
state and federal legislators you will begin the process in pursuing and enacting changes to our 
City of Columbus Port Columbus International Airport 6SdB DNL and associative aircraft levels 
to align aircraft noise levels in optimal compatibility to today's residential areas in relationship to 
home dwellings in proximity and perimeter to (PCIA). I am hopeful that the City of Columbus 
wi!! conduct its own study, research and investigation in conjunction with the FAR Noise 
Compatibility Study Port Columbus International Airport Public WorkshoplHearing presented on 
August 14,2007. r am looking forward to resolution of the (PCIA) aircraft environmental noise 
pollution and equilibrium to my quality oflife and well being. 

Madelall1e C. Gentry 

Enclosure: Copy of response sent to Mr. Rob Adams, Proj. Mgr. re: 
FAR ISO Noise Compatibility Study Port Columbus International Airport 
WorkshoplHearing attended August 14,2007 

cc: 	 Ohio House of Representatives, c/o Honorable Joyce Beatty, Dist1ict 27'h 
77 South High Street, Columbus, Ohio 4321S 

City of Columbus City Council, c/o Mr. Michael Mentel, President 
90 West Broad Street, Columbus, OhiO 4321S 

Mr. Rob Adams, Part 	ISO Prog. Mgr., Landrum & Brown Inc, 
11279 Cornell Park Drive, Cincinnati, Ohio 4S242 
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August 31, 2007  

City of Columbus City Council  
c/o Mr. Michael Mentel, President  
90 West Broad Street  
Columbus, Ohio 43215  

To Mr. Michael Mentel: 

I am providing information to you that I hope will give you an opportunity 
to review my concerns to the environmental aircraft noise pollution with regards to 
commercial, private and pleasure aircraft activities in association with the Port Columbus 
International Airport (PCIA) located in the within the city of Columbus. 

My enclosed information to you is self explanatory and will provide you with an  
overview of my deep concerns of (PCIA) environmental aircraft noise pollution and the  
effect it has on my quality of life and well being.  

I hope you and the City Council of Columbus can join with the Honorable Mayor 
Michael Coleman in bringing about needed changes and realignment of the current 
standards of established 65dB DNL noise contour levels in place now for (PCIA). 

Respectfull y submitted, 

~~ 
Enclosure: 	 Copy of letter to The Honorable Mayor Michael Coleman 

Copy of response sent to Mr. Rob Adams, Proj. Mgr. re: 
FAR 150 Noise Compatibility Study Port Columbus International Airport 
WorkshoplHearing attended August 14,2007 

cc: 	 Mr. Rob Adams, Part 150 Prog. Mgr., Landrum & Brown Inc, 
11279 Cornell Park Drive, Cincinnati, Ohio 45242 



~Man Huffman- To 9-AGL-600-CMHEIS/AGUFM@FAA 
<Man.Huffman@gahanna.go cov> 

bee03124/200902:18 PM 
Subject Final EIS 

Ms. Delaney, 

Possible changes to: 

4.4.3 PUBLIC PARKS AND RECREATION FACILITIES (Chapter 4, page 4-26) 

Gahanna: Creekside Park, Friendship Park, Gahanna Woods Nature Reserve, 
Gahanna Woods, Galloway Preserve, Memorial Park, Pizzurro Park, Rathburn 
Woods, Shull Park, Taylor Road Reserve 

Changes include: 

1. Gahanna Woods Nature Reserve and Gahanna Woods are one and the 
same. Gahanna Woods would suffice. 
2. Galloway Preserve should be Galloway Reserve. 
3. Rathburn Woods should be Rathburn Woods Park. 
4. Might want to add: Foxwood Park, Geroux Herb Gardens, Gramercy Park, 
Hunters Ridge Pool Park and Royal Gardens Park. 

Matt Huffman, AICP 

City of Gahanna 
Department of Planning &Development 
200 S Hamilton Rd 
Gahanna, OH 43230 
614.342.4018Ip) 
614.342.4118 ID 

www.gahanna.gov/development 

www.gahanna.gov/development
mailto:Man.Huffman@gahanna.go


United States Department of the Interior 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

Washington , DC 20240 
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Ms. Katherine S. Delaney 
Community Planner 
Detroit Airports District Office 
Federal Aviation Administration 
11677 South Wayne Road, Su ite 107 
Romulus, Michigan 48174 

Dear Ms. Delaney: 

This letter is in response to your recent request for the Department of the Interior's 
comments on the Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Port 
Columbus International Airport - Development of a New Passenger Terminal, 
and Other Associated Airport Projects, City of Columbus, Franklin County, 
Ohio. This project involves the replacement of Runway 10R/28L, add itional taxiways 
for the new runway, associated facilities, a new apron and terminal in the midfield, 
and implementation of mitigation measures identified in the 2007 Final Part 150 
Study Update at Port Columbus International Airport (CMH). The airport is bounded 
by 1-270 to the north and east, 1-670 and Stelzer Road to the west, and Fifth Avenue 
to the south. 

GENERAL COMMENTS: 
In chapter 8 in table 8.2, the previous address for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(FWS) is listed. The FWS Ecological Services office has moved to a new location. 
For matters related to fish and wild life resources and federally listed threatened and 
endangered species, please continue to coordinate with Ms. Mary Knapp at the new 
location: 4625 Morse Road, Suite 104, Columbus, Ohio 43230, telephone: 614-416-
8993. 

ENDANGERED SPECIES COMMENTS: 
Page 5.9-6 states that consultation under Section 7(c) of the Endangered Species 
Act is complete, however this is incorrect. The FWS has reviewed the information 
and provided technical assistance for the project including the recommendations that 
have been incorporated into the Final EIS. Consultation is complete when the FWS 
concurs with the determinations made by the lead federa l agency regarding 
threatened and endangered species. 

tol 
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We appreciate the opportunity to review the document and provide comments. 

Sincerely, 

~o>-N,~ 
Willie R. Taylor 
Director, Office of Environmental Policy 

and Compliance 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGEiR:ErENED 
REGION 5 

77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD API< l'i likiq 
CHICAGO, tL 60604·3590 

FAA 	 DETROn liOAflR 2 0 2009 

REPLY TO THE,.,nENTION OF ' 

E-19J 

Ms. Katherine S. Delaney 
Federal Aviation Administration, Detroit Airports District Office 
11677 South Wayne Road 
Suite 107 
Romulus, Michigan 481 74 

Re: 	 Comments on the Port Columbus lnternational Airport Final Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS), City of Columbus, Ohio, EIS No, 20090074 

Dear Ms. Delaney: 

In accordance with OUT responsibilities under the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, the United States Environmental Protection 
Agency (U.S. EPA) Region 5 has reviewed the Port Columbus International Airport Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (E1S). The proposed project is to reconstruct Runway 
IORl28L in a way that preserves the airport 's current and future flexibility to accommodate 
capacity needs both on the airfield and in the tenninal and landside areas. 

On July 11 , 2008, U.S. EPA provided comments on the Draft EIS for this project. In 
our letter, we expressed environmental concerns with Particulate Matter - 2.5 micron'; or less 
(PM2.5), and we suggested mitigation measures that could help minimize PM2.5 emissions. USEF(\ I 
In particular, we recommended implementation of a comprehensive air mitigation plan that 
would include a diesel emissions reduction program for construction and operation and 
measures to address hazardous air pollutants emissions from aircraft taxiing and idling. We 
acknowledge the additional infonnation on these concerns that was included in the Final EIS. 
Despite the fact that the project meets general confonnity, we are retaining our concerns 
because the Final EIS is not clear on how PM2.5 emissions would be minimized. We 
recommend that the Record of Decision provide a commitment as to how PM2.5 emissions 
wi ll be mitigated. Our detailed comments on PM2.5 are enclosed.. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Final EIS for this project. If you 
have any questions, please contact me at (312) 886·2910. The staff person assigned to thi s 

Recycled/Recyclable. Printed wilt] Vegetllble Oit Based InU on 100% Recycled Paper (~'110 POSICOll5urner) 



project is Sherry Kamke; she can be reached at (312) 353-5794 or via email at 
kamke.sherry@epa.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

,9"/~~~:;:~~,';i:-/:/i'rfJ //~.q;0??~~
" 
Kenneth A. Westlake, Supervisor 
NEP A Implem~ntation 
Office of Enforcement and Compliance Assurance 

Enclosure 
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ADO 
Detailed Comments on the Final Environmental Impact Statement for the  

Port Columbus International Abport  

General Confonnity Status - The documentation in the Final EIS satisfactorily 
demonstrates that the emissions for the project are below the General Confonnity de 
minimis level of 100 tons per year for each pollutant and precursor. General Confonnity 
applies to all federal projects in nonattainment and maintenance areas. The Columbus 
area is non attainment for both ozone and PM2.5. PM2.5 emissions for the Port 
Columbus project are below the 100 ton per year de minimis level. 

Transition to More Rigorous PM2.5 Standard and Grace Period - In our Draft EIS comments, 
we indicated that increases ofPM2.5 emissions were problematic, even if they are below de 
minimus levels, because they add to the cumulative emissions in the airshed. On 
December 18,2006, U.S. EPA reduced the PM2.5 National Ambient Air Quality Standard 
(NAAQS) from 65 ug/m3 to 35 ug/m3 in a 24-hour period, based on the latest health studies. 
The annual standard remained at 15 ug/m3 for PM2.5. However, U.S. EPA has not yet 
completed designation of areas for the new 35 ug/m3 24 hour PM2.5 standard. Columbus, 
Ohio is currently nonattainment for the annual PM2.5 standard: The Ohio Environmental 
Protection Agency (OEPA) has submitted to us an attainment demonstration to show how the 
area will reach attainment of the annual standard. The monitoring data in Columbus shows 
nonattainment for the 35 ug/m3 24-hour PM2.5 standard. U.S. EPA has listed Columbus as 
an area that is not attaining the 24-hour standard. The designation process for the new 24-
hour PM2.5 standard has not been completed, and the Federal Register notice designating 
areas has not been published. The confonnity process (both General and Transportation 
confonnity) allows a I-year grace period after designation of areas before confonnity to the 
new standard must be demonstrated. However, we believe it is appropriate to compare the 
project's status to the new 35 ug/m3 24-hour standard and to discuss steps that may need to 
be taken for the area's air quality to meet the new 24-hour standard. 

Port Columbus Air Emissions in Context - EPA is concerned about the high levels of 
PM2.5 that the modeling indicates will be in the vicinity of the airport, and the airport's 
contribution to continued high PM2.5 concentrations in the future. The documentation in 
the Final EIS compares the modeled emission concentrations to the new 35 ug/m3 24-
hour standard in Table 4-12. Although the modeled concentrations are below the old 65 
ug/m3 24-hour standard, the concentrations at all modeling sites are above the newer 35 
ug/m3 standard. The analysis summarized in Table 4-12 shows that the airport 
contribution is typically 2-4 ug/m3. We note that several tables in Section 5.5 of the 
Final EIS show that the arrival curb is modeled with a pollutant concentration of 9.78 
ug/m3 (the highest receptor site in the alternatives modeling). 

In summary, the modeling in the Final EIS indicates that the new 24-hour PM2.5 
standard of35 ug/m3 is violated at all of the modeling locations (Table 4-12). The 
annual PM2.5 standard is also violated at all of the modeling locations (Table 4-12). The 
modeling also indicates that air impacts of this project will contribute 1 - 10 ug/m3 to the 
ambient concentrations of 24-hour PM2.5. However, we note that the background level 
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for 24 hour PM2.5 is 52 uglm3, which is already over the 35 uglm3 24-hour PM2.5 
standard. Also the background for the annual standard is listed as 16.6 uglm3, which is 
above the 15 uglm3 standard. We recognize that many sources, both regional and local, 
are contributing to the nonattainment. OEPA has already submitted an attainment 
demonstration for the annual PM2.5 standard. Once the designation process is completed 
for the new 24-hour PM2.5 standard (35 uglm3), OEPA has 3 years to develop and 
submit a state implementation plan (SIP) for attainment of that new standard. OEP A will 
soon begin work to develop this SIP, which will determine the control strategies that will 
bring the air quality into compliance with the 35 uglm3 standard. 

Need for PM2.5 Mitigation Commitments - The project has the potential to contribute to 
continued nonattainment for the 24 hour PM2.5 standard in the area of the airport. We 
acknowledge that the background concentrations ofPM2.5 are already high and already 
above both the annual and 24-hour standards. Columbus, Ohio already has serious air 
pollution problems. Because of the impact ofPM2.5 and diesel emissions on human 
health, EPA has emphasized the need to address both pollutants through the National 
Clean Diesel Campaign and various regional and local initiatives. Work is currently 
underway to develop and implement national, regional, and local control programs that 
will assist in bringing this area into attainment of the health-based PM2.5 standard as 
expeditiously as practicable. We recognize, however, that despite implementation of 
national air pollution control programs, additional local controls may be necessary for 
this area to reach attainment of the NAAQS for PM2.5. As a result, the state may need to 
consider significant local emissions reductions beyond current levels in order to attain the 
new 24-hour PM2.5 standard. Therefore, this proposed project has the potential to make 
it more difficult to attain the PM2.5 NAAQS. 

According to the Final EIS, FAA has presented U.S. EPA's comments on air quality 
mitigation measures to the Columbus Regional Airport Authority (CRAA) for their 
consideration for the Port Columbus International Airport project. The FINAL EIS also 
provides a discussion of sustainable design and development opportunities that the 
CRAA may consider for each airport in the system (Port Columbus International Airport, 
Rickenbacker International, and Bolton Field Airport). We understand that CRAA is 
developing and implementing a Sustainable Design Guidance Manual for use in 
implementing CRAA's five-year Capital Improvement Program. These are encouraging 
steps. However, the Final EIS does not provide any assurance that the mitigation 
measures will be implemented at Port Columbus. 

We recommend that the Record of Decision (ROD) for this project include mitigation 
measures that reduce PM2.5 at the airport. We continue to encourage FAA to work with the 
project sponsors to adopt practices to reduce jet aircraft idling and to assess options for a 
comprehensive Airport Diesel Emissions Reduction Program that would address diesel 
emissions from multiple source categories in construction, ground transportation, and airport 
operations. 

4  



Such a program could include at a minimum: 

• 	 Retrofitting off-road construction equipment, including repower or engine upgrades. 
• 	 Requiring use oflow sulfur or ultra-low sulfur fuels and construction equipment fitted 

with U.S. EPA or California Air Resource Board (CARB)-verified retrofit 
technologies. 

• 	 Limiting the age of on-road vehicles in construction projects to 1998 and newer and 
the age of off-road equipment to 1996 and newer. 

• 	 Implementing of a fugitive dust control plan. 
• 	 Using diesel particulate traps and oxidation catalysts. 
• 	 Using existing power sources or clean fuel generators rather than temporary power 

generators. 
• 	 Encouraging the use of off-road equipment that meets the Tier 3 standards. 
• 	 Converting all diesel ground support equipment to compressed natural gas, propane, 

or electric power. 
• 	 Using alternate fuel and retrofits for internal bus and shuttle transpOliation. 
• 	 Implementing time and transportation management practices and oversight that would 

minimize idling and queuing of diesel construction equipment and ground support 
equipment. 

In the event that specific measures can not be committed to at the time of the ROD, we 
recommend that a process for evaluating these measures in the context of OEPA's SIP 
development be committed to in the ROD. 

5  



State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency  

STREET ADDRESS: MAILING ADDRESS:  

Lazarus Government Center TELE: (614) 644·3020 FAX: (614) 644·3184 P.O. Box 1049 
50 W. Town St., Suite 700 www.epa.state.oh.us Columbus,OH 43216-1049 
Columbus, Ohio 43215 

APR 20 '2009 
Ms. Katherine S. Delaney 
FAA Detroit Airports District Office 
11677 South Wayne Road, Suite 107 
Romulus, MI 48174 

Re: Comments on the Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Replacement of 
Runway 10Rl28L, Development of a New Passenger Terminal, and other Associated 
Airport Projects at Port Columbus International Airport in the City of Columbus, 
Ohio. 

Dear Ms. Delaney: 

Ohio EPA, Division of Air Pollution Control (DAPC), has completed our review of the Port 
Columbus International Airport Final Environmerital Impact Statement (EIS) document 
submitted by your office dated March 2009. As with the May 2008 draft EIS, DAPC 
concentrated on the sections focused on the air quality impacts of the proposed project, 
specifically, Volume 1, Sections 4.8,5.5,6.1.3 and 7.5.3. DAPC continues to be concerned 
that the project's net PM 2.5 emissions increase may delay timely attainment and 
maintenance of the NAAOS as planned in Ohio's SIP. 

DAPC is concerned with the general assumption in this analysis that " ... none of the future 
baseline conditions, project alternatives, or the sponsor's proposed project would have the 
potential to cause significant cumulative impacts". As stated by both DAPC and US EPA in 
our comments on the May 2008 draft EIS, " ...any activity that results in any increase of PM 
2.5 emissions in a non-attainment area even if"de minimus", can be problematic and their 
effects should be mitigated/ reduced wherever possible". 

DAPC acknowledges that the central Ohio area is currently designated as non-attainment 
for the annual PM 2.5 national ambient air quality standard (NAAOS).Monitoring data from 
2006 to 2008 have indicated that the central Ohio area is now attaining the annual PM 2.5 
standard and DAPC intends to formally request that the central Ohio area be redesignated 
to attainment for the annual PM2.5 standard in the near future. However, the redesignation 
process can be lengthy and is not final until such time USEPA approves a request. 

As presented in the EIS, modeling indicates that air impacts of this project will contribute 
between 1 and 10 J1g/m3 to the ambient concentrations of PM2.5. Modeled concentrations 
added to the current monitored background data would exceed the 24-hour and annual PM 
2.5 standards. These emissions could potentially cause or contribute to monitored 
violations as the project progresses. 

Ted Strickland, Governor  
Lee Fisher, Lieutenant Governor  

Chris Korleski, Director  
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For this reason, DAPe requests a commitment from the Columbus Regional Airport 
Authority (CRAA) to implement mitigation efforts to reduce emissions of PM 2.5 at Port 
Columbus International Airport. DAPC acknowledges thatthe CRAA took an important first 
step in November 2008 by establishing a passenger pickup waiting lot (cell-phone lot) to 
reduce idling at the pick-up curb; however, to maintain the improvements in PM2.5 air 
quality and to ensure violations of the standard are not caused in the future, additional 
mitigation efforts will be necessary. Such efforts could include use of alternative fuels (LPG 
or CNG) for ground support eqUipment, gate electrification to reduce emissions from 
APU's, and employment of contractors who commit to using construction equipment with 
clean diesel technologies (exhaust controls, engine retrofitting/repowering, etc.). 

If you have any questions or concerns regarding these comments, please feel free to 
contact either Paul Braun at 614-644-3734 or Jennifer Hunter at 614-644-3696 in DAPC's 
SIP section. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Robert Hodanbosi, Chief, DAPC 

Cc: Chris Korleski, Director, Ohio EPA 
Jennifer Hunter, Ohio EPA DAPe, SIP Section 
Paul Braun, Ohio EPA DAPC, SIP Section 
Sarah VanderWielen, Ohio EPA DAPC, SIP Section 
Pat Morris, USEPA Region V 

\  



~Mitch . Brian~ To 9-AGL-600-CMHEIS/AGUFM@FAA 
<Brian.Mitch@dnr.state.oh.us cc> 

bee0412 1/2009 10:54 AM 
Subject 09-0090; FEIS for Projects at Port Columbus Airpon 

ODNR COMMENTS TO Ms, Katherine S. Delaney, FAA Detroit Airports Distr ict omcc, 11677 So uth 
Wayne Road, Suite 107, Romulus. M ichigan 481 74 

Location: The Pon Columbus Intemational Airpon is located in Franklin County, Ohio. 

Project: Final Environmental Impact Statement for the replacement of Runway I0Rl28L, development ofa New 
Passenger Tenninal, and other associated Airpon Projects al Pon Columbus International Airpon in the City of 
Columbus, Ohio. 

The Ohio Department of Natural Resources (ODNR) has completed a review of the above referenced project. These 
comments were generated by an inter-disciplinary review within the Department. These comments have been 
prepared under the authori ty of the Fish and Wi ldli fe Coordinat ion Act (48 Slat. 40 I, as amended; 16 V.S.c. 661 el 
seq.), the National Environmental Policy Act, the Coastal Zone Management Act, Ohio Revised Code and other 
applicable laws and regulations. These comments are also based on ODNR's experience as the state nalural resource 
management agency and do not supersede or replace the regulatory authority of any local, Slate or federal agency nor 
relieve the applicant ofllie obligation to comply with any local, slate or federal laws or regu lations. 

Rare a nd E ndangered Species: The ODNR, Division ofNarural Areas and Preserves, has no comments on IhiJCD\¢-- \ 
FEIS 

Fish and Wi ldlife: The ODNR, Division of Wild life (DOW) has no comments regard ing this FEIS. J r::f.;)~t-~ 

ODNR appreciates the opponunilY to provide these comments. Please contact Brian Mitch at (6 14) 265-6378 if you 

mailto:Brian.Mitch@dnr.state.oh.us


have questions about these comments or need additional information. 

Brian Mitch, Environmental Review Manager 
Ohio Department of Natural Resources 
Environmental Services Section 
2045 Morse Road, Building D-3 
Columbus, Ohio 43229-6693 
Office: (614) 265-6378 
FAX: (614) 267-4764 
brian.mitch@dm.state.oh.us 

mailto:brian.mitch@dm.state.oh.us
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United States Department of the I nterior 
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE RECEIVED 

EcologIcal Services MAY 0 B 2009 
4625 Morse ROlld, Suile 104 

Columbus. OhlO 43230 
(6 14) 416-8993 / FAX (6\4) 416·8994 FAA, DETROIT ADO 

Apr; I 30. 2009 

Ms. Katherine Delancy TAILS: j 1420-W09·FA-0267 

FAA Octroi, AirpOr1S Distric t Otlicc 
11677 SOllth Wayne Road. Suile 107 
Romulus. M I 48174 

Dear Ms. Delancy: 

This letter is in response 10 your April 2-t 2009 email re lating 10 the spec ies dc\cnn inali ons 
made regarding Ihe Fillal Envi ronmcntalll11pacl Stalement (FEIS) for the rep lacement of runway 
IO RI28 L. development ofa new passenger (e rmin.d , <Ind assacbled <lirport projects al Pon 
Colum bus intcOlalional Airport. in Columbus. Franklin County. Ohio. The Service provided 
previous information conccrlling endangered spec ies and fi sh and wildlife coord inalioll aci 
I;ommen ls Ihrough Ihe O("!panmen l orlhe Interior's comments on both the draft and final EIS. 

The projectiles within the range oflhe bnld cngle (I/aliaeelUs leltcocephalll~), a spccies 
protected under the l3ald and Go lden Eagle Protection Act and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. 
At th is time no bald cagle nt' sl s OCC III" wi th in h mil c orlhe project sile, You have indica ted Ihal 
rhe Columbus Regional Airport Aut hori ty (CRAA) will conlact the Ohio Departmenl of Natllral 
Reso urces (O DNR) to review updated informat ion of the bald cagle prior 10 const ructioll . Vou 
ha\'\! determined thaI th is projeu may a fiecl but is nOI likely to ad ve rsely am"Ct this spec ies. Due 
10 the project location, de~cri ptio n , and further coordination wirh ODN R the Service concurs 
with your dl'tcnnination fo r the bald eaglc. 

ENDANGERED SPECIES COMMENTS: 
The project lies wit hin the range of the Indi:llla blll (Myolis sodalh.;). There arc 2 fores ted areas 
wil hin the projec t site. These areas ha ve limited habit:!t and tac k connecti vity with ot her high 
qua lity areas. The FE IS imJieates thm none orlhe trees along Big Walnut Creek wi ll be removed, 
however trees may be [ri mmed. [ftl'ees along Big Walnut Creek arc trimmed co nsul tat io n with 
th is ofrice w ill occlir prior to eonduC."tin!:: this activity. Vou have indicated that ifany tree cutting 
IS required it wil l be condul' lcc\ M:asona!1y betwecn September 30 and April I. Any Irec cutt ing 
thai will be conducted ~Ificr DeCl:! ll1 ber 31. 2009 wi ll be coordi nated wi th Ih is omce. You have 
Cklenll;ned llmillis project may :lDeet but is notli ktly 10 adversely alTcct the Indiana btU . Due to 
the <I\oidanee oflree remo\'aJ along Big Walnlll Creek, se:lsonnl clearing, and funher 
coordi nat ioll \\·jlh this ortit'C as elc.'scribed above, Ihe Sc rvice concu rs with your deterllli nat ion for 
Ihis species. 

'\ 
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This project also lies withil1 the range o flhe Scioto Ill:ldfom (Nol/tl'/ls (rellt(flla/li), nort hern 
rimeshell Illussel (l:.jJioblasl/w IOmlo.w r{/I/gialla). d ubs hC'lImll sseJ (Pleurobema clava), 
sllufibox mussel (l:.pioblflsma rriqlle(ra). and the r nycd bcn ll mussel (Villosaj(lbalis). No in-
stream work wi ll be conducted within Big Walnut Creek and none of the trees along it will be 
removed. You have determined thm this proj ect will have no effect 011 these spec ies. Thererore. 
sect ion 7(a)(2) consultation is not required for these spec ies. 

Should additi onal information on li sted or proposed species or thei r critical habitat become ] 
ava ilable o r ifnew information re veals eftecls of thc <lclionthal were not previously cons idered. 
1his dCh.:rm inalion may be reconsidered. Ifprojcc! plans change or ifportions of the proposed 
project were not evaluated. it is our rl"Cotnllll"ndation thtH you contact our offi ce for further 
rcv lew. 

r. '" U 
\J~r'()J I 

These COl1ll1lelllS ha ve been prepared under the aut hority of the Fi sh and Wildlife Coord ination 
Act (48 Stat. 40 I, <I S amended: 16 U.s.C 66 I el seq.), the Endangered Species Aet of 1973. as 
amt:nded. and are consistent wi th the intent of the Nationa l Environmenta l Pol icy Aet of 1969 
and the U.S. Fi sh and Wildl ife Ser\'ic~' s Mitigation Policy. 

[fyou havc <lny quest ions rcgarding our response or if you need additional information, plensc 
contact Je nnifer Fin fera a1 cxtl:n::,:ion 13. 

Sincerely. 

~~ 
Mary Knapp, Ph.D. 
Fi eld Supervisor 

c..:: . ODNR. DOW. SCEA Unit. Columbus, 011 



USDepartmenl Detroit Airports District Office 
of li'Onsportalion Metro Airport Center 
Federal Aviation 11677 South Wayne Road, Ste. 107 
Administration Romulus, Ml 48174 

April 24, 2009 

Ms. Jennifer Finfera 
U.S. Fish and \ViJdlilc Service 
l(i25 l'viors(: Road 
Suite 104 
Columbus. 011 43230 

Port Columbus Intemational Airport  
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)  

Threatened and Endangered Species Coordination  

Dear Ms. Finfera: 

Please llnd ~IHachecl \0 this letter, a table that lists the federally threatened. endangered. 
:lnd candidate species that occur in the vicinity of the proposed project area. 

The reckral ;\vialiort /\dminislratiol1 (FAA) received comments fl'om the Department of 
the Inlerior (DOl) in a ktter dated July 23, 2008 in response to the review of the Draft 
[IS and a k([er dated April 13,2009 in response 10 the review of the Final EIS. 

Ane]' car,,~ful reyiew of the documentation that was prepared l{)f the EIS and taking into 
eonsideratiun the 1edmical comments that the DOl provided on both the Draft £IS and 
Final EIS, we an: providing the attached table with the FAA's determination and 
explanation. 

We look forward 10 your review and concurrence \vith this informal ion. If you need  
~jddilional in1i:mnmion or have any questions, please contact me at 734-229-2958.  

Community PLmncr 

r::ncJosurc 



Threatened/Endangeredl FAA Determination Explanation  
Candidate  
Scioto madtom (Noturus lraulmani)  No No in water \vork 

is associated with 

Northern riftleshcll mussel No
UH,''''I.'U 10r11losa rangiana) 

is associated with  
the  

Indiana bat (lv/yo/is sodalis)  effect but not likely 21 suitable roost 
to adversely effect 	 trees were located 

in the project area. 
No individual bats 
were identified at 
that time. If tree 
trimming is 
required, seasonal 
cutting 
requirements \",ill 

· be implemented 
' (September 30 

April 1). CRAA 
\ · will coordinate I with the USFWS 
I 	 fbr any trce cutting 
'	 that will occur 
II I after December 3 1, 

~Bald eagle (Haliaeel liS Ieucoc,;phal us) IMay effec-t-b-U.-t.-n-o.t-l-ik'-'e-:l-y--+-i-)o'-o°'-:-s·-n-ot-oc-C->l-lr---l
I I to adversely effect 	 within Yz mile of 
· I 	 the project site; 

CRAA will contact 
ODNR to receive 
an updated status 
of the bald eagle 
prior to 
construction. 

I Snuffbox mussel (Epioblasma No effect No in water work 
: rriqwra) is associated with 

List of Federal ThrcatencdiEndangered/Candidatc Species That Occur in the  
Proposed Project Area  



fE1ephant-ear mussel (Elliptio 1No effect INo in \vater work 1 
! crassidens) I is associated with I 
~-North~~~-bt--~)kla~npr-~y - -- - - ---------t-NO ~ff~ct-- -------------- i ~}~~~,~~c~·ccur __J

1 

~,hthy,:,Y;un f~SS:__ __.. __ L.. _~_ .. ___.__J~~~;o;e:,i~~~f.J 
I Blacknose shmcr (NotroplS No eHeet ! D?e~ not o~cur Ij 
fl';;;,;:':gedWUfbfer(Velmi~ora- NO e!fcri----- Ii~~:!f-1 

cJl1:vsoplera; Iwlthm : mJl~ ot i 
the )fOJect sIte. . 

Spotted darter {Elheostomll I. No effect Does not occur 
macula/rum; I within 1 miles ofE N~-~t'[ect- ----------------r 

i ~~~~r~~~k -;Ra)!~dl)ean mus~el (l:~Ti~s~l.fr;b-a7i,~) ~ 
I I IS associated wnh I 

1I _____________________ __.____________L___________________ iJ!1e project. ______-.l 
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CRAA Air Quality Activities  
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Activitits to be ConsIdered. Pending 
Air Qu~Utytttm Current CRAA Activitit' Repbcem~!1t Runway Constfu(tion Polky D€doon by caM Soard of Directors 

CRAA !>lH~por::!> and h wiWnu to u.w!>.ideY r-equinl"'f; contr.tlctor~ to 
incQrp(>t~t .... this ;action. Achon m~y reqvjq: wstiy UPf;f<i'lQ{''' to 
'{.1)n:;tr'<J<::~ivq (·(1V1;:.ment Of the co ntT./I-(tor m<\yhi';vt~ rJ(H'" 

iI US(PA f,fMt to retro{lt <llpprQ)o:If"latt:'lv 17 .fJ'~iJjprnt:f1t rHJt in "'l(l:(;'o;i of Upf;;><lCln,.. CRf",A wi)! '04<1)(1-:. wtth the 

RetrcflWp:g off¥road coostr1.lcUon eqtJipme.nt. including r-epower or 
wrwre pt>:;'Hbk. 

low S-J!fUf Fve!~ ~re !iktON th~ only ",i..b(e .,t1l-tm. 1hf~ <l(tl01~ is. 
(TJY~r>,:d ,h :h{'! (Rf-\A s.u~tJ:inBhilty Mll"~1iJL (urrer1!~' m y..)l off·ro'?'G 
dle~{;j Is tow ~ulfur sC' thf;r-t would not bp il recogrllt"bil)! (o!>~ 
pr?mtum tc th~ p1Oj~t fer i1~ tCqUiJ'0fJ)(>(1t, Tnii' IHe !if bjo·dW~e-h, 

r'whk:h i,. bf';1wf';cn low ~utfUf and ultr<1 (1)w .o;.ulf..H' fl.wh, wtwki ild-ci 

Requmng ute of low suffur or u1traAow SvifL!f fuels and Low S'-1ffur DwS1it1 (l}LSD~. vdh OJ ~ub~1:iintjil'Hy to 1h-t> ~roject tOl>t~. Ultra (OW ~l.I!hn fw:-b Me not (.d$~ 

construction ICqu~pment fitted with us (P'A or Cafffornl.a A.ir ff-i;'B$.lble, ~n.we ....('t' if the (ontractG~ witt)r~t to. uo;:e jhf~m "t I'l(i 

Resoul'(o! Bo,;rd verifi~d retrmit technologks. tt:HNiles.cL 	 e~4cl!tjo"1a; N~l tv (RAt.., CRM wou16 !"'J{,)!. ohJ{,~(t , 
jCRAA.Si,.;PP(l~u. <Inc !s WiN~g to (:orL<;id~r re-qu,irfnE (:cntr'n:!Ot!> 2nd 1 

limnin£ the age of crHoad vrhlc1es in cCMtl"UctKm proj(tCti to !s-upphpUo to Int.Orpotat~ thl5 . .(I.(t1on, CR.D.A w!h re-r:ue.,:t tr-~t thp. 
1998 ;m~ newer and the ate of off~roa.d ~uipme"t to 1996 and contr.,.ctm uNlize :H~wef eql!ipn)~nt Wh{,f{' i'lvi)i101bl~ and to li.rn-it the 

ntfWe-r, IlJ<;.e cd ;H11' o~der ~quiptntmt. 

Cftf.,A recommend.§: and wtil wppoft thilo ;Jo<'A.cn. Tht;' anlofl ~~ 
«n/j~md in tht: eRAA :Su~timjiibHrt"f M"-!lu;~L Ttl(; B.r;~t Mafl~~(lr.H~f1t 
Pf.tC1.i-{~s- for fugitive C\.l~t canUO! will b~ ,l'lCKl{j!(>C in tt-... prOie-{;1 

Implementing 01 ~ fugitive dus.t <ootrQi pkOlI1, vliHn: 
CRM suPpO!b <'InC i'i wimng tQ c-on~~der mG;uirmg COf1tt:.l(;t()l~ to 

teRM h.. s lU-z,t f(>';:'1?I"'t!C oil USEP;' En'l11t iO rfrtfofit ij.ppro:o:jm..tli"~' 17 irK:Ofp$r~h.· tni~ ;l{tion, CRAA wili ask that t,,,,p~ iwd {'ilt~§\'S1!i bt~ 
L:i~!it:1 eng)r';(~:\. on C~AA <;onstrl}ctif}['\ eqqiprnent wftt,.'J (:1J'1lblnBtior; IJtihled (!:nd wln eY!(~r.ilf:'r.' thfJ u~{> of (';Gui~ment that tl1!!i bC"J!f' 

lJsinz dieS{11 p<l'rtiQ..1a:t:e traps \lrt4 Okidati-on CM~tvS.H. lof !?rtllszions cm'lt~ob; and t/\,LYlHary POW'l!f units, .lHlti·kfit:)l 

\V~!;e tl1-1:' OpportHtl1!fef. for 1rm, ..!!.JKH~, 011 thi~ pre-jed ~t~ ilmi~f.'ci. 
th~ CRM wi!! ~t,ppOr1 l<rld el'H;O~iJ \l:t;:€ jH.'lOptlTr£ thew mN~!Jft":; 
ON: 'Ht!"h wh{,fo(' 'thl$ h .. !. been lmpi(!"Qmntf;'d 5~<c('~!if\Ji!y if, tht, p ... ~t 

Usl11ge.xist~n.c: paw{"r SOO'1'(P.S Qr d('l~n fuel generatOf'1 rather than !b:ter<ol ADA c+c("kpQints hal/~ I;mf'n convJ;Jrt~d from gen~r.,tor to 
Itc:mpO'(3ry power $,tene:t3tot'S. ihar-d WHJ! t':1(t(~t it 'f1: loeB 

CM!~ ~i.Jpporh (\1\(i,~ willi-r>f,:lC CI)f<:>IC.(>f requhnt; (otltr'<'l{;tor:, ~o 

IE""our.,i:n.tneu1ift of Cff~fC~d equIpment that meets the TIer 3 hCQrporatg· thr,r, "c~ion .md <.l:.e rHl'wt':,. (.(w1plii.tnt e-cuipm>f"nt ....·h€"f'e 

rO$~ibtt' 

r;o~ CW1"t>nth,.. rm?k~11'H)r;t{!d. the CRfd.. as:,ee't ~his"$ ail impart..",t "KtfvRy 
WPOt'f1 tlw i0"lpt"OlfE.'"d "jr Quality In C~:-.tf:'lj (Jhi'G, and will cursue '1ills n;{>m~:, 

Con\fertlng ~fl diericl erour'ld support (lQllipment to compressed No~ <'IppllOt.!€" In (QI';<,;fl.!(.tJOr'l t'Quipn..... ("!lt and tf-is ,t'"quest h not i:;. f.'!,tiloli:-tv:c, <lnd tiJ~di"g PtC(l'"l'\'I!'';-,'j\·:tliliJbh2. Support hOf:< ai!hnft 
withir the S':::OPt, rJ the ;m.)tlo!;ed ru.flW~V proj('ctn<ltura~J~~...P!?P.~~~~.~.'t..~I.~.~.t.r.i,.;.p?~,!~. 

!nw CRf'-A is oJIT!;'n:.h,. .!i1)¥..it.ing tJld.i fm thr. p(j1(:ha!it~ of a r.>r(lp.(lf~ 
i}hvnl~ O>JS in ]009 k, ",dditiol"<, the CRAA h,g Hfbrnl1t~d ~ ~~jm\.l!:u~ 
•{{'qta":'.! tn lh~ Dt"~3rt1Tlen1 af Er~l'"KV for ~1\Jtcha5e of 2 hybrid 

Using ~ttt:mate fuel and retroHt.s for intern;l~ tn.u. and shuttle 1.f",st~lectrK: bl..l.!'£~. eRA" is. pi.')nninr. fer the ["l-Lir<:h<lS-r. of [, )<hl.'ttl~ 
<••_ .._...Itransportation. _________ Ibu!.e!O in 2:010, wl"Htn ;V~ ::.:tkipil~ed ct.;) b-r no~ ... die~; e'fl(in£:s. "~_.+=~'C;;cc:.,,,=:=:c.::==::,,::,====,-______+__.________________________ 

T}a; CRAA ha~ an U"i1f';(l"Inllll"',!j·ltiJ4':' OOIK)' MG!~ ~adyto i:(l$t ~nti·!dj(' 

olQgV I" i'~ die-:oe-! fl~-.;-~.. In ..,ddit!on, dUring WMr.Wf w(!i(ther. (RAA "'lJf}port$ ilnd b. wiHinf.' tG Q.)tl$i&e: ('{!"Qf,.dring t:onY<I(1Qr$lo 

Impif!mf!otiot time. omd tnmspnrta:{i:on maniillt:e'menf pr-acti(~s and t;~s. r"('p~c.t:'.j traditional lOternal Wmbl..'ltfott "'4!hjde~ with nnp!¢nwm th!!. appro..ar:h ~s a bf,~tcoMtt1J{'tlor; Pf.to:ct1((" m~a$1;1k' 
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ATTACHMENT 7  

2008 TAF Noise Contour Analysis  



CMH EIS Noise Contour Analysis 

Assumptions 

The FAA had the contractor (Landrum & Brown) prepare a sensitivity 
analysis for the reduction in operating levels that has occurred in the 
last year and forecasted in the 2008 TAF 
Noise contours for the 2006 Baseline and the 2012 Alternative C3B 
(the Selected Alternative) were updated to reflect the reduction in 
overall operating levels. No other modifications to inputs were made, 
including flight track locations, flight track utilization, runway end use, 
day/night split, fleet mix, and destinations/origins. Any of these 
factors could result in variations of the resulting noise contour. 

Results 

The resulting 2008 Baseline noise contour is shown on Exhibit 1, 
Revised 2008 Baseline Noise Contour. 

o 	 The contour is smaller than the original 2006 Baseline because 
there were 30,915 fewer operations. The 2006 Baseline 
included 193,521 operations while the revised 2008 Baseline 
has 162,606 operations. 

o 	 The revised 2008 Baseline contour has no homes within the 65 
DNL that have not received sound insulation. Table 1 shows 
the resulting noise contour impacts. 

The resulting 2012 Alternative C3B noise contour is shown on Exhibit 
2, 	Revised 2012 Alternative 3CB Noise Contour. 

o 	 The contour is smaller than the original 2012 Alternative C3B 
because there were 89,443 fewer operations. The original 2012 
Alternative C3B included 241,630 operations while the revised 
2012 Alternative C3B has 152,187 operations. 

o 	 The revised 2012 Alternative C3B contour has 33 homes within 
the 65 DNL that have either not received sound insulation or 
were previously eligible but did not participate. Both were 
considered eligible for sound insulation in the FEIS. Table 2 
shows the resulting noise contour impacts. 



Impact Assessment/Mitigation Planning 

The revised 2012 Alternative C3B includes 33 homes that would 
remain eligible for sound insulation because they are located within the 
65 DNL and have not received sound insulation in the past. 
The CRAA and FAA agreed to an approach for 'squaring off' blocks so 
that mitigation programs used natural and logical boundaries for 
beginning and ending program boundaries. 
Exhibit 3, Proposed Sound Insulation Program Boundary shows 
the location of the homes within the 65 DNL and the natural/logical 
boundary for 'squaring off' the blocks. This results in a total of 84 
homes being eligible for the sound insulation program. 



Table 1 
Revised 2008 Baseline 

60 65-70 DNL 70-75 DNL 75+ DNL 65+ DNL 
Housing Units 

Columbus 2 104 0 0 0 0 
Mitigated 

Sound Insulated 640 0 0 0 0 
Easement 30 0 0 0 0 

Unmitigated 
Eligible for Sound Insulation but 
not Insulated 167 0 0 0 0 
Not Previously Mitigated 1 267 0 0 0 0 

Mifflin Township 58 3 0 0 3 
Mitigated 

Sound Insulated 33 3 0 0 3 
Easement 0 0 0 0 0 

Unmitigated 
Eligible for Sound Insulation but 
not Insulated 20 0 0 0 0 

Not Previously Mitigated 5 0 0 0 0 
Gahanna 1 0 0 0 0 

Mitigated 
Sound Insulated 0 0 0 0 0 
Easement 0 0 0 0 0 

Unmitigated 
Eligible for Sound Insulation but 
not Insulated 1 0 0 0 0 

Not Previously Mitigated 0 0 0 0 0 
Jefferson Township 1 0 0 0 0 

Mitigated 
Sound Insulated 0 0 0 0 0 
Easement 0 0 0 0 0 

Unmitigated 
Eligible for Sound Insulation but 
not Insulated 0 0 0 0 0 

Not Previously Mitigated 1 0 0 0 0 
Total Housing Units 2 164 3 0 0 3 

Population 
Total Population 5,345 7 0 0 7 

..Focus on the Bold Numbers. For this case, there are no unmitigated housing units 
within the 65 DNL. 



Table 2 
Revised 2012 Alternative C3B 

60-65 DNL 65-70 DNL 70-75 DNL 75+ DNL 65+ DNL 
Housing Units 

Columbus 3 124 100 0 0 100 
Mitigated 

Sound Insulated 573 76 0 0 76 
Easement 51 0 0 0 0 

Unmitigated 
Eligible for Sound Insulation but 
not Insulated 143 22 0 0 22 
Not Previously Mitigated 2,357 2 0 0 2 

Mifflin Township 28 35 0 0 35 
Mitigated 

Sound Insulated 10 26 0 0 26 
Easement 0 0 0 0 0 

Unmitigated 
Eligible for Sound Insulation but 
not Insulated 11 9 0 0 9 

Not Previously Mitigated 7 0 0 0 0 
Gahanna 8 0 0 0 0 

Mitigated 
Sound Insulated 0 0 0 0 0 
Easement 0 0 0 0 0 

Unmitigated 
Eligible for Sound Insulation but 
not Insulated 1 0 0 0 0 

Not Previously Mitigated 7 0 0 0 0 
Jefferson Township 5 0 0 0 0 

Mitigated 
Sound Insulated 0 0 0 0 0 
Easement 0 0 0 0 0 

Unmitigated 
Eligible for Sound Insulation but 
not Insulated 0 0 0 0 0 

Not Previously Mitigated 5 0 0 0 0 
Total Housing Units 3 165 135 0 0 135 

Population 
Total Population 7818 333 0 0 333 

Focus on the Bold Numbers. For this case, there are 33 unmitigated housing units 
within the 65 DNL. 'Squaring off' the blocks results in an additional 51 for a total of 
84 housing units to be included in the sound insulation program. 
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