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APPENDIX R  
Draft EA/EAW                             
Comments and Responses
Introduction 

The Draft EA/EAW was released for agency and public review and comment on August 30th, 
2012. Written comments on the Draft EA/EAW were accepted from August 30th to October 11th

, 
2012.  Oral comments were accepted at the public hearing held on October 1, 2012.  The 
comment letters, emails and comment portion of the public hearing transcript are included in this 
appendix.  The public hearing transcript in its entirety may be found in Appendix N. 

Based upon a review of the comments, the MAC and the FAA recognized that the Draft EA may 
not have clearly explained a few issues, including how Performance Based Navigation (PBN) 
relates to the proposed project, future operations and airfield capacity.  Therefore, this appendix 
begins with a discussion to clarify these outstanding issues.  Following this discussion are 
general responses for concerns that were raised by numerous commenters and then the 
individual responses.  The MAC and the FAA addressed each individual comment in the 
comment letters, e-mails and the public hearing transcript.  This appendix includes the comment 
letters, e-mails and public hearing transcript with individual comments demarcated and 
numbered.  A response to each numbered comment is provided on the right hand side of the 
page where the comment appears.  When one of the General Responses is applicable, the 
response will reference the appropriate General Response number, for example GR # 01. 

This appendix also includes an attachment (Attachment 1 - Update on Air Monitoring near the 
Minneapolis St. Paul International Airport (Minnesota Pollution Control Agency, May 2006)), 
which is referenced in the responses to some comments.  

 

Many commenters appear to believe that the Proposed Action includes the Performance Based 
Navigation (PBN) procedures, which includes Area Navigation (RNAV) and Required Navigation 
Performance (RNP).   Under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the Minnesota 
Environmental Policy Act (MEPA), the PBN project is separate from the proposed 2020 
Improvement Projects reviewed in this EA. The proposed 2020 Improvement Projects have 
independent utility from the PBN project, are not prerequisites to the PBN project, do not trigger 
the PBN project in any way, and do not depend on the PBN project for their justification. The 
purpose of the proposed 2020 Improvement Projects is to provide an acceptable level of service 
and to accommodate demand throughout MSP’s terminal and landside facilities through 2020 
and accommodate regional roadway system demands through 2030.  The proposed PBN 
procedures are the subject of a separate NEPA process.  Although the PBN procedures are a 
separate project, they have been included in the analysis of cumulative impacts for all 
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alternatives, including the No Action alternative, for the future years.  For additional information 
regarding the environmental impacts of the proposed RNAV procedures contact: 

FAA PBN Integration Group, AJV-14  
490 L'Enfant Plaza, S.W.  
Suite 4102  
Washington, DC 20024. 
 
There were numerous comments about how the Proposed Action will result in an increase in 
forecasted operations.  The growth in operations would occur naturally with or without the 
improvements proposed in this EA.  In other words, the forecasted number of aircraft operations 
is the same for all alternatives, including the No Action alternative.  While the No Action 
Alternative represents a much more crowded condition, the projected daily and annual demand 
can be accommodated, albeit at a reduced level of service for the passengers using terminal 
and landside facilities. 

The last item to be clarified involves airfield capacity and the potential for the Proposed Action to 
increase airfield capacity.  MSP has adequate airfield (runways, taxiways, etc.) capacity beyond 
the 20-year planning horizon.  The Proposed Action is needed to address congestion and 
overcrowding at MSP terminal and landside (parking, airport roads, etc.) facilities under current 
and 2020 conditions as well as to address congestion on regional roadways through the 2030 
planning timeframe.  

General Responses 

The following responses were developed to address general concerns that were consistent 
among the comments received on the Draft EA/EAW.  When one of the General Responses is 
applicable to the individual comment, the response will reference the appropriate General 
Response number, for example GR # 01. 

General Response (GR) # 01: An EIS is Not Required:  

The proposed airport projects were reviewed to identify the appropriate level of environmental 
review based on the information known. The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
provides three levels of environmental review and documentation for actions requiring Federal 
funding or approval: categorical exclusion (CE); environmental assessment (EA); or 
environmental impact statement (EIS).  For Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) funded or 
approved projects, the appropriate level of NEPA review is determined in accordance with FAA 
Order 1050.1E, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures and FAA Order 5050.4B, 
NEPA Implementing Instructions for Airport Actions. 
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Chapter 3 of FAA Order 1050.1E includes a list of categorically excluded actions.  The list 
identifies actions that the FAA has found do not normally require an EA or EIS except in the 
case of extraordinary circumstances.  If the proposed airport project is not included in 
paragraphs 307 through 312 of FAA Order 1050.1E, an EA or EIS must be prepared.  A few 
components of the proposed airport projects at Minneapolis-St. Paul International Airport (MSP) 
are included in the list of categorically excluded actions.  However, several are not and 
therefore, an EA or EIS must be prepared. 

According to Chapter 4 of FAA Order 1050.1E, an EA is prepared if the proposed action does 
not normally require an EIS and is not categorically excluded.  Chapter 5 of FAA Order 1050.1E 
summarizes and supplements the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations for EISs 
prepared by the FAA.  An EIS is necessary only for federal actions significantly affecting the 
quality of the human environment. FAA Order 1050.1E, paragraph 501; 40 C.F.R. § 1508.18.  
Appendix A of FAA Order 1050.1E discusses FAA’s NEPA significance levels for 19 potential 
impact categories, including aircraft noise.  As discussed in the Draft EA/EAW and in these 
responses to comments, the Preferred Alternative will not result in any significant impacts. An 
EIS, therefore, is not required. 

The Draft EA/EAW also satisfies the requirements of the Minnesota Environmental Policy Act 
(MEPA).  Similar to NEPA, there are three levels of environmental review for actions by 
“governmental units” (any Minnesota state agency or general or special purpose unit of 
government in the state of Minnesota) under MEPA: exempt projects; environmental 
assessment worksheet (EAW); and environmental impact statement (EIS).  A federal EA under 
NEPA may be circulated in place of an EAW if the EA addressed each of the environmental 
effects in the EAW form.  Minn. R. 4410.1300.   

The MAC, as the responsible governmental unit (RGU), participated in preparation of the 
EA/EAW because, under MEPA, the proposed development at MSP is not exempt from 
environmental review and may have the potential for significant environmental effects.  Minn. R. 
4410.1000.  However, as with NEPA, an EIS is only necessary under MEPA if a project would 
result in a significant environmental effect and mitigation would not reduce the effect below the 
threshold of significance.  The MEPA criteria for determining the potential for significance are: 
(1) the type, extent, and reversibility of environmental effects; (2) cumulative potential effects of 
related or anticipated future projects; (3) the extent to which the environmental effects are 
subject to mitigation; and (4) the extent to which environmental effects can be anticipated and 
controlled as a result of other available environmental studies. Minn. R. 4410.1000.  As 
discussed in the Draft EA/EAW and in these responses to comments, the Preferred Alternative 
will not result in any significant impacts. An EIS, therefore, is not required. 
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General Response (GR) # 02: Air Quality – General:  

The Air Quality Assessment was conducted in accordance with United States Environmental 
Protection Agency (USEPA) and Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) guidance. The Air 
Quality Assessment included aircraft operations, ground support equipment, motor vehicles, 
and stationary sources associated with the airport. The USEPA Region 5 completed a review of 
the Air Quality Assessment and concluded in their October 10, 2012 response to comment letter 
that the “…EPA commends the thorough assessment of air quality…” No other comments were 
received from the USEPA on the Air Quality Assessment. 

The two principle components of the air quality assessment are (1) an emissions inventory 
which is designed to evaluate the impacts of the airport improvements at Minneapolis-St. Paul 
International Airport (MSP) on regional air quality conditions; and (2) dispersion modeling which 
is designed to evaluate the carbon monoxide impacts of the alternatives on local air quality. 
Operational and construction-related emissions inventories for all criteria pollutants were 
generated using the FAA’s Emissions and Dispersion Modeling System (EDMS) and emission 
factors from the USEPA NONROAD and MOBILE6.2 models. 

In May 2006, the MPCA published a study of ambient monitoring conditions near MSP1.  The 
monitoring study included measurements of air toxics (including benzene) and PM2.5 at two 
locations within MSP and at Wenonah School and Richfield Intermediate School.  Overall, 
median and average concentrations of pollutants monitored near MSP were similar to 
concentrations monitored at other locations in the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area. 

MSP is in an area designated as in attainment for all criteria pollutants except CO, for which 
MSP is in a maintenance area. The difference in operational and construction CO emissions 
between each Action Alternative and the No Action Alternative would not exceed conformity de-
minimis levels of 100 tons per year.  Secondly, CO concentrations with any of the alternatives 
would not exceed federal or state standards at receptors surrounding the airport and near 
project-related roadway intersections. The emissions for the Action Alternatives would be similar 
to the No Action Alternative and the differences would not be significant.  Lastly, the project 
would improve highway operations without adding substantial new capacity therefore there 
would be no meaningful increase in mobile source air toxics emissions.  As a result, the Action 
Alternatives are not expected to adversely affect ambient air quality. 

During construction activities, fugitive dust emissions from excavated areas and construction 
equipment emissions may result in temporary impacts to air quality.  Fugitive dust would be 
minimized by enforcing best management practices (BMPs) during construction, including 
minimizing the periods and extent of exposed and/or graded areas, watering disturbed areas 
during periods of high winds or high levels of construction activity, and minimizing the use of 
vehicles on unpaved surfaces. 

                                                            
1 Minnesota Pollution Control Agency, Update on Air Monitoring near the Minneapolis St. Paul International Airport, May 2006. 
http://www.pca.state.mn.us/index.php/view-document.html?gid=227 

http://www.pca.state.mn.us/index.php/view-document.html?gid=227
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Although there are no federal standards for aviation-related greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, 
it is well established that GHG emissions can affect climate.  Greenhouse gases were 
inventoried in accordance with Airport Cooperative Research Program (ACRP) Guidebook on 
Preparing Airport Greenhouse Gas Emission Inventories (ACRP Report 11), Minnesota 
Pollution Control Agency’s General Guidance for Carbon Footprint Development in 
Environmental Review, and FAA guidance.  FAA guidance states that estimated levels of GHG 
emissions can serve as a reasonable proxy for assessing potential climate change impacts, and 
provide decision makers and the public with useful information for a reasoned choice among 
alternatives.  Thus, the incremental differences in GHG emissions between the No Action 
Alternative and the Action Alternatives were compared.  In addition, the incremental differences 
were considered in the context of US and global emissions.  The Action Alternatives are not 
expected to adversely affect climate change. 

In September 2009, the FAA released its guidance for quantifying airport-related Hazardous Air 
Pollutant (HAP) emissions from airport sources (FAA, Guidance for Quantifying Speciated 
Organic Gas Emissions from Airport Sources, September 2, 2009 and FAA/EPA Recommended 
Best Practices for Quantifying Speciated Gas Phase Organic Gas Emissions from Aircraft 
Equipped with Turbofan, Turbojet and Turboprop Engines, May 27, 2009).  The guidance 
provides detailed recommendations on the preparation of the analysis and references HAPs 
speciation profiles for airport emission sources. It is the FAA's current policy and guidance to 
address HAPs in the form of emissions inventories of existing (baseline), future-year "build" and 
future-year "no-build" (No-Action) conditions associated with proposed projects.   

The FAA and MAC prepared a HAPs emission inventory that complies with FAA and EPA 
guidance and that is based on what is known currently about airport-related emissions.  See 
Final EA/EAW, Appendix E Air Quality Technical Report, Section 6. 

The September 2009 FAA guidance provides that, other than HAP emission inventories within 
this EA/EAW, NEPA reports must not include any other type of HAP assessment including, but 
not limited to, hazards identification, dispersion modeling (fate and chemical transformation), 
exposure evaluation, toxicity weighting, dose-response assessment, health risk 
characterization, health care impact cost estimates, or cost-benefit analysis of mitigation 
measures. As the guidance explains, such assessments require a complete understanding of 
both the reaction of HAPs in the atmosphere and downstream plume evolution. Because the 
science of atmospheric reactions with respect to airport-related HAP emissions is still evolving, 
the related level of understanding is currently limited. The approach to preparing an emission 
inventory is based on what is currently known about airport-related emissions. Both the FAA 
and the EPA recognize that even though the amount of aircraft engine emission test data is 
growing, the data is still limited and research gaps need to be addressed. Through 
measurement and study, the FAA, in partnership with other federal agencies and the scientific 
community, is currently collecting additional emissions data and performing analysis regarding 
the ultimate fate of airport-related HAP emissions in the atmosphere. 



Minneapolis-St. Paul International Airport 
2020 Improvements Draft EA/EAW 

 R-6 Appendix R 
 

Draft EA/EAW                 
Comments and Responses 

General Response (GR) # 03: Air Quality – Lead   

In 2008, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) lowered the National 
Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) for lead to 0.15 micrograms per cubic meter of air 
(µg/m3) over a rolling three-month average, meaning that any area with a three month average 
exceeding 0.15 µg/m3 would be classified as nonattainment of the NAAQS. Consistent with 
recommendations by the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA), the only area within the 
state of Minnesota that has been designated as nonattainment of the current NAAQS for lead is 
Eagan (District 15 of the Minneapolis-St. Paul seven-county metropolitan area).   

To assess whether the existing lead ambient air monitoring network was adequate to assess the 
attainment status of areas across the country relative to the NAAQS promulgated in 2008, the 
USEPA codified revisions to the ambient air monitoring requirements at 40 Code of Federal 
Regulations (CFR) Part 58 in December 2010.   These revisions require lead monitors to be 
installed near airports emitting more than 1.0 ton per year of lead (a total of six airports 
nationwide; none in Minnesota), as calculated by the USEPA’s most recent National Emissions 
Inventory.  Airports subject to this requirement must operate the monitors for no less than three 
years. There are no requirements for MSP to monitor lead emissions as MSP was not identified 
as an airport subject to these monitoring requirements.  

Lead emissions are not typically considered in emission inventories for commercial service 
airports because lead emissions result primarily from piston engine aircraft and the use of 
aviation gasoline (avgas or 100LL), which typically represent a small share of operations at a 
commercial service facility. Piston engine aircraft operations at MSP total less than two percent 
of total MSP operations.  Avgas usage by these aircraft has decreased from approximately 
67,000 gallons in 2005 to less than 20,000 gallons during each of the past three years; as piston 
aircraft operations have decreased at MSP. 

Nonetheless, lead emissions were quantified for the MSP Air Quality Assessment and 
compared to the USEPA air monitoring requirement threshold of 1.0 ton per year for all No 
Action and Action Alternatives.  Notably, the estimated lead emissions at MSP totals less than 
0.04 tons per year, or only four percent of the applicable one ton threshold.  In addition, there is 
virtually no difference in lead emissions between the No Action Alternative and the Action 
Alternatives, including the Preferred Alternative.  No further analysis of lead emissions is 
required to satisfy NEPA and MEPA. 
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General Response (GR) # 04: Air Quality - PM2.5  

Hennepin County, including the area surrounding the Minneapolis-St. Paul International Airport 
(MSP), is currently designated as attainment for particulate matter equal to or less than 2.5 
micrometers (fine particulates or PM2.5).  An attainment area is any area that meets the air 
quality standard for a given pollutant.  Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) operates 
several ambient (“outdoor”) air quality monitoring stations in the Minneapolis/St. Paul area as 
part of its permanent, state-wide air monitoring program. These stations sample and record 
levels of the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) criteria air pollutants, 
including PM2.5.  Table 1 provides the most recent data (2008 through 2011) from PM2.5 air 
monitoring stations near the airport. The closest air monitoring stations are located at H.C. 
Anderson School2 and Ramsey Health Center3.  As shown, the PM2.5 concentrations steadily 
decrease from 2009 to 2010 to 2011 and are well within the National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS); in part due to regulatory rulemaking and improvements in combustion 
efficiencies. Of note, the highest measured PM2.5 concentrations in the region generally occur in 
St Paul, not at the monitors near the airport.  

Table 1 

Air Monitoring Data (µg/m3) for PM2.5 in the MSP Area (2009-2011) 

Site Name & ID Pollutant Averaging 
Period NAAQS 

Year1 

2009 2010 20112 
HC Anderson School  
2727 10th Avenue. 
Minneapolis 
027-053-0963 

PM2.5 

Annual3 15 µg/m3 10.1 9.15 8.62 

24-hour (98th)4 35 µg/m3 
38.7 28.4 24.9 

30.74 

Ramsey Health Center 
555 Cedar Street  
St. Paul 
027-123-0868 

PM2.5 

Annual3 15 µg/m3 10.7 9.97 9.40 

24-hour (98th)4 35 µg/m3 
39.7 35.9 25.6 

33.74 
Note: 

(1)  Indicates highest reading recorded for the year, unless indicated otherwise. 
(2)  Annual concentrations for 2011 do not meet completeness requirements due to a three week shutdown in July 2011 

while MPCA was unable to collect and analyze our PM2.5 filters. 
(3) Not to be exceeded. 
(4) 98th percent of the daily concentration, averaged over three years, not to be exceeded. 

µg/m3 = micrograms/cubic meter 

Source: Email correspondence from Kellie Gavin, Minnesota Pollution Control Agency, dated October 10, 2012. 

 

                                                            
2 This monitoring site is located on the roof of the Hans Christian Andersen School in the Phillips Neighborhood of Minneapolis. 
It is approximately two miles south of downtown Minneapolis and is bordered by major roadways. This location provides air 
quality data representative of urban neighborhoods which are dominated by residential and commercial land use. 
3 This neighborhood scale monitoring site is located at the intersection of Cedar and 10th Street on the roof of the Ramsey 
County Health Center in Saint Paul. The monitors are positioned on the north side of the building approximately 60 meters 
south of the I-94 corridor and interchange with I-35E. The location was selected to demonstrate NAAQS compliance in areas 
where commercial and residential land use is in close proximity to major roadways. 
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In May 2006, the MPCA published a study of ambient monitoring conditions near MSP4.  The 
monitoring study included measurements of air toxics and PM2.5 at two locations within MSP and 
at Wenonah School and Richfield Intermediate School.  Overall, median and average 
concentrations of pollutants monitored near MSP were similar to concentrations monitored at 
other locations in the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area. 

As shown in Table 5.1.5 and 5.1.6 of the Draft EA/EAW, there is no difference in PM2.5 

emissions5 between the Action Alternatives (Airlines Remain and Airlines Relocate Alternatives) 
and the No Action Alternative during 2020 and 2025.  For all alternatives, the PM2.5 emissions 
during 2020 are 36 tons and during 2025 are 39 tons for the No Action and both Action 
alternatives.  Thus, the Action Alternatives are not expected to adversely affect PM2.5 

concentrations.  For many conditions (pollutants and analysis years) the Action Alternative 
emissions are lower than the No Action Alternative, as a result of reduced aircraft taxi times.  
Implementation of the Action Alternatives requires construction, which may create temporary 
fugitive dust emissions.  Emissions from construction activities associated with the Proposed 
Action, such as fugitive dust, will be minimized by implementing best management practices 
(BMPs).  These BMPs will include minimizing the time that disturbed or graded areas are 
exposed, minimizing the size of exposed or graded areas, watering disturbed areas during 
periods of high winds or high levels of construction activity, and minimizing the use of vehicles 
on unpaved surfaces.  As a result, the Action Alternatives temporary construction emissions will 
be minimal and will not adversely affect ambient air quality or human health. 

                                                            
4 Minnesota pollution Control Agency, Update on Air Monitoring near the Minneapolis St. Paul International Airport, May 2006. 
http://www.pca.state.mn.us/index.php/view-document.html?gid=227 
5 PM2.5 emission inventory include the incorporation of FAA’s “first-order-approximation” (FOA3a) method for calculating 
aircraft engine emissions, which estimates the non-volatile portion of particulate emissions based on engine type (turbofan 
versus internally-mixed turbofan), estimates of PM2.5 emissions from APUs, and PM2.5 emissions from motor vehicles based on 
MOBILE6.2, and stationary sources. 

http://www.pca.state.mn.us/index.php/view-document.html?gid=227
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General Response (GR) # 05: Noise - General 

Typically, aircraft noise impacts are associated with airfield improvements and/or substantial 
changes in aircraft operations.  Airfield projects, such as new or extended runways, usually 
result in aviation noise changes.  Operational related changes, such as shifts in runway use, 
can result in noise impacts.  Improvements to terminal and landside facilities are not usually 
associated with aircraft noise impacts particularly when there is no difference in the forecast 
number of aircraft operations.    

The alternatives evaluated in the Draft EA/EAW do not include the type of airfield improvements 
that are associated with aviation noise impacts.  The Action Alternatives include primarily 
terminal (including gates) and landside improvements.  The proposed “airfield” improvements 
are limited to those needed to accommodate the terminal improvements such as extended 
service roads, relocated fuel lines and expanded aprons.  The proposed improvements do not 
include changes to the runways.    

The alternatives would not substantially change aircraft operations. The proposed terminal and 
landside developments would not increase the number of aircraft operations. The forecast 
number of aircraft operations and the fleet mix are the same for all alternatives. While the No 
Action Alternative represents a much more crowded condition, the projected daily and annual 
demand can be accommodated, albeit at a reduced level of service, for the passengers using 
terminal and landside facilities. In addition, as explained in the introduction to this appendix, the 
alternatives do not include the proposed PBN (RNAV) procedures.   

Therefore, the alternatives evaluated in the Draft EA/EAW would not be expected to result in 
noise impacts.  Regardless, a noise analysis was conducted.  The results showed that there 
would be only minor variations between the No Action Alternative and the Action Alternatives in 
terms of noise contour acreages, and the unit and population counts within each contour.   

The MAC proposed noise mitigation in the Draft EA/EAW.  The mitigation addresses the change 
in noise due to the natural growth of operations. The MAC proposed mitigation because it 
regards aircraft noise as a major consideration in the ongoing operation, and possible future 
development, of Minneapolis-St. Paul International Airport (MSP). Since the early 1990s the 
MAC has spent approximately $500 million on the residential sound mitigation program around 
MSP. This program has provided various levels of noise mitigation to over 13,000 homes 
located in eligible aircraft noise mitigation areas around MSP. Expansion of this program is 
recommended as part of this Final Draft EA/EAW. 

Although the residential noise mitigation program has been successful in reducing noise 
impacts for many around MSP, it does not resolve noise concerns for those who reside outside 
the mitigation eligibility areas or for outdoor activities. In these circumstances, efforts to address 
noise concerns typically take the form of operational measures which, if approved by the 
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), can help to provide some reduction in noise.  

The FAA controls the airspace around MSP and all operations that arrive into, and depart from, 
the airport. The MAC, with assistance from the MSP Noise Oversight Committee (NOC), 
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remains committed to working with the FAA to address airport noise concerns from an 
operational perspective when feasible. A good example of this collaboration occurred in July 
2012 when, after concerns were expressed by residents north of the Runway 30R extended 
centerline, the MSP NOC evaluated the issue.  The NOC requested the FAA to consider 
increased the use of the 340- and 320-degree departure headings to help divert traffic from the 
360-degree departure heading.  The FAA implemented these changes in response to the NOC 
request. 

The MAC also attempted to address the impacts of low-frequency aircraft noise.  The MAC 
considered a measure to reduce the impact of low-frequency aircraft noise through the Part 150 
process after studying the potential impacts through an independent study [Low-Frequency 
Noise Policy Committee]. MAC endorsed the measure on September 18, 2000, and indicated 
that it should be included in the revised NCP. The low-frequency noise mitigation measure was 
included in the November 2001 Study as proposed measure LU-10.  The FAA and the Federal 
Interagency Committee on Aviation Noise (FICAN) reviewed the study and met with 
representatives from the study.   Both the FAA and FICAN concluded that the study failed to 
demonstrate that there would be increased annoyance to residents due to low-frequency aircraft 
noise but agreed that additional study was warranted. 

Although the NOC and the MAC continue to explore new and innovative ways to reduce noise 
impacts around MSP, there remain many circumstances when the impacts from the airport 
simply cannot be abated. Federal grant dollar provisions require that the airport be operated in a 
manner that is neither discriminatory nor poses an undue burden on interstate commerce. 
Similarly, the 1990 Airport Noise and Capacity Act (ANCA) limits the ability of airports to impose 
access or use restrictions based on aircraft noise. The result is that it is extremely difficult to 
restrict aircraft operations at an airport to control noise. The access or use restrictions designed 
for noise control that currently exist at some U.S. airports pre-date the 1990 ANCA and were 
grandfathered by an act of Congress. 

The MAC’s noise programs are documented on the Internet at www.macnoise.com. At this site 
one may explore the many MAC initiatives to reduce noise around MSP and find information on 
how to participate in the NOC process.   
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General Response (GR) # 06: Noise - –Performance Based Navigation (PBN) 

This EA/EAW does not provide environmental review or approval of the proposed Performance 
Based Navigation (PBN) procedures, which include Area Navigation (RNAV) and Required 
Navigation Performance (RNP) procedures.  Environmental review and approval of the 
proposed procedures is provided under a separate environmental process conducted by the 
FAA Air Traffic Organization.  The discussion herein is to facilitate understanding of PBN (a 
separate project) and for purposes of disclosure only.   

Since 2007 the Minneapolis-St. Paul International Airport (MSP) Noise Oversight Committee 
(NOC) has been analyzing possible air traffic procedures to reduce aircraft noise impacts 
around MSP. Early in this effort it was established that a critical element of the initiative would 
be the use of RNAV. RNAV is one of the main components of Performance Based Navigation 
(PBN). “PBN provides a basis for the design and implementation of automated flight paths as 
well as for airspace design and obstacle clearance.”6  PBN is part of a national effort to 
modernize the national airspace system known as the Next Generation Air Transportation 
System (NextGen). NextGen is designed to allow aircraft to use airspace more efficiently, 
reduce aircraft fuel consumption, and reduce aircraft emissions and noise when possible. RNAV 
is a method of navigation that permits aircraft operations on any desired course within the 
coverage of station-referenced navigation signals or within the limits of a self-contained system 
capability, or a combination of both. In short, RNAV technology provides the capability for 
aircraft to fly a desired track in a manner that is reproducible and allows for more accurate 
concentration of aircraft overflights in a desired area. RNAV also allows for more seamless 
transition to Required Navigation Performance (RNP), the other main component of PBN, 
operations in the future.  “RNP is RNAV with the addition of an onboard performance monitoring 
and alerting capability.”7 

Following the NOC’s initial review of RNAV in the context of enhancing existing noise 
abatement procedures at MSP, in 2010 the FAA determined that MSP was an excellent airport 
for airspace-wide RNAV and RNP implementation.  FAA made its determination based on 
MSP’s present airspace design and MSP’s lack of conflicts with other airport airspaces. Local 
FAA Control Tower personnel moved forward with the airspace-wide PBN implementation at 
MSP.  

In 2011, the NOC began the process of establishing criteria for the FAA to consider in the 
development and implementation of PBN at MSP (NOC RNAV Criteria). At the March 16, 2011 
NOC meeting, the Committee took unanimous action adopting the following criteria (NOC RNAV 
Criteria) to be forwarded to the FAA: 

• Provide a noise analysis using the MSP 2010 actual noise data analyzing the effects of 
the procedures on the noise contours and other noise metrics that evaluate the time 
above impact and single event noise impacts along a given RNAV track at MSP. 

                                                            
6 FAA, Fact Sheet – NextGen Goal: Performance-Based Navigation, April 24, 2009, 
http://www.faa.gov/news/fact_sheets/news_story.cfm?newsid=8768.  
7 Ibid. 
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• Provide a public information program to inform the public.  
• Reduce the number of sensitive land use overflights. (This could be done through 

increased Eagan-Mendota Heights Departure Corridor compliance, maximizing the 
concentration of westbound Runway 17 departures directly over the Minnesota River 
Valley, noise-sensitive departure tracks for operations east of runway heading off 
Runway 17, and evaluating the impacts of focusing operations to the northwest over 
major road corridors, where possible.) 

• Reduce aircraft arrival noise. 
• Maximize use of RNAV noise tracks as part of the Runway Use System. (An example 

would be, during southeast operational flows, focusing easterly-bound departure 
operations on Runways 12L and 12R on Corridor Compliant RNAV tracks, while 
focusing southbound and westbound departures on Runway 17 on the River RNAV 
track.) 

At the September 19, 2012 NOC meeting the FAA presented the RNAV procedure tracks 
including 13 Standard Instrument Departures (SIDs) and six Standard Terminal Arrival Routes 
(STARs) and reviewed the design process and the noise considerations that were made in the 
FAA’s design process. The review detailed how the procedures will tighten existing routes that 
aircraft fly away from the airport upon departure, provide continuous aircraft climb profiles for 
departing aircraft, and make it possible for pilots to descend their planes into MSP’s airspace 
with the engines set at or near idle, referred to as Optimized Profile Descents (OPD). 
Additionally, a detailed noise analysis was reviewed consistent with the related NOC RNAV 
criteria. 

Following the September NOC meeting, several presentations detailing the procedures, the 
noise considerations made by the FAA, and the noise analysis were made to various city 
councils around MSP. The NOC sponsored two public open houses on the FAA’s proposed 
RNAV procedures.  These open houses were designed to help residents understand how the 
use of the FAA-proposed procedures could affect flight patterns at MSP.  The open houses 
were held on November 8, 2012 at the Crosstown Covenant Church in Minneapolis and on 
November 13, 2012 open house held at the Eagan Community Center. The open house dates 
and time were published widely in local newspapers and on various websites. There were 109 
people that attended the Minneapolis open house and 203 people attended the Eagan open 
house. Depending on where people lived, the feedback ranged from positive to very concerned. 
The predominant concern was with the concentration of overflights over certain residential 
areas. A large volume of communication was received by the MAC from residents and elected 
officials following the open houses expressing concern relative to concentrating flights over the 
residential area of South Minneapolis, Edina, etc., and the speed of the process, among other 
concerns. 

Based on extensive input from community leaders and airport neighbors, the MAC board voted 
on November 19, 2012 to provide support for the FAA’s plan except for departures on Runways 
30L and 30R that fly to the northwest of the airport over communities such as South 
Minneapolis, Edina, etc. Specifically, the MAC passed the following action: 
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“The MAC supports implementation of the Area Navigation (RNAV) procedures as designed by 
the Federal Aviation Administration with the exception of RNAV departure procedures off 
Runways 30L and 30R at MSP.” 

If the FAA moves forward with partial implementation of PBN as recommended by the MAC, the 
procedures would be implemented to the south and east of the airport. Regarding next steps, 
the FAA has stated, “the vote taken November 19 approved a "partial" package of RNAV 
procedures that must be studied and reviewed before any further action can be taken. At this 
time, there is no time line for completion of that review.” 

The RNAV departure tracks off Runways 12L, 12R and 17 have been incorporated into the 
forecasted scenarios noise contours in the Final EA/EAW. In the case of arrival operations, the 
INM arrival tracks used for the Draft EA/EAW Forecast Contours were maintained. The Draft 
EA/EAW arrival tracks were used for the RNAV noise analysis because: 1) the RNAV arrival 
tracks are overlays of existing arrival procedures; and 2) any possible benefit from OPD 
procedures occur when the aircraft is above 3,000 feet above ground level (AGL), which is 
located well beyond the 60 DNL noise contour at MSP. 
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General Response (GR) # 07: Noise - Noise Metric 

The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) requires use of the Day-Night Average Sound Level 
(DNL) noise metric to determine and analyze aircraft noise exposure and land use compatibility 
issues around U.S. airports. Because the DNL metric correlates well with the degree of 
community annoyance from aircraft noise, DNL has been formally adopted by most federal 
agencies dealing with noise exposure. In addition to the FAA, these agencies include the 
Environmental Protection Agency, Department of Defense, Department of Housing and Urban 
Development and the Veterans Administration. The use of the Integrated Noise Model (INM) 
and DNL is a national standard. 

The MAC will continue to report, and consider the use of, alternative noise metrics. Before the 
MAC makes policy decisions that have a noise component, the MAC receives input from the 
Noise Oversight Committee (NOC), which often analyzes noise impacts using alternative noise 
metrics and single-event noise descriptors. The recent NOC Area Navigation (RNAV) analysis is 
an example using alternative and single event noise metrics to develop information on aircraft 
noise. Alternative single event noise metrics are reported monthly in the NOC Technical 
Advisor’s Reports and are published on the MAC Noise Program website at 
www.macnoise.com.  

However, DNL remains FAA’s accepted noise metric, and MAC has used FAA’s INM-generated 
DNL noise contours as the mechanism for implementing a $500 million noise mitigation program 
at MSP since the early 1990s.  The noise mitigation program, relying on DNL and INM, has 
substantial community support. Nevertheless, the MAC will continue to support efforts at the 
national level by the FAA and others to evaluate the effects of aircraft noise and to examine 
alternate ways to quantify noise impacts. As an example, on March 19, 2012 the MAC sent 
letters to the Airport Cooperative Research Program (ACRP) and the Partnership for AiR 
Transportation Noise and Emission Reduction (PARTNER) programs offering MSP as a willing 
participant in their ongoing studies of methods for understanding aircraft annoyance and sleep 
disturbance. 

General Response (GR) # 08: Noise - Health Effects 

While many studies draw correlations between aircraft noise exposure and health effects, the 
science in this area remains undeveloped. The current body of studies are problematic and 
sometimes contradictory as discussed in two recent literature reviews. 

The Partnership for Air Transportation Noise and Emission Reduction Project 19 final report 
titled “A Review of the Literature Related to Potential Health Effects of Aircraft Noise,” 
summarized the flaws in existing studies that attempt to correlate aircraft noise exposure and 
health effects.  According to the report:  

“There are several potential problems that arise in health studies, e.g., unaccounted for 
confounding factors; removal of the impacts of certain factors which are known to be risk factors 
for cardiovascular disease but might also be outcomes of the noise exposure; inaccurate 
prediction of exposure to noise sources of interest; difficulties disambiguating impacts of total 
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noise exposure versus exposure to a particular noise source of interest. In addition, adequate 
control of other factors like air quality, which may also be influenced by noise producing 
infrastructure, may pose challenges and increase the diversity of expertise needed for an 
effective study.”8 

Similarly, a 2008 report by the Airport Cooperative Research Program entitled Synthesis 9, 
Effects of Aircraft Noise: Research Update on Selected Topics found the following: 

“In the 20-plus years since publication of the FAA’s Aviation Noise Effects, considerable 
research, review of previous research with new thought, and new independent research, as well 
as collaborative efforts to identify health effects related to aviation noise, have been completed. 
Some studies have identified a potential correlation between aviation or road noise above 
certain noise thresholds, typically a day–night average noise level (DNL) value of 70 dBA, and 
increased hypertension; however, other studies contradict such findings. Occupational noise is 
also an intricate concern. Health effects on children, particularly those with decreased cognitive 
abilities, mental disturbances, or other psychological stressors, and studies of pregnancy and 
low infant birth weights, all indicate either little correlation or conflicting results of relationships 
between aviation noise and childhood psychiatric disorders, environmental factors, or low infant 
birth weights. Additionally, recent studies conclude that aviation noise does not pose a risk 
factor for child or teenage hearing loss. Because aviation and typical community noise levels 
near airports are not comparable to the occupational or recreational noise exposures associated 
with hearing loss, hearing impairment resulting from community aviation noise has not been 
identified. However, newer studies suggest there may be a potential relationship between 
aviation noise levels and hypertension or ischemic heart disease at noise levels as low as 50 
dBA Leq. 

Despite decades of research, including review of old data and multiple new research efforts, 
health effects of aviation noise continue to be complicated and the need for additional research 
is crucial to understanding.”9 

Therefore, additional research is needed to understand the relationship between aviation noise 
and health before any conclusions can be made.  The MAC continues to support research 
efforts by the FAA and others to evaluate the effects of aircraft noise and to examine alternate 
ways to quantify noise impacts. As an example, on March 19, 2012, the MAC sent letters to the 
Airport Cooperative Research Program (ACRP) and the Partnership for Air Transportation Noise 
and Emission Reduction (PARTNER) offering MSP as a willing participant in ongoing studies of 
methods for understanding aircraft annoyance and sleep disturbance. 

                                                            
8 Partnership for AiR Transportation Noise Emissions Reduction (PARTNER), PARTNER Project 19 Final Report, A Review of the 
Literature Related to Potential Health Effects of Aircraft Noise, July 2010, p. iv. 
9 Transportation Research Board of the National Academies, ACRP Synthesis 9 Effect of Aircraft Noise: Research Update on 
Selected Topics, 2008, pp. 1-2. 
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General Response (GR) # 09: Noise - Aircraft Operations – Runway Use 

Runway Use Systems describe how aircraft typically use the existing runways and the variables 
that affect runway selection.  Runway use is determined by four variables: prevailing wind, types 
of activity, aircraft type and traffic demand.  The prevailing wind determines the direction of 
arrivals and departures.  Aircraft typically arrive and depart into the wind.   Operational factors, 
such as wind, weather and aircraft destination are primary determination factors for selection of 
runways.  Aircraft type, performance capabilities, and gross weight may also effect runway 
selection.   

FAA and MAC plan to continue using the Runway Use System as defined and contained in 
Table A-3 and Table A-5 of the Final Environmental Assessment (FEA) for the Implementation 
of a Departure Procedure off of Runway 17.   

Table A-3 
Traffic Demand Period Criteria 

Demand 
Period 

Traffic  Demand 
(Operations per 15-

Minute segment) 

RUS Status 

LOW Less than 3.4 Traffic levels allow for maximum flexibility in runway selection and 
RUS implementation, including the use of unique procedures 

such as the Head-to Head Procedure in the Corridor. 
Mid Between 3.5 and 15 Traffic levels allow for efficient selection of runways based on 

noise considerations, given requirements for runway crossings, 
capacity, etc.; moderate use of the RUS. 

High  Greater than 15 The need to maintain operational capacity does not allow ATC 
flexibility in runway selection; limited use of the RUS. 

Source: ATC HNTB Analysis.  

Table A-5 
Revised Runway Use System 

The revised RUS established the following runway use preferences: 

Departures 
1. Runways 12L and 12R 
2. Runway 17 
3.   Balanced Use of Runway 4/22 
4.   Runways 30L and 30R 

Arrivals 
1. Runways 30L and 30R 
2. Runway 35 
3. Balanced Use of Runway 4/22 
4. Runways 12L and 12R 

FAA and MAC continue to comply with Tables A-3 and A-5.  

The 2020 Draft EA/EAW includes information on the distribution of operations across runways in 
Appendix G. 
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General Response # 10: Noise - Mitigation 

The MAC proposed noise mitigation in the Draft EA/EAW.  The mitigation addresses the change 
in noise due to the natural growth in aircraft operations that would occur with or without the 
Preferred Alternative.  

The noise mitigation in the Draft EA/EAW was proposed in a manner consistent with the noise 
mitigation program set forth in the Consent Decree in City of Minneapolis, et al. v. Metropolitan 
Airports Commission, Case No. 05-5474 (Hennepin County District Court). The noise mitigation 
proposal included a trigger for the commencement of mitigation (484,879 annual operations or 
the year 2020, whichever comes first); with mitigation eligibility based on the 2020 Preferred 
Alternative noise contours. Residential properties within the 2020 Preferred Alternative noise 
contours located in a higher aircraft noise mitigation area when compared to the Consent 
Decree were proposed to receive noise mitigation in a manner consistent with the Consent 
Decree, per respective noise impact area.   

The proposed noise mitigation program was revised after the publication of the Draft EA/EAW. 
The revised proposed noise mitigation program in the Final EA/EAW is also consistent with the 
Consent Decree mitigation packages per respective noise impact area. The proposed mitigation 
in the Draft EA/EAW was modified to base mitigation eligibility and timing on annually-
developed actual noise contours instead of the 2020 Preferred Alternative noise contours. 
Below is an outline of the program elements that define the new mitigation proposal in the Final 
EA/EAW: 

• Mitigation eligibility is assessed annually based on the actual noise contours for the 
previous year. 

• The annual mitigation assessment would begin with the actual noise contour for the year 
in which the ROD was approved.  

• For a home to be considered eligible for mitigation it must be located in the actual 60+ 
Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL) noise contour, within a higher noise impact 
mitigation area when compared to its status relative to the Consent Decree noise 
mitigation program, for a total of three consecutive years, with the first of the three years 
beginning no later than 2020. 

• The noise contour boundary would be based on the block intersect methodology. 
• Homes would be mitigated in the year following their eligibility determination. 

The revised mitigation plan provides a flexible framework that will consider actual noise impacts 
at the airport moving forward in a manner that will consider future airport development scenarios 
and FAA operational initiatives.  
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General Response # 11: Noise - Property Values 

The relationship between cumulative noise levels and property values is complex. The property 
value impacts of aviation noise have been studied on multiple occasions, with published study 
results beginning in the mid-1970s.  The results of these studies differ because there are 
numerous airport-specific variables, including: (1) the level and frequency of noise; (2) the 
property location with respect to overflights; (3) the perceived amenities and quality of the 
affected neighborhood/community; (4) the local supply and demand for housing; (5) the local 
and regional economy; and (6) other market conditions that cannot be controlled or are difficult 
to predict.  The Airport Cooperative Research Program Synthesis 9, Effects of Aircraft Noise: 
Research Update on Selected Topics provides the following overview of research conducted to 
determine the effect of aviation noise on property value: 

“In summary, the studies of the effects of aviation noise on property values are highly complex 
owing to the differences in methodologies, airport/community environments, market conditions, 
and demand variables involved. Whereas most studies concluded that aviation noise effects on 
property value range from some negative impacts to significant negative impacts, some studies 
combined airport noise and proximity and concluded that the net effect on property value was 
positive.”10  

In the case of MSP, aggressive measures have been taken to upgrade the local housing stock 
through the implementation of an expansive residential noise mitigation program.  Since the 
early 1990s, the MAC has spent approximately $500 million on the residential noise mitigation 
program in the proximity of MSP. This program has provided noise mitigation to over 13,000 
homes located in eligible aircraft noise mitigation areas around the airport. (Expansion of this 
program is recommended as part of the Final EA/EAW.) In addition to reducing noise levels 
within homes, the program has provided community stabilization in the neighborhoods around 
MSP. 

General Response # 11: Noise - Awakenings 

Nighttime awakenings due to aircraft noise have been studied for many years and the Federal 
Interagency Committee on Aviation Noise (FICAN) has recommended prediction methods.  
Most recently, in 2008, FICAN recommended the use of ANSI S12.9-2008 Quantities and 
Procedures for Description of Measurement of Environmental Sound – Part 6: Methods for 
Estimation of Awakenings Associated with Outdoor Noise Events Heard in Homes to analyze 
behavioral awakenings from aircraft noise.11   

While there is a recommended approach to predicting awakenings, there is no established 
criteria for an exposure limit.  In addition, the FAA does not determine the significance of noise 
impacts based on awakenings.  The FAA determines the significance of aircraft noise impacts 
based on the DNL metric that includes a 10 dB penalty for nighttime aircraft operations. 
                                                            
10 Transportation Research Board of the National Academies, ACRP Synthesis 9 Effect of Aircraft Noise: Research Update on 
Selected Topics, 2008, p. 20. 
11 Federal Interagency Committee on Aviation Noise (FICAN), FICAN Recommendation for use of ANSI Standard to Predict 
Awakenings from Aircraft Noise, December 2008. 
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Draft EA/EAW Comments with Responses 

Comment regarding the Draft EA/EAW were received from the following: 

1. Sally Carlson-Bancroft  
2. Alanna Tabaka  
3. Patricia Ward  
4. Michael Corbett – MnDOT 
5. Nathan Lind  
6. Birdie Golden  
7. Jim Spensley – SMAAC 
8. Sandra Krebsbach – City of Mendota Heights 
9. John Frederickson – Sun Country Airlines 
10. Mike Maquire – City of Eagan 
11. Mary Gorman  
12. John White  
13. Mollie O’Connor  
14. Elizabeth Jarrett Andrew  
15. Gene Winstead – City of Bloomington 
16. R.T. Rybak – City of Minneapolis 
17. John Donnelly  
18. Steven Devich – City of Richfield 
19. Georgia Wegner  
20. Lisa Schmid  
21. Karen Kromar – MPCA 
22. Karen Batdorf  
23. Pat Engstrand  
24. Ronald Goldser  
25. Mary Vrabel  
26. Kenneth Wenzel  
27. Kenneth Westlake – EPA, Region 5 
28. Charlene Shaeffer  
29. Jill Boldenow  
30. Michael Kehoe  
31. Marie Morzenti  
32. Eric Weiss  
33. Vanessa Stephens Coldwater  
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34. Sarah Guillet  
35. Lynnea Forness  
36. Susan Taylor  
37. Joanne Jongsma  
38. Emily Resseger, PE  
39. Kathleen Regan  
40. Nicole Miller  
41. Steve Erickson  
42. Lisa Barajas, Met Council 
43. Brendan Downes  
44. Michael Corbett, MnDOT 
45. Nancy Larson  
46. Cate Long  
47. Representative Jim Davnie 
48. Guy Heide, Airport Noise Reduction Committee 
49. Jean Wagenius, State Representative 
50. October 1, 2012 Public hearing comments from the following: 

• Councilwoman Sandy Colvin Roy 

• James Easton  

• Rob Mehta  

• Bryan Barnes  

• Guy Heide  

• Bob Friedman  

• Lucinda Nelson  

• Judy Arginteanu  

• Kevin Kirsch  

• Tom Nickelbine  

• Steve Watson  
 

The comment letters, e-mails and public hearing transcript with individual comments demarcated and 
numbered are provided in the order listed above.  A response to each numbered comment is provided on 
the right hand side of the page where the comment appears.  
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001-1.   The preference for 
Alternative 2 is noted; this is the 
Sponsor’s Preferred Alternative. 
  
Moving the airport is not a 
feasible alternative because the 
Minnesota Legislature prohibited 
the MAC from constructing, 
equipping, or acquiring land for a 
major new airport to replace the 
existing Minneapolis-St. Paul 
International Airport. (Minnesota 
Statues 1996, 473.608). 
 
The alternative to divert 
passengers to another airport 
was studied as part of the Draft 
EA/EAW.  See Section 3.1.1 of the 
Draft EA/EAW. It was concluded 
that (1) neither the development 
of a competing hub nor a 
supplemental airport appears 
likely given current airline 
behavior and trends and, (2) even 
if the studied airports were able 
to capture 100 percent of their 
respective markets, the need for 
MSP terminal and landside 
improvements would be delayed 
only temporarily.  Therefore, the 
Other Airports Alternative was 
dismissed from further 
consideration. 
  
The MAC is adhering to the 2030 
Long Term Comprehensive Plan 
for MSP. The Metropolitan 
Council confirmed that the Draft 
EA/EAW is consistent with the 
Long Term Comprehensive Plan 
adopted by the MAC.  See 
Comment # 042-10.  
 
There is noise associated with the 
airport and in response the MAC 
has implemented a very robust 
noise mitigation program. 
 
001-2.   Neither the MAC nor the 
FAA determine the airline 
schedules.  However, the MAC 
has worked very aggressively and 
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in cooperation with the FAA, 
airlines and the surrounding 
communities through the Noise 
Oversight Committee to enact 
voluntary measures to reduce 
noise impacts. The MAC, in 
consultation with the NOC and 
FAA, has facilitated the 
Implementation of Noise 
Abatement Departure Profiles, 
and the FAA is currently 
considering the implementation 
of Optimized Profile Descent 
arrival operations. These 
procedures are intended to 
provide some noise relief in the 
form of aircraft altitudes during 
both departure and arrival phases 
of flight. The MAC, under 
advisement from the NOC, will 
continue to evaluate and pursue 
opportunities in this area with the 
FAA.   See General Response GR # 
05, and GR # 09. 
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002-1.   As discussed in the 
introduction to this appendix, the 
growth in aircraft operations 
would occur naturally with or 
without the Proposed Action. 
 
The alternatives evaluated in the 
Draft EA/EAW do not include the 
type of airfield improvements 
that are associated with aviation 
noise impacts. Typically, aircraft 
noise impacts are associated with 
airfield improvements and/or 
substantial changes in aircraft 
operations.  Airfield type projects 
such as new or extended runways 
usually result in aviation noise 
changes.  Operational related 
changes such as shifts in runway 
use can result in noise impacts.  
Improvements to terminal and 
landside facilities are not usually 
associated with aircraft noise 
impacts particularly when there is 
no difference in the forecast 
number of aircraft operations.   
 
 A noise analysis of the 
alternatives is included in the 
EA/EAW. The results showed that 
there would be only minor 
variations between the No Action 
Alternative and the Action 
Alternatives in terms of noise 
contour acreages, and the unit 
and population counts within 
each contour.   See General 
Responses GR # 05, GR # 09, and 
GR # 10. 
 
002-2.   See General Responses 
GR # 05, GR # 09, and GR # 10. 
 
002-3.   See General Response GR 
# 05, GR # 09, and GR # 10. 
 
002-4.   Moving the airport is not 
a feasible alternative because the 
Minnesota Legislature prohibited 
the MAC from constructing, 
equipping, or acquiring land for a 
major new airport to replace the 
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existing Minneapolis-St. Paul 
International Airport. (Minnesota 
Statues 1996, 473.608). 
 
The alternative to divert 
passengers to another airport 
was studied as part of the Draft 
EA/EAW.  See Section 3.1.1 of the 
Draft EA/EAW. It was concluded 
that (1) neither the development 
of a competing hub nor a 
supplemental airport appears 
likely given current airline 
behavior and trends and, (2) even 
if the studied airports were able 
to capture 100 percent of their 
respective markets, the need for 
MSP terminal and landside 
improvements would be delayed 
only temporarily.  Therefore, the 
Other Airports Alternative was 
dismissed from further 
consideration. 
  
The MAC is adhering to the 2030 
Long Term Comprehensive Plan 
for MSP. The Metropolitan 
Council confirmed that the Draft 
EA/EAW is consistent with the 
Long Term Comprehensive Plan 
adopted by the MAC.  See 
Comment # 042-10.  
 
The Purpose and Need in Chapter 
2 of the EA/EAW demonstrated 
the need and justification for the 
proposed project.  As discussed in 
the introduction to this appendix, 
the growth in aircraft operations 
would occur naturally with or 
without the Proposed Action. 
We have noted your comment 
against the proposed 
development. 
 
Also, see General Responses GR # 
05, GR # 09, and GR # 10. 
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003-1.   As discussed in the 
introduction to this appendix, the 
growth in aircraft operations 
would occur naturally with or 
without the Proposed Action. 
 
The Air Quality Assessment was 
conducted in accordance with 
USEPA and FAA regulations and 
guidance. The Air Quality 
Assessment included aircraft 
operations, ground support 
equipment, motor vehicles, and 
stationary sources associated 
with the airport. On pages 5-13 
through 5-16, the Draft EA/EAW 
demonstrates compliance with 
the National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS), which are 
determined based on health and 
welfare criteria, and General 
Conformity requirements for 
carbon monoxide. In addition, the 
difference in estimated emissions 
for all pollutants between the 
future year No Action Alternative 
and the Action Alternatives is not 
significant. For many conditions 
estimated emissions associated 
with the Action Alternatives are 
less than emissions associated 
with the No Action Alternative, as 
a result of reduced aircraft taxi 
times.  Moreover, emissions from 
construction activities associated 
with the Proposed Action, such as 
fugitive dust, will be minimized by 
implementing best management 
practices. Thus, the Action 
Alternatives would not be 
expected to adversely affect 
ambient air quality or human 
health. 
 
The Air Quality Assessment also 
addressed hazardous air 
pollutants (HAPs). HAPs are 
pollutants that do not have 
established NAAQS but present 
potential human health risks from 
short (acute) or long-term 
(chronic) exposures.   The FAA 
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and MAC prepared a HAPs 
emission inventory that complies 
with FAA and EPA guidance and 
that is based on what is known 
currently about airport-related 
emissions.   See Final EA/EAW, 
Appendix E Air Quality Technical 
Report, Section 6. 
 
As explained in General Response 
GR # 02, there are no existing 
federal regulatory guidelines 
specific to hazardous air pollution 
(HAP) emissions from aircraft 
engines.  Although there are FAA 
and EPA/FAA guidance 
documents recommending best 
practices for quantifying 
speciated organic gas emissions 
from aircraft engines, the 
methods for measuring air 
emissions associated with aircraft 
engines is an evolving process 
that is still under development. 
The guidance specifically warns 
against preparing any type of 
HAPs assessment for aircraft 
emissions under NEPA—other 
than the type of emission 
inventory provided in the Draft 
EA/EAW—because such 
assessments “require a complete 
understanding of both the 
reaction of OGs/HAPS in the 
atmosphere and downstream 
plume evolution,” and the 
science of such atmospheric 
reactions is “currently limited” 
and “still evolving.”  Id.  See also 
40 C.F.R. §  1502.22. 
 
See also General Responses GR # 
02, GR # 03, GR # 04, GR # 05, GR 
# 07 and GR # 08. 
 
003-2.   The FAA requires use of 
the DNL noise metric to 
determine and analyze aircraft 
noise exposure and land use 
compatibility issues around U.S. 
airports. Because the DNL metric 
correlates well with the degree of 
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community annoyance from 
aircraft noise, DNL has been 
formally adopted by most federal 
agencies dealing with noise 
exposure. In addition to the FAA, 
these agencies include the 
Environmental Protection 
Agency, Department of Defense, 
Department of Housing and 
Urban Development and the 
Veterans Administration.  See 
General Responses GR # 05 
(information on low frequency 
noise) and GR # 07 for additional 
information. 
 
003-3.   The general conclusion 
from studies is that vibration 
from low-frequency noise can 
induce structural building 
response that may cause rattle of 
windows, fixtures, pictures, and 
the like. However, at the present 
time there is no universally-
accepted method of describing 
low-frequency noise and its 
impact on communities around 
airports.  
 
003-4.   See General Response GR 
# 08. 
 
003-5.   In May 2006, the MPCA 
published a study of ambient 
monitoring conditions near MSP. 
The monitoring study included 
measurements of air toxics 
(including benzene) and PM2.5 at 
two locations at the MSP Airport 
and at Wenonah School and 
Richfield Intermediate School. 
Overall, median and average 
concentrations of pollutants 
monitored near MSP were similar 
to concentrations monitored at 
other locations in the Twin Cities 
Metropolitan Area. Benzene 
concentrations were within 
health benchmark values. Also 
average benzene concentrations 
near MSP were lower than at 
some of the other monitoring 
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locations in the Twin Cities 
Metropolitan Area.  The Action 
Alternatives are not expected to 
affect ambient air quality 
adversely nor change the air 
toxics emissions at MSP 
significantly. 
 
A HAP emissions inventory is 
included in Section 5.1.5.6 of the 
Final EA/EAW. As with criteria 
pollutant such as PM2.5, there is 
little difference between the air 
toxics emissions (including 
benzene) for the Action 
Alternatives and the No Action 
Alternative. For most conditions 
(pollutants and analysis years) the 
Action Alternative emissions are 
less than the No Action 
Alternative due to lower aircraft 
taxi times and other airfield 
improvements. Also, see General 
Responses GR # 02 and GR # 04. 
 
003-6.   Visual effects are 
inherently more difficult to define 
and assess because they involve 
subjectivity.  The visual sight of 
aircraft or aircraft lights at night 
should not be assumed to be an 
adverse impact (FAA Order 
1050.1E).  The climb 
rate/departure rate of an aircraft 
is determined the by the aircraft’s 
performance characteristics, 
weather, load factors, company 
policies and the individual flights 
crews.  Neither the FAA nor the 
MAC controls this.  Construction 
of the Proposed Action will not 
result in an increase in 
operations.  See General 
Responses GR # 02 and GR # 05.   
 
003-7.   See General Response GR 
# 10. 
 
003-8.   See General Response GR 
# 01. 
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The MAC met with MnDOT on 
October 10th, 2012 to discuss the 
comments in this letter. 
Subsequent coordination 
between the MAC and MnDOT 
resulted in resolution of the 
comments contained in this 
letter.  Refer to letter 044 from 
MnDOT.  
 
004-1.   The airport sponsor is 
completing a MnDOT Level 1 
Layout for the I-494 and 34th 
Avenue South Interchange.  Level 
1 Layouts will be completed by 
the project sponsor for the other 
roadway projects located on I-
494 and TH 5.  These Level 1 
Layouts will be completed prior 
to developing the final 
construction plans for each 
project. 
 
004-2.   A MnDOT drainage 
permit will be obtained for the 
projects affecting drainage on 
MnDOT right-of-way. 
 
004-3.   Figure 5.18.1 has been 
revised to clearly identify the 
Almaz Pond and its outlet. The 
Almaz Pond tributary area 
extends well beyond the limits of 
Figure 5.18.1. Mn/DOT and MAC 
staff agreed, in lieu of showing 
tributary boundaries, to show the 
locations of proposed projects 
that would affect areas within the 
tributary to the Almaz pond. 
These are shown on Attachment 
3 to Appendix L, Hydrology and 
Stormwater Pond Analysis. 
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004-4.   The Draft EA/EAW 
indicated that the airport sponsor 
will comply with the SWPPP and 
will meet construction NPDES and 
Lower Minnesota Watershed 
District permit requirements.  See 
Section 5.18 of the Draft EA/EAW. 
Phosphorus loading will be 
address as part of permitting.  
Additionally, proposed volume 
and rate control was considered 
for additional drainage area to 
the Almaz pond. Currently the 
applicable requirements call for 
½” runoff over the new 
impervious surfaces to be treated 
via infiltration best management 
practice(s) to address volume 
control.  Appendix L , Hydrology 
and Stormwater Pond Analysis 
Attachment 3 - Post 2020 
Roadway Improvements & 
Conceptual Volume Control BMP 
Site presents a conceptual site for 
this infiltration practice along 
with a rough grading design.    
 
004-5.  FHWI-NHI-10-009 
Hydraulic Engineering Circular 
No. 22, 3rd Edition – Urban 
Drainage Design Manual 
recommends a 10-year storm 
event be used on high-volume 
roadways. Regarding I-494 
drainage, the Final EA/EAW states 
that “Prior to addition of new 
impervious areas to the Almaz 
pond, the project sponsor will 
investigate design options to 
address additional runoff to the 
system”. 

004-6.   The Airlines Remain 
Alternative is not the Preferred 
Alternative and therefore, the 
MAC is not proposing to 
implement this alternative.  The 
Preferred Alternative, Airlines 
Relocate, will be constructed in 
accordance with Minnesota 
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Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) 
National Pollution Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) 
Construction Stormwater permit 
and Lower Minnesota River 
Watershed District permit 
requirements. 
 
004-7.   The MAC has over 10 
years of monitoring of the MSP 
ponds to verify pond 
performance. These monitoring 
results constitute much of the 
basis of the Appendix L hydrology 
and stormwater pond analysis. 
The extensive monitoring has also 
shown that MSP is not a major 
source of phosphorus, as 
evidenced by the most recent 
NPDES permit amendment to 
reduce phosphorus monitoring. 
 
004-8.   The MPCA General 
NPDES Permit for Construction 
Activity Part IIIC Permanent 
Stormwater Management Item 5 
requires that Alternative 
Methods achieve approximately 
80% TSS removal on an annual 
average basis.  EPA Management 
Measures for Urban Areas 
[January 13, 2010 – 
www.epa.gov/owow/NPS/MMGI/
Chapter4/chr-2a.html] provides 
the same guidance. As noted in 
the Response to Comment #004-
07, monitoring verifies pond 
performance and phosphorus 
loading for MSP ponds.  
Monitoring data is not available 
for the MnDOT Almaz pond.   
However, since the MnDOT 
Almaz pond was designed and 
built to the same standard as the 
MSP ponds, it is reasonable to 
assume the MnDOT Almaz pond 
will perform in a similar manner 
and thus actual treatment 
efficiency will be likewise greater 
than the DetPOND calculations.   
Any applicable volume control 
and phosphorus removal 
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requirements will be addressed in 
the LMRWD and NPDES 
permitting processes. 
 
004-9.   A figure was added to 
Appendix L to show a preliminary 
concept of where volume control 
measures can be implemented to 
address the post-2020 
improvements along I-494. 
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004-10.   The following text was 
added to Section 5.18.1.5 of the 
Final EA/EAW, “Peak discharges 
from the MSP Pond 1,2 and 
Almaz pond are not expected to 
increase measurably at  TH 5 as a 
result of these drainage area 
increases.  However, Mn/DOT 
reports that areas upstream of 
the proposed improvements 
surcharge the I-494 system in 5-
year storm events.  Prior to 
addition of new impervious areas 
to the Almaz pond, the project 
sponsor will investigate design 
options to address additional 
runoff to the system.”   
 
Additionally, proposed volume 
and rate control was considered 
for additional drainage area to 
the Almaz pond. Currently the 
applicable requirements call for 
½” runoff over the new 
impervious surfaces to be treated 
via infiltration best management 
practice(s) to address volume 
control.  Appendix L , Hydrology 
and Stormwater Pond Analysis 
Attachment 3 - Post 2020 
Roadway Improvements & 
Conceptual Volume Control BMP 
Site presents a conceptual site for 
this infiltration practice along 
with a rough grading design. 
 
Any applicable volume control 
and phosphorus removal 
requirements will be addressed in 
the LMRWD and NPDES 
permitting processes. 
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005-1.   See General Responses 
GR # 01, Gr # 02, GR # 05, GR # 08 
and GR # 11. 
 
005-2.   On July 11, 2012 the 
Minneapolis-St. Paul International 
Airport Noise Oversight 
Committee (NOC) completed a 
noise evaluation of NADPs at 
Minneapolis-St. Paul International 
Airport.  Based on this evaluation, 
the NOC took no action to change 
from the current Distant NADP on 
all runways based on their 
evaluation. Noise analysis 
demonstrates that the use of the 
Distant NADP provides more 
noise relief than the Close-in 
Procedure for residents north of 
the Hiawatha Golf Course in 
South Minneapolis. 
 
005-3.   Flight schedules and the 
number of operations are 
determined by the Air Carriers 
and other airport users.  Neither 
the FAA nor the MAC has any 
control over arrival/departure 
times or the number of 
operations, as long as all flights 
can be handled safely and 
efficiently.  See General Response 
GR # 05. 
 
005-4.   There are numerous 
factors involved in the perceived 
change in flight paths since 
September 2010.  The fleet mix 
has evolved at MSP and now 
there are more regional jets using 
the airport than ever before.  The 
regional jets have replaced turbo 
props.  The increase in regional 
jets coupled with the decrease in 
turbo props has created a more 
compatible fleet mix that requires 
less of a need to fan out to 
ensure safe operations.  In 
addition, the Air Traffic Control 
Tower returned to a more 
rigorous adherence to existing 
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runway assignment procedures 
due to the near miss in 
September 2010.  This has 
resulted in some northbound 
departures being moved back to 
an area they were prior to the 
downturn in traffic but did not 
create new flight paths or 
procedures.  The net result is a 
higher percentage of jets that fly 
in a narrower corridor (due to 
compatibility of mix) at a lower 
altitude (due to operating 
characteristics of the aircraft). 
The communities responded to 
this change with concern. As a 
result, the Minneapolis-St. Paul 
International Airport NOC 
evaluated the issue in 
consultation with the City of 
Minneapolis and facilitated 
implementation of an operational 
solution by the FAA.  See GR # 05. 
 
005-5.   Comment noted. 
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006-1.   As discussed in the 
introduction to this appendix, the 
growth in aircraft operations 
would occur naturally with or 
without the Proposed Action. 
Also, see General Responses GR # 
05 and GR # 10. 
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007-1.   Both letters have been 
entered into the record. 
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007-2.   Consistent with FAA 
Order 5050.4B Paragraph 
406b(4), interested parties were 
given  10 days after the hearing 
to provide written comments.  
Under MEPA, Minn. R. 4410.1600 
provides that a public hearing 
may be held during the 30-day 
public comment period.   
 
A public hearing is a formal event 
held prior to a decision point to 
gather public comments from all 
interested parties for the public 
record and to help the agency 
make an informed decision.  
Public meetings/open houses are 
informal meetings that provide 
an opportunity to disseminate 
information, provide a setting for 
public discussion and to receive 
feedback from the public. The 
open house held before the 
public hearing on October 1, 2012 
provided the public an 
opportunity to ask questions 
before submitting their formal 
comments during the public 
hearing.  
 
Comments submitted within the 
comment period are “on the 
record” and are addressed in this 
Response to Comments and, if 
necessary, in the Final EA/EAW.  
A transcript of the public hearing 
is included in Appendix N of the 
Final EA/EAW. 
 

007-3.   The commenter’s 
reference to a February 2012 
public comment period is puzzling 
as neither the MAC nor the FAA 
are aware of making a document 
available for public review at that 
time.  The Draft EA/EAW was not 
released for public review and 
comment until August 30th, 2012.   
The comment period for the Draft 
EA/EAW began on August 30th, 

2012 and extended to October 
11th, 2012.  There was not a 
public comment period 
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concerning the Draft EA/EAW in 
February 2012.  
 

There are no new headings or 
modified runway use procedures 
proposed as part of the Preferred 
Alternative evaluated in the Draft 
EA/EAW. The future (2020 and 
2025) noise contours 
incorporated all changes in effect 
since 2010 (e.g. Runway 30R 
northbound departure heading 
dispersion) and proposed (e.g. 
PBN procedures) through 2020.  
  

As shown on Figures 5.14-5 and 
5.14-6 the noise contours for the 
No Action Alternative and the 
Action Alternative show minimal 
differences between the 
proposed alternatives. 
 

007-4.   Refer to Response to 
Comment 007-2. 
 
007-5.   See General Response GR 
# 01. 
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007-6.   See Response to 
Comment #007-2. 
 
007-7.   See Response to 
Comment #007-3. 
 
007-8.   See Response to 
Comment #007-4. 
 
007-9.   See Response to 
Comment #007-5. 
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007-10.    Comment noted. 
 
007-11.   The Long Term 
Comprehensive Plan (LTCP) is the 
MAC and Metropolitan Council 
approved plan that systematically 
identifies airport needs through 
the year 2030.  The Draft EA/EAW 
evaluates the environmental 
impacts of the identified projects 
from the LTCP that are necessary 
to meet the forecasted growth of 
passengers at MSP and to 
maintain and promote safe and 
efficient aircraft operations. 
 
007-12.   The projects evaluated 
for this EA are proposed to 
address current and forecasted 
increases in passenger 
enplanements. The forecast 
levels are projected to occur with 
or without the planned 
improvements. As identified in 
the Draft EA/EAW no 
environmental category impacts 
exceed the level of significance as 
defined by NEPA, CEQ 
Regulations, FAA Orders 1050.1, 
Environmental Impacts: Policies 
and Procedures, FAA Order 
5050.4B, National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) Implementing 
Instructions for Airport Actions, 
MEPA and the EQB rules 
implementing the MEPA.  Also, 
see General Response GR # 01.  
 
007-13.   The commenter’s 
runway use rates do not align 
with the results of airfield 
modeling completed for the Draft 
EA/EAW.  The source of the 
commenter’s data regarding 
operations per hour at peak 
hours is not provided and 
therefore related assumptions 
are unknown.  The airfield was 
modeled and analyzed by using 
sophisticated computer 
simulation software (SIMMOD).   
Alternatives 1 and 2 do not 
extend peak hours by adding 
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gates.  As discussed in Chapter 2 
of the Draft EA/EAW, terminal 
(including gates) and landside 
facilities (parking, airport 
roadways, etc.)) are needed to 
maintain an adequate level of 
customer service at the airport.  
As air travel grows and economic 
conditions change the airlines 
adjust their operating model.  In 
response to current conditions, 
airlines are using larger planes 
with higher load factors. Neither 
the MAC nor the FAA determine 
the type of aircraft that the 
airlines use.  With larger planes 
and higher load factors there are 
fewer operations per thousand 
passengers than in the past and 
less pressure on the airfield.  
However, the larger nearly full 
aircraft require more gate 
frontage and bigger hold rooms.  
Also, because air travel is growing 
there is an increase in the 
number passengers.  As the 
number of passengers increase so 
does the need for expanded 
landside facilities such as bag 
claim, security checkpoints, 
parking and access roads.  The 
proposed project does not 
increase airfield capacity and 
does not create additional safety 
risks. 
 
The commenter’s claim that 
Runway 17/35 increased hourly 
flight capacity by 80 percent is 
not supported by previous 
studies.  Again, the source of the 
commenter’s data is not provided 
and therefore related 
assumptions are unknown.   
 
Airfield capacity can be defined as 
the maximum number of aircraft 
operations which can be 
accommodated on the airport or 
an airport component in a given 
time period.  The airfield capacity 
is not an absolute number but 
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comparisons can be made by 
looking at similar levels of delay. 
The overall airfield capacity of the 
airport before and after the 
addition of Runway 17-35 was 
analyzed as part of the Dual Track 
EIS.  Prior to Runway 17-35 the 
MSP airfield capacity was 
estimated to be approximately 
523,000 annual operations with a 
weighted average delay of 10 
minutes per operation.  With 
Runway 17-35 the MSP airfield 
capacity was estimated to be 
approximately 630,000 annual 
operations with a weighted 
average delay of 10 minutes per 
operation.  Thus, using this 
measure, the change in airfield 
capacity amounts to an increase 
of approximately 21 percent. 
 
Flight schedules and the number 
of operations are determined by 
the Air Carriers and other airport 
users.  Neither the FAA nor the 
MAC has any control over 
arrival/departure times or the 
number of operations, as long as 
all flights can be handled safely 
and efficiently.   
 

007-14.   The City of Bloomington 
noted that  “MSP is a vital 
economic engine for the Twin 
Cities region.  As much as 
continued growth at MSP 
positively impacts the local 
economy in a direct fashion, it 
also indirectly boosts the local 
economy by helping to attract 
businesses that rely on robust air 
service.  With the economic 
development role of MSP in 
mind, Bloomington discourages 
MAC from pursuing any efforts to 
push air traffic away from MSP 
and toward outstate airports.” in 
their comment letter (Comment 
Letter #015). 
 

Flight schedules and the number 
of operations are determined by 
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the Air Carriers and other airport 
users.  Neither the FAA nor the 
MAC has any control over 
arrival/departure times or the 
number of operations, as long as 
all flights can be handled safely 
and efficiently.   
 

007-15.   The MSP 2030 LTCP 
does not recommend runway 
improvements and does not 
recommend taxiway 
improvements until after 2025. 
Therefore, the statement “…as 
acknowledged in the MSP 2030 
LTCP, very expensive groundside 
improvement are needed for safe 
movement of aircraft” appears 
unfounded.     
 
007-16.  The environmental 
impacts of the proposed project 
and associated construction 
activities have been fully 
evaluated by the MAC and FAA 
and do not significantly affect the 
quality of the human 
environment. The MAC is in 
compliance with all 
environmental permits, has a 
strong safety record and has 
implemented proactive 
procedures to help prevent 
environmental incidents.   
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007-17.   See General Response 
GR # 01.  All capital projects 
under construction at MSP have 
undergone a complete 
environmental review in 
accordance with both Federal 
NEPA and state MEPA 
requirements. 
 
There are numerous factors 
involved in the perceived change 
in flight paths since September 
2010.  The fleet mix has evolved 
at MSP and now there are more 
regional jets using the airport 
than ever before.  The regional 
jets have replaced turbo props.  
The increase in regional jets 
coupled with the decrease in 
turbo props has created a more 
compatible fleet mix that requires 
less of a need to fan out to 
ensure safe operations.  In 
addition, the Air Traffic Control 
Tower returned to a more 
rigorous adherence to existing 
runway assignment procedures 
due to the near miss in 
September 2010.  This has 
resulted in some northbound 
departures being moved back to 
an area they were prior to the 
downturn in traffic but did not 
create new flight paths or 
procedures.  The net result is a 
higher percentage of jets that fly 
in a narrower corridor (due to 
compatibility of mix) at a lower 
altitude (due to operating 
characteristics of the aircraft). 
 
Flight schedules and the number 
of operations are determined by 
the Air Carriers and other airport 
users.  Neither the FAA nor the 
MAC has any control over 
arrival/departure times or the 
number of operations, as long as 
all flights can be handled safely 
and efficiently.   
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007-18.   Environmental impacts 
by alternative are quantified and 
distinguished throughout the 
Draft EA/EAW. For example, see 
Tables 5.1.5, 5.1.6, 5.1.7, 5.1.8, 
5.2.1, 5.2.2, 5.4.2, 5.4.3, 5.13.2, 
5.13.3, 5.14.3, 5.14.4, 5.14.5, 
5.14.6, 5.14.7, 5.14.8, 5.14.9, 
5.18.1 etc. 
 

007-19.   Several alternatives are 
discussed in Chapter 3 of the 
Draft EA/EAW including other 
airports, other modes of 
transportation and a new 
terminal.  In addition, the Draft 
EA/EAW demonstrates that 
impacts associated with the 
proposed alternatives would be 
minor.  
 

According to FAA Order 1050.1E 
Paragraph 405d, “There is no 
requirement for a specific 
number of alternatives or a 
specific range of alternatives to 
be included in an EA.  An EA must 
consider the proposed action and 
a discussion of the consequences 
of taking no action, and may limit 
the range of alternatives to action 
and no action when there are no 
unresolved conflicts concerning 
alternatives uses of available 
resources.  Other reasonable 
alternatives are to be considered 
in preparing an EA to the degree 
commensurate with the nature of 
the proposed action and agency 
experience with the 
environmental issues involved.   
Generally, the greater the degree 
of impacts, the wider the range of 
alternatives that should be 
considered.” 
 
Unresolved conflict is explained in 
FAA Order 5050.B Paragraph 
706d(5)(a), “Unresolved conflicts 
may exist between the project 
proponent and those wishing to 
use affected environmental 
resources for non-airport 
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purposes. Typically, an 
unresolved conflict exists when 
an airport development project 
concerns [or] involves more 
special purpose law (see 
paragraph 9.t).  An example of an 
unresolved conflict would be 
when an airport sponsor 
proposes locating a runway in a 
wetland, while a project 
opponent states the same 
wetland is valuable for flood 
retention.”  There are no 
unresolved conflicts related to 
the proposed alternatives. 
 
Under MEPA, an EAW need not 
discuss alternatives. Minn. R. 
4410.1200. 
 
007-20.   The threshold of 
significance for noise is triggered 
if the action alternative would 
cause an increase of 1.5 dB DNL 
or greater for a noise sensitive 
land use at or above the 65 DNL 
noise exposure when compared 
to the No Action Alternative. This 
threshold is not reached with the 
Preferred Alternative. The noise 
impacts are reduced slightly 
when comparing the forecast 
2020 Preferred Alternative to the 
No Action Alternative. Moreover, 
noise mitigation is proposed as 
part of the Draft EA/EAW.  
Also, see General Responses GR # 
01 and GR # 10. 
 
007-21. Noise sensitive sites have 
been mitigated.  An extensive 
school noise mitigation program 
has been completed around 
Minneapolis-St. Paul International 
Airport providing noise mitigation 
to 17 schools. There are no 
schools located in the 70 DNL 
noise contours.    
 
007-22.   There are no unresolved 
issues related to departure 
procedures or runway use related 
to this project. There are no new 
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headings or modified runway use 
procedures proposed as part of 
the Preferred Alternative 
evaluated in the Draft EA/EAW.  
The future (2020 and 2025) noise 
contours incorporated all changes 
in effect since 2010 (e.g. Runway 
30R northbound departure 
heading dispersion).. 
 
As stated in response #007-20, 
there is no noise increase that 
meets the 1.5 dB DNL significance 
threshold.  See General 
Responses GR # 05, GR # 06 and 
GR # 09. 
 
007-23.   The number of aircraft 
operations is the same among all 
alternatives. Therefore, there is 
no difference in fuel or deicing 
fluid usage between the No 
Action Alternative and the other 
alternatives. As noted in the Draft 
EA/EAW, the action alternatives 
have newer pavements and 
storm sewers which will reduce 
the potential for fuel and deicing 
fluid impacts.  Additionally, to 
address the inherent risk 
associated with fueling 
operations, MSP Airport tenants 
have implemented an industry-
leading integrated spill response 
plan, installed oil/water 
separators at fuel-loading 
locations and modified the storm 
water ponds specifically to 
address fuel and oil.  These 
facility improvements have been 
voluntarily implemented and 
have a demonstrated 
performance record over the past 
eight years.  Additionally, the 
MPCA NPDES permit regulates 
the risk for both petroleum and 
deicing impacts to the 
environment through permit 
limits and best management 
practices.  MSP has invested in 
centralized deicing pads at all 
runway departure ends and 
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operates a comprehensive glycol-
impacted storm water collection 
system to capture deicing fluid. 
 
007-24.   The capacity of the MSP 
airfield has been evaluated 
numerous times using 
sophisticated airfield and airspace 
simulation software.  As part of 
this Draft EA/EAW, the airfield 
was evaluated for the No-Action, 
Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 
scenarios.  For all of the 
alternatives, the airfield (which 
includes runways, taxiways, and 
terminal apron areas) delay was 
well below problematic levels and 
the airfield was shown to be well 
below capacity through 2025.  
Alternative 2 does not exacerbate 
the situation in any way.  A 
summary of the airfield capacity 
analysis is included in Appendix D 
– MSP Airfield Simulation 
Analysis. 
 
As stated in the introduction to 
this appendix, the Proposed 
Action is needed to address 
congestion and overcrowding at 
MSP terminal and landside 
(parking, airport roads, etc.) 
facilities under current and 2020 
conditions as well as to address 
congestion on regional roadways 
through the 2030 planning 
timeframe.  MSP has adequate 
airfield capacity beyond the 20-
year planning horizon.  The 
Proposed Action is not needed to 
increase airfield capacity. 
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007-25.   Safety is the FAA’s 
highest priority.  There were no 
changes in air traffic procedures.  
The Air Traffic Control Tower 
returned to a more rigorous 
adherence to existing procedures 
after the near miss in 2010.  In 
addition, the fleet mix at MSP has 
evolved and become more 
homogeneous (primarily a 
decrease in turbo prop aircraft 
and an increase in regional jet 
aircraft).  As the fleet mix has 
changed and become more 
homogenous, the location of 
tracks is more similar and less 
diverse.  Subsequent to these 
changes, MAC requested the FAA 
to disperse  the 360 heading.  
Currently, MSP does not 
experience ground congestion. 
See General Response GR # 05. 
 
007-26.   See Response to 
Comment 007-25.  
 
007-27.   According to the MSP 
2030 LTCP, the crossover taxi 
bridges are not needed until post 
2025. 
 
007-28.  The traffic studies 
completed as part of the Draft 
EA/EAW are documented in 
Appendix C, MSP Area Roadway 
Improvements Project Memos. 
The results of the analyses show 
that there are no significant 
impacts associated with vehicular 
traffic.  
 
007-29.   FICAN is not currently 
participating in research 
regarding the health risks of 
noise.  For more information, 
refer to General Response # 08. 
 
007-30.   See General Response 
GR # 07 and GR # 08. 
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007-31.   The increase in 
passenger enplanements and 
operations under the No Action 
Alternative is based on the 
natural growth forecasted for 
MSP.  The Proposed Project will 
not result in an increase in 
operations.  There are numerous 
factors involved in the perceived 
change in flight paths since 
September 2010.  The fleet mix 
has evolved at MSP and now 
there are more regional jets using 
the airport than ever before.  The 
regional jets have replaced turbo 
props.  The increase in regional 
jets coupled with the decrease in 
turbo props has created a more 
compatible fleet mix that requires 
less of a need to fan out to 
ensure safe operations.  In 
addition, the Air Traffic Control 
Tower returned to a more 
rigorous adherence to existing 
runway assignment procedures 
due to the near miss in 
September 2010.  This has 
resulted in some northbound 
departures being moved back to 
an area they were prior to the 
downturn in traffic but did not 
create new flight paths or 
procedures.  The net result is a 
higher percentage of jets that fly 
in a narrower corridor (due to 
compatibility of mix) at a lower 
altitude (due to operating 
characteristics of the aircraft). 
  Flight schedules and the number 
of operations are determined by 
the Air Carriers and other airport 
users.  Neither the FAA nor the 
MAC has any control over 
arrival/departure times or the 
number of operations, as long as 
all flights can be handled safely 
and efficiently.   
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007-32.   Comment noted.  See 
General Response GR # 05. 
 
007-33.   Safety is the FAA’s 
highest priority.  There were no 
changes in air traffic procedures.  
The Air Traffic Control Tower 
returned to a more rigorous 
adherence to existing procedures 
after the near miss in 2010.  In 
addition, the fleet mix at MSP has 
evolved and become more 
homogenous (primarily a 
decrease in turbo prop aircraft 
and an increase in regional jet 
aircraft). As the fleet mix has 
changed and become more 
homogenous, the location of 
tracks is more similar and less 
diverse. The FAA Air Traffic 
Control Tower implemented an 
increase in the heading dispersion 
for the northbound departure 
operations off Runway 30 as 
requested by the City of 
Minneapolis, the MSP Noise 
Oversight Committee and the 
MAC.   The EA/EAW was not 
delayed during this investigation. 
 
007-34.   The operational changes 
by the FAA in 2010 and 2012 
were incorporated into the noise 
evaluation for the Draft EA/EAW.  
Refer to page 5-55 of the Draft 
EA/EAW.   Also, see General 
Responses GR # 07 and GR # 08. 
 
007-35.   See General Responses 
GR # 07 and GR # 08.  NOC 
minutes and agendas associated 
with the development of the 
Draft EA/EAW are included in 
Appendix N, Public and Agency 
Involvement. Letters from the 
MAC to the Partnership for Air 
Transportation Noise and 
Emissions Reduction 
(Massachusetts Institute of 
Technology) and the Airport 
Cooperative Research Program 
(ACRP) requesting to be included 
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in studies regarding health effects 
of aircraft noise are also included 
in Appendix N.  This request does 
not imply that a study will be 
completed and is unrelated to the 
Proposed Project. 
 
007-36.   See General Response 
GR # 05.  INM noise modeling 
development, track and runway 
use assignments and special 
requests by the NOC are 
described in Appendix G, Noise 
Metric, The Effects of Aviation 
Noise on People, Noise Guidelines 
and Noise Model Development  
and detailed  in Appendix N, 
Public and Agency Involvement, 
(see the NOC public meeting 
agenda and minutes).  
 
The future forecast flight tracks 
used in the Draft EA/EAW  (2020 
and 2025) included operational 
assumptions in effect since 2010 
(implementation of increased 
heading dispersion for 
northbound departure operations 
off Runway 30R,the HESTN ONE 
and SLAYR ONE Area Navigation 
(RNAV) Standard Instrument 
Departures (SIDs) off Runway 17, 
as implemented on November 30, 
2012 by FAA ATC, per the request 
of the NOC and MAC) and 
proposed changes through 2020 
were modeled in the forecast 
flight tracks in the Draft EA/EAW.  
See page G-43 of Appendix G.  
 
There is no requirement to collect 
a year’s worth of data to model 
operations in INM. 
 
The proposed mitigation in the 
Final EA/EAW is based on actual 
noise contours.  
 

007-37.   There is no requirement 
to collect a year’s worth of data 
to model operations in INM.  See 
Response to Comment #007-36. 
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007-38.   Delta Air Lines was 
consulted with during the 
preparation of the aviation 
activity forecast.  Delta advised 
that it would be reducing regional 
jet flights and adding 
MD-90s. These changes were 
incorporated in the fleet mix 
forecast used in the Draft 
EA/EAW.  Delta’s acquisition of 
Southwest’s Boeing 717 was 
announced after the draft 
forecast was completed; 
however, the forecast has Boeing  
717 aircraft in the future fleet 
mix. 
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007-39.    The alternatives 
evaluated do not result in a 
change in flight patterns in the 
future. As such, the aircraft flight 
patterns at the airport do not 
change in the various forecasted 
scenarios. 
 

007-40.   The forecast scenario 
noise contours are very similar 
and as such it is very difficult to 
differentiate the various contours 
on the same map in many 
locations. On the PDF version of 
the document available online or 
on CD it is possible to zoom in on 
the maps to inspect more closely.   
The location of historically 
mitigated contours may be seen 
on Figure 5.14-7, which shows 
the projected contour within the 
mitigated blocks.   
 

007-41.   The Draft EA/EAW used 
the Integrated Noise Model (INM) 
and the Day-Night Average Sound 
Level (DNL) as required by the 
FAA.  See General Response GR # 
07. 
 

007-42.   The base year in the 
Draft EA/EAW is 2010. The EA has 
incorporated recent changes in 
Runway 30R departure tracks for 
the forecast years’ (2020 and 
20205) contour development. 
 

007-43.   There are no new 
headings or modified runway use 
procedures proposed as part of 
the Preferred Alternative 
evaluated in the Draft EA/EAW.   .  
There are numerous factors 
involved in the perceived change 
in flight paths since September 
2010.  The fleet mix has evolved 
at MSP and now there are more 
regional jets using the airport 
than ever before.  The regional 
jets have replaced turbo props.  
The increase in regional jets 
coupled with the decrease in 
turbo props has created a more 
compatible fleet mix that requires 
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less of a need to fan out to 
ensure safe operations.  In 
addition, the Air Traffic Control 
Tower returned to a more 
rigorous adherence to existing 
runway assignment procedures 
due to the near miss in 
September 2010.  This has 
resulted in some northbound 
departures being moved back to 
an area they were prior to the 
downturn in traffic but did not 
create new flight paths or 
procedures.  The net result is a 
higher percentage of jets that fly 
in a narrower corridor (due to 
compatibility of mix) at a lower 
altitude (due to operating 
characteristics of the aircraft). 
The INM modeling included all 
changes since the based year (e.g. 
Runway 30R northbound 
departure heading dispersion) 
and proposed changes (e.g. PBN) 
for 2020 and 2025.  
 

007-44.   Comment noted. 
Sensitive land uses within the 
2020 60+ DNL are reduced with 
the Preferred Alterative 
compared to the No Action 
Alternative. There is no change in 
the acreage within the 70 DNL  
noise contour when comparing 
the various alternatives in 2020. 
 
007-45.   It is not accurate to 
assign a DNL margin of error to 
the noise exposure contours 
based on smoothing. In the case 
of the contours in this EA, 
refinements and tolerances were 
tightened such that additional 
smoothing functions were not 
required. 
 
The INM calculates noise 
exposure at user-defined grid 
points, using a recursively 
subdivided irregular grid that 
results in varying distances 
between grid points. The user 
controls the density of the grid 
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points based on the levels of grid 
subdivision and accuracy; the 
contours were computed with a 
high level of refinement and a 
low tolerance value, which 
notably increases the number of 
grid points used to calculate noise 
exposure. Essentially, areas with 
higher levels of aircraft activity 
(i.e. location and density of flight 
tracks and operations) result in 
an increased number of grid 
points at which noise exposure is 
calculated, while areas 
considerably further from the 
airport are calculated with fewer 
grid points. Contours are 
developed using a methodology 
consistent with all FAA noise 
analysis, as well as with models 
used by the United States Air 
Force and Federal Highway 
Administration noise models. The 
model parameters used for the 
development of the contours 
result in noise exposure 
variability between points of 
considerably less than 
mentioned. 
 
007-46.   There are no flight 
pattern changes proposed as part 
of the Preferred Alternative 
evaluated in the Draft EA/EAW.  
 
The threshold of significance for 
noise is triggered if the action 
alternative would cause an 
increase of 1.5 dB DNL or greater 
for a noise sensitive land use at or 
above the 65 DNL noise exposure 
when compared to the No Action 
Alternative.  There are no areas 
of sensitive land uses that would 
experience a 1.5 dB, or greater 
increase in the 65+ DNL noise 
contour when comparing the 
2020 and 2025 Action Alternative 
to the 2020 and 2025 No Action 
Alternative.  
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While there would be no 
significant impacts, there would 
be differences in the number of 
noise sensitive uses within the 60 
to 64 DNL contours, 65 to 69 DNL 
contours, and the 70-74 DNL 
contours.  Tables 5.4.2 and 5.4.3 
in the Draft EA/EAW  (pages 5-25 
and 5-26) provide the number of 
noise sensitive uses within these 
contours for each of the 
alternatives.  All residential uses 
with the 65+ DNL noise contours 
have been provided noise 
mitigation.   
 
007-47.   As discussed in the 
introduction to this appendix, the 
growth in aircraft operations 
would occur naturally with or 
without the Proposed Action. 
 
The Air Quality Assessment was 
conducted in accordance with 
USEPA and FAA regulations and 
guidance. The Air Quality 
Assessment included aircraft 
operations, ground support 
equipment, motor vehicles, and 
stationary sources associated 
with the airport. On pages 5-13 
through 5-16, the Draft EA/EAW 
demonstrates compliance with 
the National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS), which are 
determined based on health and 
welfare criteria, and General 
Conformity requirements for 
carbon monoxide. In addition, the 
difference in estimated emissions 
for all pollutants between the 
future year No Action Alternative 
and the Action Alternatives is not 
significant. For many conditions 
estimated emissions associated 
with the Action Alternatives are 
less than emissions associated 
with the No Action Alternative, as 
a result of reduced aircraft taxi 
times.  Moreover, emissions from 
construction activities associated 
with the Proposed Action, such as 
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fugitive dust, will be minimized by 
implementing best management 
practices. Thus, the Action 
Alternatives would not be 
expected to adversely affect 
ambient air quality or human 
health. 
 
The Air Quality Assessment also 
addressed hazardous air 
pollutants (HAPs). HAPs are 
pollutants that do not have 
established NAAQS but present 
potential human health risks from 
short (acute) or long-term 
(chronic) exposures.   The FAA 
and MAC prepared a HAPs 
emission inventory that complies 
with FAA and EPA guidance and 
that is based on what is known 
currently about airport-related 
emissions.   See Final EA/EAW, 
Appendix E Air Quality Technical 
Report, Section 6. 
 
As explained in General Response 
GR # 02, there are no existing 
federal regulatory guidelines 
specific to hazardous air pollution 
(HAP) emissions from aircraft 
engines.  Although there are FAA 
and EPA/FAA guidance 
documents recommending best 
practices for quantifying 
speciated organic gas emissions 
from aircraft engines, the 
methods for measuring air 
emissions associated with aircraft 
engines is an evolving process 
that is still under development. 
The guidance specifically warns 
against preparing any type of 
HAPs assessment for aircraft 
emissions under NEPA—other 
than the type of emission 
inventory provided in the Draft 
EA/EAW—because such 
assessments “require a complete 
understanding of both the 
reaction of OGs/HAPS in the 
atmosphere and downstream 
plume evolution,” and the 
science of such atmospheric 
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reactions is “currently limited” 
and “still evolving.”  Id.  See also 
40 C.F.R. §  1502.22. 
 
See also General Responses GR # 
02, GR # 03, GR # 04, GR # 05, GR 
# 07 and GR # 08. 
 
007-48.   The threshold of 
significance for noise is triggered 
if the action alternative would 
cause an increase of 1.5 dB DNL 
or greater for a noise sensitive 
land use at or above the 65 DNL 
noise exposure when compared 
to the No Action Alternative. This 
threshold is not reached with the 
Preferred Alternative. The noise 
impacts are reduced slightly 
when comparing the forecast 
2020 Preferred Alternative to the 
No Action Alternative. Moreover, 
noise mitigation is proposed as 
part of the Draft EA/EAW.  
Also, see General Responses GR # 
01 and GR # 10. 
  
007-49.   See General Response 
GR # 10.  Past noise mitigation 
was based on the noise impacts 
associated with forecasted 
operation activity.  The proposed 
mitigation in the Final EA/EAW is 
based on actual noise contours. 
The proposed noise mitigation 
program was revised after the 
publication of the Draft EA/EAW.  
The proposed mitigation in the 
Draft EA/EAW was modified to 
base mitigation eligibility and 
timing on annually-developed 
actual noise contours instead of 
the 2020 Preferred Alternative 
noise contours. 
 
007-50.   There is noise 
associated with the airport and in 
response the MAC has 
implemented a very robust noise 
mitigation program.  Also, see 
General Responses GR # 07 and 
GR # 10. 
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007-51.   FAA Order 1050-1E, 
paragraph 501 and 40 C.F.R. 
§ 1508.18 define “significance” in 
terms of context and intensity. 
Controversy alone does not 
warrant an EIS; if the “effects” on 
the quality of the environment 
are likely to be “highly 
controversial,” that is one factor 
that FAA should consider in 
evaluating the intensity of an 
impact. FAA Order 1050-1E, 
Appendix A, paragraph 14.3, 
provides that for NEPA purposes, 
a significant noise impact occurs 
if a proposed action alternative 
would cause an increase of 1.5 dB 
DNL or greater for a noise 
sensitive land use at or above the 
65 DNL noise exposure when 
compared to the No Action 
Alternative. The Preferred 
Alternative does not reach this 
significance threshold. Rather, 
under the Preferred Alternative, 
noise impacts are reduced slightly 
when comparing the forecast 
2020 Preferred Alternative noise 
analysis to the forecast 2020 No 
Action Alternative noise analysis. 
Moreover, noise mitigation is 
proposed as part of the Preferred 
Alternative in the Draft EA/EAW.  
In addition, the 
recommendations made to MAC 
by NOC are not related to the 
Proposed Action.  See also 
General Response GR # 01. 
 
007-52   Information related to 
the Quarterly Noise Public Input 
and NOC meetings is available 
online at www.macnoise.com. 
Presentations and materials 
related specifically to the Draft 
EA/EAW process are provided in 
Draft EA/EAW Appendix N, 
“Public and Agency”. 
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007-53.   The Proposed Action is 
needed to address terminal and 
landside congestion and not 
airfield congestion.   
 
Congestion does not result from 
the fleet mix or RUS. The 
changing fleet is generally causing 
a reduction in the growth of 
airfield delays as passenger traffic 
grows. The RUS is a preferential 
system used most during periods 
of reduced activity. During peak 
periods aircraft are assigned their 
runway based upon wind and 
destination for departures and 
best airspace/airfield utilization 
for arrivals.   
 
007-54.   There is no requirement 
to conduct an independent 
review of the SIMMOD modeling. 
  
007-55.   See Response to 
Comment #007-27. 
 
007-56.   Unclear as to the 
reference to $1 billion. See 
General Responses GR # 05, GR # 
07, GR # 09, and GR #10. 
 
007-57.   Comment noted. 
 
007-58.   See Response to 
Comment 007-19 and General 
Response GR # 05.   
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007-59.   Rate reductions will not 
decrease individual noise 
intensity or even change the 
noise exposure map, unless the 
total number of operations also 
changes.  Flight schedules and the 
number of operations are 
determined by the Air Carriers 
and other airport users.  The 
primary purpose of the Air Traffic 
Control Tower is to provide a safe 
and efficient flow of air traffic, in 
accordance with FAA Orders, 
rules and regulations.  Neither 
the FAA nor the MAC has any 
control over arrival/departure 
times or the number of 
operations, as long as all flights 
can be handled safely and 
efficiently. See General Response 
GR # 06. 
 
007-60.   The comment is 
incorrect.  The 1998 FEIS/ROD did 
not limit noise over 70 DNL or 
limit operations per year.  
Comment noted. 
 
007-61.    Safety is the FAA's 
highest priority and the agency 
will ensure that the design of any 
approved alternative properly 
protects the public safety.  The 
FAA ensures the safety of all 
airport improvement projects by 
applying numerous technical 
standards it has developed over 
the years to each aspect of every 
project.  The FAA is conducting a 
thorough and careful review of 
the proposed Airport Layout Plan.  
This review is designed to ensure 
that the proposal complies with 
applicable FAA airport design 
standards and safety regulations.  
This review involves multiple FAA 
lines of businesses, including Air 
Traffic, Airports, Airways 
Facilities, Flight Standards, Flight 
Procedures, etc.   
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008-1.   The MAC is adhering to 
the 2030 Long Term 
Comprehensive Plan for MSP.  
The Metropolitan Council 
confirmed that the Draft EA/EAW 
is consistent with the Long Term 
Comprehensive Plan adopted by 
the MAC.  Refer to letter # 042 
from the Metropolitan Council. 
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008-2.   See General Response GR 
# 06. 
 
 
008-3.   See General Response GR 
# 10. 
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009-1.   Comment noted. 
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010-1.   Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
010-2.   See General Response GR 
# 10. 
 
 
 
 
 
010-3.   See General Response GR 
# 06. 
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010-4.   See General Response GR 
# 09. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
010-5.   The MAC is adhering to 
the 2030 Long Term 
Comprehensive Plan for MSP.  
The Metropolitan Council 
confirmed that the Draft EA/EAW 
is consistent with the Long Term 
Comprehensive Plan adopted by 
the MAC.  Refer to letter # 042 
from the Metropolitan Council. 
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011-1.   See General Responses 
GR # 05 and GR # 10. 
 
011-2.   The MAC has not 
received special funding.  The 
MAC does not operate or control 
the Duluth airport.  The MAC did 
provide a loan to Northwest 
Airlines to help the airline 
through difficult financial times.  
The loan has been fully repaid. 
The MAC has not broken 
promises concerning quieter 
planes or nighttime flight 
restrictions.  Neither the MAC nor 
the FAA determines the 
schedules or equipment used by 
the airlines to serve Minneapolis 
(as long as they meet FAA FAR 
Part 36 Stage 3 noise 
requirements). However, the 
MAC has worked very 
aggressively and in cooperation 
with the FAA, Airlines and the 
surrounding communities 
through the Noise Oversight 
Committee to enact voluntary 
measures to reduce noise 
impacts. 
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012-1.   As explained in the 
introduction to this appendix, the 
growth in operations would occur 
naturally with or without the 
Proposed Action.  In other words, 
the forecasted number of aircraft 
operations is the same for all 
alternatives, including the No 
Action alternative.  That said, 
mitigation is proposed in the Final 
EA/EAW to address the increase 
in noise due to the natural 
growth in operations.  See 
General Responses GR # 05, GR # 
10 and GR # 12. 
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013-1.   Information regarding the 
proposed RNAV procedures has 
been added to the Final EA/EAW.  
See General Responses GR # 05, 
GR # 06 and GR # 10. 
 
The forecast flight tracks used in 
the Draft EA/EAW  (2020 and 
2025) included operational 
assumptions based on recent FAA 
ATC implementation of increased 
heading dispersion for 
northbound departure operations 
off Runway 30R as requested by 
the City of Minneapolis, the MSP 
Noise Oversight Committee 
(NOC) and the MAC. Additionally, 
the HESTN ONE and SLAYR ONE 
Area Navigation (RNAV) 
Standard Instrument Departures 
(SIDs) off Runway 17, as 
implemented on November 30, 
2012 by FAA ATC, per the request 
of the NOC and MAC, were 
modeled in the forecast flight 
tracks in the Draft EA/EAW.  See 
page G-43 of Appendix G.   
 
As explained in the introduction 
to this appendix, the growth in 
operations would occur naturally 
with or without the Proposed 
Action.  That said, mitigation is 
proposed in the Final EA/EAW to 
address the increase in noise due 
to the natural growth in 
operations. 
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014-1.   As explained in the 
introduction to this appendix, the 
growth in operations would occur 
naturally with or without the 
Proposed Action.  See General 
Responses GR # 01, GR # 02, GR # 
03, GR # 04, GR # 05 and GR # 10. 
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015-1.   Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
015-2.   See General Responses 
GR # 05, GR # 06, GR # 09, and GR 
# 10. 
 
015-3.   Comment noted. 
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015-3.   See response above. 
 
015-4.   Comment noted. 
 
 
 
015-5.   The MAC is not proposing 
to shift commercial air traffic 
away from MSP. 
 
 
015-6.   Comment noted.  The 
MAC continues to work with 
neighboring communities to 
address mutual interests 
whenever possible. 
 
015-7.   The funding sources for 
the transportation projects will 
be determined as each project is 
implemented and future CIPs will 
be prepared accordingly. 
 
015-8.   Flight schedules and the 
number of operations are 
determined by the Air Carriers 
and other airport users.  Neither 
the FAA nor the MAC has any 
control over arrival/departure 
times or the number of 
operations, as long as all flights 
can be handled safely and 
efficiently.  Passenger and 
employee vehicle trips to the 
airport depend upon the flight 
schedules and employees needed 
to serve the traveling public.  The 
MAC will continue to look for 
opportunities to implement 
Transportation Demand 
Strategies to increase transit use. 
The MAC has also been working 
with several entities regarding 
bicycle access and will continue 
to look for opportunities to 
improve bicycle access to the 
MSP Terminals as future projects 
are implemented. 
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016-1.   Comment noted. 
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016-2.   Comment noted.  The 
2020 forecasted 60 DNL contour 
for Alternative 2 - Airlines 
Relocate minimizes the affected 
population within the 60 DNL 
contour when compared to the 
No Action or Alternative 1- 
Airlines Remain Alternative.  This 
preferred alternative is consistent 
with the cities stated goal in The 
Minneapolis Plan for Sustainable 
Growth to “reduce the overall 
noise footprint”. 
 
016-3 and 4.   Comment noted.  
The Final EA/EAW recognizes the 
stated concerns and as such is 
proposing a modification to the 
mitigation to address actual 
impacts.  See General Response 
GR # 10. 
 
016-5.   See General Response GR 
# 07. 
 
016-6.   The MAC will continue to 
report, and consider the use of, 
alternative noise metrics. 
However, DNL is FAA’s accepted 
noise metric, and the MAC has 
used FAA’s INM-generated DNL 
noise contours as the mechanism 
for implementing a $500 million 
noise mitigation program at MSP 
since the early 1990s.  The noise 
mitigation program, relying on 
DNL and INM, has substantial 
community support. See General 
Response GR # 07. 
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016-6.   See comment response 
above. 
 
016-7.   Comment noted. 
 
016-8.   As explained in the 
introduction to this appendix, the 
growth in operations would occur 
naturally with or without the 
Proposed Action.   
 
The increase in aircraft capacity 
at the terminals will not make the 
use of the RUS more difficult.  
Aircraft operations are not 
projected to reach the 2004 
historical peak operations level of 
542,000 annual operations until 
after 2025.  The use of Runway 
17-35 is made slightly easier with 
the Preferred Alternative when 
wind conditions allow since more 
aircraft will be using Terminal 2, 
and will not have to cross another 
runway to use Runway 17-35. See 
General Response GR # 09. 
 
016-9.   The MAC supports the 
MnDOT Statewide Aviation Plan 
review process. As part of the 
EA/EAW process, the MAC 
considered the positive impacts 
that full use of regional/statewide 
airports would have at MSP. 
 
The alternative to divert 
passengers to another airport 
was studied as part of the Draft 
EA/EAW.  See Section 3.1.1 of the 
Draft EA/EAW. It was concluded 
that (1) neither the development 
of a competing hub nor a 
supplemental airport appears 
likely given current airline 
behavior and trends and, (2) even 
if the studied airports were able 
to capture 100 percent of their 
respective markets, the need for 
MSP terminal and landside 
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improvements would be delayed 
only temporarily.  Therefore, the 
Other Airports Alternative was 
dismissed from further 
consideration. 
 
016-10.   As explained in the 
introduction to this appendix, the 
PBN project is separate from the 
airport development project and 
the alternatives analyzed in the 
Draft EA/EAW. The proposed PBN 
procedures are the subject of a 
separate NEPA process being 
completed by FAA Air Traffic 
Organization.   
 
While the EA/EAW does not 
provide environmental review or 
approval of the proposed PBN 
procedures, the proposed PBN 
procedures have been 
incorporated into the forecasted 
future scenarios noise contours in 
the Final EA/EAW.  Also, see 
General Response GR # 06. 
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016-10.   See comment response 
above. 
 
016-11.   As explained in the 
introduction to this appendix,  
the PBN project is separate from 
the airport development project 
and the alternatives analyzed in 
the Draft EA/EAW. The proposed 
PBN procedures are the subject 
of a separate NEPA process being 
completed by the FAA Air Traffic 
Organization.  
 
Projects proposed in the LTCP for 
post 2020 are not considered 
“reasonable foreseeable actions” 
because of the uncertainty and 
changeability in the aviation 
industry.  Therefore, the post 
2020 LTCP projects are not 
included in the Draft EA/EAW.  
Based on the evaluation in the 
Draft EA/EAW, an EIS is not 
required. See General Response 
GR # 01. 
 
016-12.   The Air Quality 
Assessment was conducted in 
accordance with USEPA and FAA 
guidance. Also, note that the 
USEPA commended the MAC on 
the thorough air quality analysis 
in the Draft EA/EAW in its 
October 10, 2012, comment 
letter.  Refer to Comment Letter 
#027 from the USEPA.  
Based on the Air Quality 
Assessment in the Draft EA/EAW, 
the Action Alternatives are not 
expected to adversely affect 
ambient air quality. The PM2.5 
concentrations at the two air 
monitoring stations closest to 
MSP are well within the National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS) and the trend over the 
past three years is decreasing 
concentrations. In May 2006, the 
MPCA published a study of 
ambient monitoring conditions 
near MSP. The monitoring study 
included measurements of air 
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toxics and PM2.5 at two locations 
on MSP Airport and at Wenonah 
School and Richfield Intermediate 
School. Overall, median and 
average concentrations of 
pollutants monitored near MSP 
were similar to concentrations 
monitored at other locations in 
the Twin Cities Metropolitan 
Area.    There is no difference 
between the PM2.5 emissions 
from Alternatives 1 and 2 versus 
the No Action Alternative during 
2020 and 2025.  The PM2.5 
emissions during 2020 are 36 
tons and during 2025 are 39 tons 
for all alternatives (i.e., No Action 
and Action Alternatives).  Thus, 
the Action Alternatives are not 
expected to affect PM2.5 
concentrations adversely. 
 
As explained in GR # 02, there are 
no existing federal regulatory 
guidelines specific to hazardous 
air pollution (HAP) emissions 
from aircraft engines.  Although 
there are FAA and EPA/FAA 
guidance documents 
recommending best practices for 
quantifying speciated organic gas 
emissions from aircraft engines, 
the methods for measuring air 
emissions associated with aircraft 
engines is an evolving process 
that is still under development. 
See FAA, Guidance for 
Quantifying Speciated Organic 
Gas Emissions from Airport 
Sources, September 2, 2009, and 
FAA/EPA Recommended Best 
Practices for Quantifying 
Speciated Gas Phase Organic Gas 
Emissions from Aircraft Equipped 
with Turbofan, Turbojet and 
Turboprop Engines, May 27, 
2009.  The guidance specifically 
warns against preparing any type 
of HAPs assessment for aircraft 
emissions under NEPA—other 
than the type of emission 
inventory provided in the Draft 
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EA/EAW—because such 
assessments “require a complete 
understanding of both the 
reaction of OGs/HAPS in the 
atmosphere and downstream 
plume evolution,” and the 
science of such atmospheric 
reactions is “currently limited” 
and “still evolving.”  Id.  See also 
40 C.F.R. §  1502.22 (providing 
that in an EIS, an agency may 
identify information that is 
unavailable). 
 
The FAA and MAC prepared a 
HAPs emission inventory that 
complies with FAA and FAA/EPA 
guidance and that is based on 
what is known currently about 
airport-related emissions.  See 
Final EA/EAW, Appendix E Air 
Quality Technical Report, Section 
6. 
 
See also General Responses GR # 
02, GR # 04 and GR # 03. 
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016-13.   See Response to 
Comment #016-3. 
 
016-14.   See Response to 
Comment #016-6. 
 
016-15.   See Response to 
Comment# 016-6. 
 
016-16.   See Response to 
Comment #016-8. 
 
016-17.   See Response to 
Comment #016-9. 
 
016-18.   See Response to 
Comment #016-11. 
 
016-19.   See Response to 
Comment #016-12. 
 
016-20.   See Response to 
Comment #016-12. 
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017-1.   See General Responses 
GR # 05, GR # 08 and GR # 11. 
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018-1.   See General Responses 
GR # 05 and GR # 10. 
 
 
 
 
018-2.  Comment noted.  
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018-3.   As explained in the 
introduction to this appendix,  
the PBN project is separate from 
the airport development project 
and the alternatives analyzed in 
the Draft EA/EAW. The proposed 
PBN procedures are the subject 
of a separate NEPA process being 
completed by the FAA Air Traffic 
Organization.   
 
While the EA/EAW does not 
provide environmental review or 
approval of the proposed PBN 
procedures, the proposed PBN 
procedures have been 
incorporated into the forecasted 
future scenarios noise contours in 
the Final EA/EAW.  Also, see 
General Responses GR # 06 and 
GR # 10. 
 
018-4.   Comment noted. 
 
018-5.   The MAC will continue to 
work with our surrounding 
transportation partners, including 
the City of Richfield, to help 
facilitate solutions to traffic 
impacts.  Because 77th St. 
connects directly to the 24th Ave S 
interchange, not 34th Ave S as 
stated in the comment, the 
transportation analysis 
completed as a part of the EA did 
not reveal any significant traffic 
improvements on 34th Ave. S. 
associated with the completion of 
the 77th St. underpass.  The 77th 
St. underpass however may serve 
as an alternate route to help 
relieve traffic congestion on I-
494.  In 2002, the MAC 
constructed the 77th 
St/Longfellow Ave S intersection 
to be compatible with the future 
77th St. underpass.  
The MAC will continue to 
cooperate with the City and other 
agencies in future planning 
activities associated with this 
connection. 
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018-5.   See response above. 
 
 
 
 
018-6.   See General Responses 
GR # 05 and GR # 10. 
 
018-7.   See General Response GR 
# 06. 
 
018-8.   See Response to 
Comment #018-05. 
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019-1.   The MAC remains 
committed to evaluating and 
implementing noise abatement 
procedures and programs when 
possible. Through the work of the 
NOC, airlines are involved in the 
noise discussion and as a result, 
many noise initiatives have been 
implemented. Over the years, 
some of the initiatives have taken 
the form of voluntary programs, 
such as the voluntary nighttime 
hours. The airlines continue to try 
to comply with such program. 
However, their respective 
operational requirements do not 
allow for 100% compliance. This 
does not represent a 
discontinuation of noise 
abatement efforts by the airlines. 
See General Response GR # 05 
and response to comment #005-
4. 
 
019-2.   The Air Quality 
Assessment was conducted in 
accordance with USEPA and FAA 
guidance. Also, note that the 
USEPA commended the MAC on 
the thorough air quality analysis 
in the Draft EA/EAW in its 
October 10, 2012, comment 
letter.  Refer to Comment Letter 
#027 from the USEPA. 
Based on the Air Quality 
Assessment in the Draft EA/EAW, 
the Action Alternatives are not 
expected to adversely affect 
ambient air quality. The PM2.5 
concentrations at the two air 
monitoring stations closest to 
MSP are well within the National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS) and the trend over the 
past three years is decreasing 
concentrations. In May 2006, the 
MPCA published a study of 
ambient monitoring conditions 
near MSP. The monitoring study 
included measurements of air 
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toxics and PM2.5 at two locations 
on MSP Airport and at Wenonah 
School and Richfield Intermediate 
School. Overall, median and 
average concentrations of 
pollutants monitored near MSP 
were similar to concentrations 
monitored at other locations in 
the Twin Cities Metropolitan 
Area.  There is no difference 
between the PM2.5 emissions 
from Alternatives 1 and 2 versus 
the No Action Alternative during 
2020 and 2025.  The PM2.5 
emissions during 2020 are 36 
tons and during 2025 are 39 tons 
for all alternatives (i.e., No Action 
and Action Alternatives).  Thus, 
the Action Alternatives are not 
expected to affect PM2.5 
concentrations adversely. 

As explained in GR # 02, there are 
no existing federal regulatory 
guidelines specific to hazardous 
air pollution (HAP) emissions 
from aircraft engines.  Although 
there are FAA and EPA/FAA 
guidance documents 
recommending best practices for 
quantifying speciated organic gas 
emissions from aircraft engines, 
the methods for measuring air 
emissions associated with aircraft 
engines is an evolving process 
that is still under development. 
See FAA, Guidance for 
Quantifying Speciated Organic 
Gas Emissions from Airport 
Sources, September 2, 2009, and 
FAA/EPA Recommended Best 
Practices for Quantifying 
Speciated Gas Phase Organic Gas 
Emissions from Aircraft Equipped 
with Turbofan, Turbojet and 
Turboprop Engines, May 27, 
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2009.  The guidance specifically 
warns against preparing any type 
of HAPs assessment for aircraft 
emissions under NEPA—other 
than the type of emission 
inventory provided in the Draft 
EA/EAW—because such 
assessments “require a complete 
understanding of both the 
reaction of OGs/HAPS in the 
atmosphere and downstream 
plume evolution,” and the 
science of such atmospheric 
reactions is “currently limited” 
and “still evolving.”  Id.  See also 
40 C.F.R. §  1502.22 (providing 
that in an EIS, an agency may 
identify information that is 
unavailable). 

The FAA and MAC have prepared 
a HAPs emission inventory that 
complies with FAA and FAA/EPA 
guidance and that is based on 
what is known currently about 
airport-related emissions.  See 
Final EA/EAW, Appendix E Air 
Quality Technical Report, Section 
6.  
 
Notably, compared to other 
sources such as automobiles, 
aviation emissions are a relatively 
small contributor to air quality 
concerns both with regard to 
regional air quality and global 
greenhouse gas emissions. 
Generally, aviation contributes 
less than 0.5 percent of the 
national emissions inventory 
(while transportation activities 
contribute about 55 percent); and 
an individual airport contributes 
about 1 to 3 percent of the 
regional emissions. Emission 
contributions are far greater from 
other transportation sectors such 
as on-road vehicles as well as 
industrial stationary sources. 
Notably, only 10 percent of 
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aircraft emissions of all types, 
except VOC and CO, are produced 
during airport ground level 
operations and during landing 
and takeoff. The bulk of aircraft 
emissions (90 percent) occur at 
higher altitudes (i.e., removed by 
time and space from local air 
quality impacts). For VOC and CO, 
the split is closer to 30 percent 
ground level emissions and 70 
percent at higher altitudes. Thus, 
on a regional basis, aviation-
related emissions are a smaller 
percentage of the overall total 
and a majority of the aircraft 
emissions occur above the 
ground and at higher altitudes, 
which put the emissions further 
away from population receptors. 
 
See General Responses GR # 02, 
GR # 03 and GR # 04. 
 
019-3.   In terms of U.S. 
contributions to CO2, the General 
Accounting Office reports that 
“domestic aviation contributes 
about 3 percent of total CO2 
emissions, according to USEPA 
data,” compared with other 
industrial sources including the 
remainder of the transportation 
sector (20 percent) and power 
generation (41 percent). The 
International Civil Aviation 
Organization estimates that GHG 
emissions from aircraft account 
for roughly 3 percent of all 
anthropogenic GHG emissions 
globally. Based on the Air Quality 
Assessment within the Draft 
EA/EAW, the Action Alternatives 
are not expected to affect climate 
change adversely.  
 
Also, see Response to Comment 
019-2 and General Response GR # 
02. 
 
019-4.   Comment noted. 
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019-5.  Safety is the FAA’s highest 
priority. The agency will provide 
that the design of any approved 
alternative properly protects the 
public safety.  FAA air traffic 
control procedures and 
requirements, including aircraft 
separation provisions, ensure the 
safe operation of aircraft using 
MSP. 
 
019-6.   See General Responses 
GR # 05 and GR # 10. 
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019-6.   See comment response 
above. 
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020-1.   As explained in the 
introduction to this appendix, the 
growth in operations would occur 
naturally with or without the 
Proposed Action.  
 
As explained in the introduction 
to this appendix, the RNAV 
project is separate from the 
airport development project and 
the alternatives analyzed in the 
Draft EA/EAW. The proposed 
RNAV procedures are the subject 
of a separate NEPA process being 
completed by the FAA Air Traffic 
Organization.   
 
While the EA/EAW does not 
provide environmental review or 
approval of the proposed RNAV 
procedures, the proposed RNAV 
procedures have been 
incorporated into the forecasted 
future scenarios noise contours in 
the Final EA/EAW.  Also, see 
General Response GR # 06. 
 
020-2.   The forecast flight tracks 
used in the Draft EA/EAW  (2020 
and 2025) included operational 
assumptions based on recent FAA 
ATC implementation of increased 
heading dispersion for 
northbound departure operations 
off Runway 30R as requested by 
the City of Minneapolis, the MSP 
Noise Oversight Committee 
(NOC) and the MAC. Additionally, 
the HESTN ONE and SLAYR ONE 
Area Navigation (RNAV) 
Standard Instrument Departures 
(SIDs) off Runway 17, as 
implemented on November 30, 
2012 by FAA ATC, per the request 
of the NOC and MAC, were 
modeled in the forecast flight 
tracks in the Draft EA/EAW.  See 
page G-43 of Appendix G.  Also, 
see General Response GR # 05. 
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020-3.   See General Response GR 
# 10.  Past noise mitigation was 
based on the noise impacts 
associated with forecasted 
operation activity.  The proposed 
mitigation in the Final EA/EAW is 
based on actual noise contours. 
The proposed noise mitigation 
program was revised after the 
publication of the Draft EA/EAW.  
The proposed mitigation in the 
Draft EA/EAW was modified to 
base mitigation eligibility and 
timing on annually-developed 
actual noise contours instead of 
the 2020 Preferred Alternative 
noise contours.   
There are numerous factors 
involved in the perceived change 
in flight paths since September 
2010.  The fleet mix has evolved 
at MSP and now there are more 
regional jets using the airport 
than ever before.  The regional 
jets have replaced turbo props.  
The increase in regional jets 
coupled with the decrease in 
turbo props has created a more 
compatible fleet mix that requires 
less of a need to fan out to 
ensure safe operations.  In 
addition, the Air Traffic Control 
Tower returned to a more 
rigorous adherence to existing 
runway assignment procedures 
due to the near miss in 
September 2010.  This has 
resulted in some northbound 
departures being moved back to 
an area they were prior to the 
downturn in traffic but did not 
create new flight paths or 
procedures.  The net result is a 
higher percentage of jets that fly 
in a narrower corridor (due to 
compatibility of mix) at a lower 
altitude (due to operating 
characteristics of the aircraft). 
 
020-4.   The Air Quality 
Assessment was conducted in 
accordance with USEPA and FAA 
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guidance. Also, note that the 
USEPA commended the MAC on 
the thorough air quality analysis 
in the Draft EA/EAW in its 
October 10, 2012, comment 
letter.  Refer to Comment Letter 
#027 from the USEPA. 
 
As explained in the introduction 
to this appendix,, the RNAV 
project is separate from the 
airport development project and 
the alternatives analyzed in the 
Draft EA/EAW. The proposed 
RNAV procedures are the subject 
of a separate NEPA process being 
completed by the FAA Air Traffic 
Organization.   
 
While the EA/EAW does not 
provide environmental review or 
approval of the proposed RNAV 
procedures, the proposed RNAV 
procedures have been 
incorporated into the forecasted 
scenarios noise contours in the 
Final EA/EAW. 
 
See General Responses GR # 01 
and GR # 06. 
 
020-5.   As explained in the 
introduction to this appendix, the 
RNAV project is separate from 
the airport development project 
and the alternatives analyzed in 
the Draft EA/EAW. The proposed 
RNAV procedures are the subject 
of a separate NEPA process being 
completed by the FAA Air Traffic 
Organization.   
 
Comment will be forwarded to 
FAA Air Traffic Organization. 
 
See General Responses GR # 06 
and GR # 10. 
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The airport is compliant with its 
NPDES permit and will continue 
to comply with the permit 
conditions in the future. 
 
021-1.   Additional controls 
concerning deicing activities were 
considered as part of the Draft 
EA/EAW.  Upon review, dedicated 
deicing pads are already located 
at all five departure runway 
thresholds. Four of these were 
designed and constructed 
specifically to collect and contain 
spent aircraft deicing fluids (ADF). 
Under either Action Alternative, 
the fifth deicing pad will be 
reconstructed in a similar 
manner.   
 
021-2.   As noted in the Response 
to Comment #021-1, dedicated 
deicing pads are located at each 
of the departure runway 
thresholds. Although the current 
evaluation indicated that the area 
would be served by plug and 
pump technology, the plug and 
pump technology would be 
constructed to conform to the 
same technology used at 
dedicated deicing pad locations. 
Typically, dedicated deicing pads, 
with the same infrastructural 
technology, perform better 
because dedicated deicing pads 
have more frequent use of 
deicing whereby there is more 
fluid to capture since there is 
more fluid sprayed in one 
location. The plug and pump 
locations may have only 4 to 8 
aircraft deicing operations per 
day while the deicing pad may 
deice 4 to 8 aircraft per position 
per hour. The MAC will use the 
same construction technology at 
the plug and pump locations as 
typically used at the dedicated 
deicing pads. Collected fluids will 
be pumped directly or trucked to 
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remote storage for recycling or 
metered to treatment facilities. 
 
021-3.   The ability to manage the 
collected glycol impacted storm 
water will be considered and is 
preferred when constructing new 
facilities. 
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021-3.   See response above. 
 
 
 
 
 
021-4.   MSP utilizes a 
combination of dedicated deicing 
pads and at-gate deicing fluid 
control methodologies to collect 
and contain spent ADF. This 
approach provides the best 
operational efficiencies and 
provides good ADF control. All 
runway thresholds have 
dedicated deicing pads. For 
operational reasons some deicing 
must be or is best done at-gate. A 
new deicing pad and new at-gate 
pavements and storm sewers will 
further improve the ADF 
collection system. 
 
See also, Responses to Comment 
#021-2 and #021-3. 
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021-5.   Comment responses are 
provided.  The MAC will issue a 
notice of decision on the need for 
an EIS after the completion of the 
EA/EAW process.  The final 
determination will also be 
published in the EQB monitor. 
Also, see General Response GR # 
01. 
 
021-6.   Necessary permits will be 
obtained prior to construction. 
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022-1.   As explained in the 
introduction to this appendix, the 
growth in operations would occur 
naturally with or without the 
Proposed Action.  
 
As explained in the introduction 
to this appendix, the RNAV 
project is separate from the 
airport development project and 
the alternatives analyzed in the 
Draft EA/EAW. The proposed 
RNAV procedures are the subject 
of a separate NEPA process being 
completed by the FAA Air Traffic 
Organization.   
 
While the EA/EAW does not 
provide environmental review or 
approval of the proposed RNAV 
procedures, the proposed RNAV 
procedures have been 
incorporated into the forecasted 
scenarios noise contours in the 
Final EA/EAW.  
 
The proposed noise mitigation 
program was revised after the 
publication of the Draft EA/EAW.  
The proposed mitigation was 
modified to base mitigation 
eligibility and timing on annually-
developed actual noise contours 
instead of the 2020 Preferred 
Alternative noise contours.  See 
General Responses GR # 05, GR # 
06 and GR # 10. 
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023-1.   As explained in the 
introduction to this appendix, the 
RNAV project is separate from 
the airport development project 
and the alternatives analyzed in 
the Draft EA/EAW. The proposed 
RNAV procedures are the subject 
of a separate NEPA process being 
completed by the FAA Air Traffic 
Organization.   
 
While the EA/EAW does not 
provide environmental review or 
approval of the proposed RNAV 
procedures, the proposed RNAV 
procedures have been 
incorporated into the forecasted 
scenarios noise contours in the 
Final EA/EAW.  
 
See General Responses GR # 05, 
GR # 06 and GR # 10. 
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024-1.   As explained in the 
introduction to this appendix, the 
RNAV project is separate from 
the airport development project 
and the alternatives analyzed in 
the Draft EA/EAW. The proposed 
RNAV procedures are the subject 
of a separate NEPA process being 
completed by the FAA Air Traffic 
Organization.   
 
While the EA/EAW does not 
provide environmental review or 
approval of the proposed RNAV 
procedures, the proposed RNAV 
procedures have been 
incorporated into the forecasted 
scenarios noise contours in the 
Final EA/EAW.  
 
Your comment was forwarded to 
FAA Air Traffic Division for their 
consideration. 
 
See General Responses GR # 05 
and GR # 06. 
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025-1.   As identified in the Draft 
EA/EAW no environmental 
category impacts exceed the level 
of significance as defined by 
NEPA, CEQ Regulations, FAA 
Orders 1050.1, Environmental 
Impacts: Policies and Procedures, 
FAA Order 5050.4B, National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
Implementing Instructions for 
Airport Actions, MEPA and the 
EQB rules implementing the 
MEPA.  Therefore, an EIS is not 
required.  See General Response 
#GR-01 for more information. 
 
Mitigation for noise is included in 
the EA/EAW.  See General 
Response #GR-10 for more 
information on the mitigation. 
 
As explained in the introduction 
to this appendix, the RNAV 
project is separate from the 
airport development project and 
the alternatives analyzed in the 
Draft EA/EAW. The proposed 
RNAV procedures are the subject 
of a separate NEPA process being 
completed by the FAA Air Traffic 
Organization.   While the EA/EAW 
does not provide environmental 
review or approval of the 
proposed RNAV procedures, the 
proposed RNAV procedures have 
been incorporated into the 
forecasted scenarios noise 
contours in the Final EA/EAW.  
 
Moving the airport is not a 
feasible alternative because the 
Minnesota Legislature prohibited 
the MAC from constructing, 
equipping, or acquiring land for a 
major new airport to replace the 
existing Minneapolis-St. Paul 
International Airport. (Minnesota 
Statues 1996, 473.608). 
 
As explained in the introduction 
to this appendix, the growth in 
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operations would occur naturally 
with or without the Proposed 
Action. 
 
See Response to Comment #002-
4 and General Responses GR # 01, 
GR # 02, GR # 03, GR # 04, GR # 
05, GR # 06, and GR # 10.   
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026-1.   As explained in the 
introduction to this appendix, the 
growth in operations would occur 
naturally with or without the 
Proposed Action.   
 
The Air Quality Assessment was 
conducted in accordance with 
USEPA and FAA guidance. Also, 
note that the USEPA commended 
the MAC on the thorough air 
quality analysis in the Draft 
EA/EAW in its October 10, 2012, 
comment letter.  Refer to 
Comment Letter #027 from the 
USEPA. 
 
See Response to Comment #003-
1 and General Responses GR # 01, 
GR # 02, GR # 03, GR #04 and GR 
# 05. 
 
026-2.   Noise mitigation was 
included in the Draft EA/EAW. 
The proposed noise mitigation 
program was revised after the 
publication of the Draft EA/EAW.  
The proposed mitigation in the 
Draft EA/EAW was modified to 
base mitigation eligibility and 
timing on annually-developed 
actual noise contours instead of 
the 2020 Preferred Alternative 
noise contours.  Thus, the 
proposed mitigation in the Final 
EA/EAW is based on actual noise 
contours.  See General Response 
GR # 10. 
 
. 
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027-1.   The FAA submitted their 
finding of No Historic Properties 
Affected for Phase I of the 
Preferred Alternative to the SHPO 
and the Tribes with the Draft EA.  
After reviewing the 
documentation provided by the 
FAA, the SHPO concurred with 
the FAA’s finding for Phase I.  The 
finding and related 
correspondence are included in 
Appendix F.  Updated information 
regarding the consultation is 
provided in Section 5.11.5 of the 
Final EA/EAW. 

027-2.   Design plans for MSP 
Ponds 1 and 2 are dated April 
2001.  Pond 1 began operating in 
December 2001. Pond 2 began 
operating in September 2003. 

027-3 and 027-4.  The MSP 
stormwater ponds were not 
constructed in Waters of the 
United States. MSP ponds 1 and 2 
were constructed in locations 
formerly containing concrete 
stormwater drainage channels for 
highway and airport stormwater 
runoff. The channels were 
constructed in the late 1950’s. 
Refer to State of Minnesota 
Department of Highways 
Construction Plan for Grading & 
Surfacing Trunk Highway No. 5 
(State Project No. 2732-34) dated 
April 2, 1958.   Federal 
environmental review was 
completed for all the stormwater 
ponds. The Dual Track Airport 
Planning Process, Twin Cities 
Metropolitan Area Final 
Environmental Impact Statement 
(FEIS) Section 4(f) Evaluation, US 
Department of Transportation 
Federal Aviation Administration 
and Metropolitan Airports 
Commission, May 1998 discusses 
Ponds 1 and 2. The Final 
Environmental Assessment – 
Drainage Improvement Project on 
Department of Veterans Affairs 
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Property, Metropolitan Airports 
Commission and URS/BRW, Inc., 
March 2001 addresses Pond 1 
and the Almaz pond.  
 

It is also noted that neither the 
No Action Alternative nor either 
of the Action Alternatives will 
have any effect on the location of 
the MSP ponds. 
 
027-5.   Original design plans for 
MSP Ponds 3 and 4 are dated 
February 1980.  Ponds 3 and 4 
were constructed in 1980 and re-
constructed in 2012.  See 
Responses to Comments 027-6 
and 027-7 on the next page for 
additional information. 
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027-6 and 027-7.   The MSP 
stormwater ponds were not 
constructed in Waters of the 
United States. Ponds 3 and 4 
were constructed in locations 
that were non-jurisdictional 
wetlands.   Federal 
environmental review was 
completed for all the stormwater 
ponds.  The Environmental 
Information Document (EID) - 
Snelling Lake Stormwater 
Retention Basin No. 2 – Wold 
Chamberlain Field, Metropolitan 
Airports Commission and E.A. 
Hickok and Associates, 1979 was 
completed for what is now 
known as Ponds 3 and 4. The 
Environmental Assessment – 
North Side Storm Sewer 
Improvements and Runway 30R 
Approach Lighting System – 
Minneapolis-St. Paul International 
Airport, Metropolitan Airports 
Commission, May 2011 addresses 
improvements to Ponds 3 and 4. 
It is also noted that neither the 
No Action Alternative nor either 
of the Action Alternatives will 
have any effect on the location of 
the MSP ponds. 
 
027-8.   The entire study area was 
reviewed to determine if any 
locations exhibited wetland 
characteristics.  Only one 
location, the area near TH 5 and 
Glumack Drive, exhibited wetland 
characteristics. A wetland 
delineation was completed at this 
location. The USACE has 
determined that the location 
identified with wetland 
characteristics is not a part of the 
“waters of the United States” as 
defined in 40 CFR 328.8(a)(3). In 
addition, the wetland 
characteristics were man-induced 
and therefore exempt from the 
WCA.  Therefore, no wetlands per 
state / federal regulations are 
located within the study area. 
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027-9.   The USACE has 
determined the area near TH 5 
and Glumack Drive that exhibited 
wetland characteristics is not part 
of the “waters of the United 
States” as defined in 40 CFR 
328.8(a)(3). The Final EA/EAW 
includes correspondence 
documenting the USACE’s 
determination. 
 
027-10.   See Response to 
Comment #027-9. 
 
027-11.   The Action Alternatives 
include a reconfigured runway 
30L dedicated deicing pad with 
new storm sewers. New deicing 
pad technology in use by the 
MAC currently includes the most 
advanced best management 
practices available for collection 
of spent deicing fluid. However, 
there may be new construction 
developments that emerge prior 
to the construction of the deicing 
pad. Therefore, the MAC will 
evaluate emerging industry 
design criteria that may improve 
the collection of glycol-impacted 
stormwater prior to construction 
of the new deicing pad.. 
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027-12.   Cumulative effects 
regarding water quality were 
discussed in Section 5.21.4 of the 
Draft EA/EAW.  There are no 
wetlands or Section 404 
permitted action impacts 
associated with any of the 
alternatives, so there are no 
cumulative impacts. 
 
027-13.   The MAC’s design 
standards specifically require a 
Green Building and sustainability 
review for all terminal and 
building project designs.  The 
MAC Energy Conservation 
Program (MECP) has had policies 
and design standards in place 
since 1999 to focus on fiscally 
responsible energy conservation 
and sustainability measures at 
MSP.  This program has reduced 
MAC energy consumption at MSP 
by more than 20% since 1999.   
 
027-14.   The MAC is familiar with 
the Sustainable Airport Manual 
and is committed to 
incorporating Green Building 
practices wherever they can be 
supported fiscally. See Response 
to Comment #027-13. 
 
027-15.   See Responses to 
Comments #027-1 through 14. 
 
027-16.   Comments noted. 
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028-1.   The Air Quality 
Assessment was conducted in 
accordance with USEPA and FAA 
guidance. Also, note that the 
USEPA commended the MAC on 
the thorough air quality analysis 
in the Draft EA/EAW in its 
October 10, 2012, comment 
letter.  Refer to Comment Letter 
#027 from the USEPA. 
Also, see General Response GR # 
01. 
 
028-2.   As explained in the 
introduction to this appendix, the 
RNAV project is separate from the 
airport development project and 
the alternatives analyzed in the 
Draft EA/EAW. The proposed 
RNAV procedures are the subject 
of a separate NEPA process being 
completed by FAA Air Traffic 
Organization.   
 
While the EA/EAW does not 
provide environmental review or 
approval of the proposed RNAV 
procedures, the proposed RNAV 
procedures have been 
incorporated into the forecasted 
scenarios noise contours in the 
Final EA/EAW.  
 
Also, see the response to 
Comment #003-1 and General 
Responses GR # 02, GR # 03, GR # 
04, GR # 05, GR # 06, GR # 07, and 
GR # 08. 
 
028-3.   As explained in the 
introduction to this appendix, the 
growth in operations would occur 
naturally with or without the 
Proposed Action.  
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That said, mitigation was 
proposed in the Draft EA/EAW to 
address the increase in noise due 
to the natural growth in 
operations.  The mitigation 
addresses the change in noise 
due to the natural growth in 
aircraft operations that would 
occur with or without the 
Preferred Alternative.  
 
The proposed noise mitigation 
program was revised after the 
publication of the Draft EA/EAW.  
The proposed mitigation in the 
Draft EA/EAW was modified to 
base mitigation eligibility and 
timing on annually-developed 
actual noise contours instead of 
the 2020 Preferred Alternative 
noise contours.  Thus, the 
proposed mitigation in the Final 
EA/EAW is based on actual noise 
contours. 
 
See General Response GR # 10. 
 
028-4.   Comment noted.  See 
General Responses GR # 02 and 
GR # 05. 
 
028-5.   See General Responses 
GR # 05 and GR # 07. 
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029-1.   Comment noted. 
 
029-2.   As explained in the 
introduction to this appendix, the 
growth in operations would occur 
naturally with or without the 
Proposed Action.  As identified in 
the Draft EA/EAW no 
environmental category impacts 
exceed the level of significance as 
defined by NEPA, CEQ 
Regulations, FAA Orders 1050.1, 
Environmental Impacts: Policies 
and Procedures, FAA Order 
5050.4B, National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) Implementing 
Instructions for Airport Actions, 
MEPA and the EQB rules 
implementing the MEPA.  
Therefore, an EIS is not required.   
 See General Responses GR # 01, 
GR # 02 and GR # 08. 
 
029-3.   See General Responses 
GR # 05, GR # 08 and GR # 10. 
 
029-4.   As explained in the 
introduction to this appendix, the 
growth in operations would occur 
naturally with or without the 
Proposed Action.   
 
That said, mitigation was 
proposed in the Draft EA/EAW to 
address the increase in noise due 
to the natural growth in 
operations.  The mitigation 
addresses the change in noise 
due to the natural growth in 
aircraft operations that would 
occur with or without the 
Preferred Alternative.  
 
See General Responses GR # 05, 
GR # 06, GR # 09, and GR # 10. 
 



Minneapolis-St. Paul International Airport 
2020 Improvements Draft EA/EAW 

 R-128 Appendix R 
 

Draft EA/EAW                 
Comments and Responses 

 

 

030-1.   The economic projections 
used in the forecast were 
provided by the Metropolitan 
Council, Woods & Poole 
Economics, the U.S. Department 
of Energy, and the FAA, all of 
which are independent of the 
MAC and its consultants.  In 
addition, the FAA reviewed and 
approved the aviation activity 
forecasts used in the Draft 
EA/EAW. 
 
As explained in the introduction 
to this appendix, the growth in 
operations would occur naturally 
with or without the Proposed 
Action.   
 
The projects included in the 
Proposed Action will be 
implemented when demand 
dictates. 
 
 

030-2.   As explained in the 
introduction to this appendix, the 
RNAV project is separate from the 
airport development project and 
the alternatives analyzed in the 
Draft EA/EAW. The proposed 
RNAV procedures are the subject 
of a separate NEPA process being 
completed by the FAA Air Traffic 
Organization.     
 

While the EA/EAW does not 
provide environmental review or 
approval of the proposed RNAV 
procedures, the proposed RNAV 
procedures have been 
incorporated into the forecasted 
scenarios noise contours in the 
Final EA/EAW. See General 
Response GR # 06. 
 

030-3.   See General Response GR 
# 07. 
 

030-4.   See General Response GR 
# 01. 
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031-1.   As explained in the 
introduction to this appendix, the 
growth in operations would occur 
naturally with or without the 
Proposed Action.    
 

That said, mitigation was 
proposed in the Draft EA/EAW to 
address the increase in noise due 
to the natural growth in 
operations.  The mitigation 
addresses the change in noise 
due to the natural growth in 
aircraft operations that would 
occur with or without the 
Preferred Alternative. 
 

The forecast flight tracks used in 
the Draft EA/EAW  (2020 and 
2025) included operational 
assumptions based on recent FAA 
ATC implementation of increased 
heading dispersion for 
northbound departure operations 
off Runway 30R as requested by 
the City of Minneapolis, the MSP 
Noise Oversight Committee 
(NOC) and the MAC. Additionally, 
the HESTN ONE and SLAYR ONE 
Area Navigation (RNAV) 
Standard Instrument Departures 
(SIDs) off Runway 17, as 
implemented on November 30, 
2012 by FAA ATC, per the request 
of the NOC and MAC, were 
modeled in the forecast flight 
tracks in the Draft EA/EAW.  See 
page G-43 of Appendix G. 
 

See General Responses GR # 05 
and GR # 10. 
 

031-2.   There are numerous 
factors involved in the perceived 
change in flight paths since 
September 2010.  The fleet mix 
has evolved at MSP and now 
there are more regional jets using 
the airport than ever before.  The 
regional jets have replaced turbo 
props.  The increase in regional 
jets coupled with the decrease in 
turbo props has created a more 
compatible fleet mix that requires 
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less of a need to fan out to ensure 
safe operations.  In addition, the 
Air Traffic Control Tower returned 
to a more rigorous adherence to 
existing runway assignment 
procedures due to the near miss 
in September 2010.  This has 
resulted in some northbound 
departures being moved back to 
an area they were prior to the 
downturn in traffic but did not 
create new flight paths or 
procedures.  The net result is a 
higher percentage of jets that fly 
in a narrower corridor (due to 
compatibility of mix) at a lower 
altitude (due to operating 
characteristics of the aircraft). 
See General Response GR # 05 
and GR # 10. 
 

031-3.   As identified in the Draft 
EA/EAW no environmental 
category impacts exceed the level 
of significance as defined by 
NEPA, CEQ Regulations, FAA 
Orders 1050.1, Environmental 
Impacts: Policies and Procedures, 
FAA Order 5050.4B, National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
Implementing Instructions for 
Airport Actions, MEPA and the 
EQB rules implementing the 
MEPA.  Therefore, an EIS is not 
required.  See General Responses 
GR # 01 and GR # 08. 
 



Minneapolis-St. Paul International Airport 
2020 Improvements Draft EA/EAW 

 R-131 Appendix R 
 

Draft EA/EAW                 
Comments and Responses 

 

 

032-1.   As explained in the 
introduction to this appendix, the 
growth in operations would occur 
naturally with or without the 
Proposed Action. That said, 
mitigation was proposed in the 
Draft EA/EAW to address the 
increase in noise due to the natural 
growth in operations.  The 
mitigation addresses the change in 
noise due to the natural growth in 
aircraft operations that would 
occur with or without the Preferred 
Alternative. 
 
The aircraft noise analysis in the 
Draft EA/EAW was done in a 
manner compliant with the 
environmental review 
requirements for proposed airport 
actions. The area of evaluation 
includes many locations that border 
other forms of transportation 
including major roadways. Aircraft 
noise calculations do not include 
road noise.  However, in the areas 
around the airport where aircraft 
noise is likely to have an impact on 
the overall noise levels, residential 
sound mitigation has been 
provided, or is being proposed as 
part of the noise mitigation 
outlined in the Draft EA/EAW. 
 
Environmental Justice was 
addressed in Section 5.17.3 of the 
Draft EA/EAW.  Since none of the 
alternatives would result in impacts 
exceeding the thresholds of 
significance for any of the impact 
categories, it was concluded there 
would not be high and adverse 
human health or environmental 
impacts.  Therefore, none of the 
alternatives would 
disproportionately affect minority 
and/ or low –income populations. 
Also, see General Response GR # 
10. 
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033-1.   As explained in the 
introduction to this appendix, the 
growth in operations would occur 
naturally with or without the 
Proposed Action.    
 
The forecast flight tracks used in 
the Draft EA/EAW  (2020 and 
2025) included operational 
assumptions based on recent FAA 
ATC implementation of increased 
heading dispersion for 
northbound departure operations 
off Runway 30R as requested by 
the City of Minneapolis, the MSP 
Noise Oversight Committee 
(NOC) and the MAC. Additionally, 
the HESTN ONE and SLAYR ONE 
Area Navigation (RNAV) 
Standard Instrument Departures 
(SIDs) off Runway 17, as 
implemented on November 30, 
2012 by FAA ATC, per the request 
of the NOC and MAC, were 
modeled in the forecast flight 
tracks in the Draft EA/EAW.  See 
page G-43 of Appendix G.  Also, 
see General Responses GR # 01, 
GR # 05, GR # 08, and GR # 10. 
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034-1.   There will be an average 
of 18 additional places over Lake 
Harriet.  However, this will occur 
with or without the Proposed 
Action.  As explained in the 
introduction to this appendix, the 
growth in operations would occur 
naturally with or without the 
Proposed Action. Also, see 
General Responses GR # 05 and 
GR # 10. 
 
034-2.   As explained in the 
introduction to this appendix, the 
growth in operations would occur 
naturally with or without the 
Proposed Action.   Also, see 
General Responses GR # 02 and 
GR # 11. 
 
034-3.   The Purpose and Need in 
Chapter 2 of the EA/EAW 
demonstrated the need and 
justification for the proposed 
project.  The public was given the 
opportunity to review the Draft 
EA and provide comments on the 
proposed improvements.  Both 
the MAC and the FAA reviewed 
the comments and seriously 
considered them before 
responding to them.  Responses 
to comments are included in the 
Final EA.  We have noted your 
comment against the proposed 
development. 
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035-1.   See General Response GR 
# 01, and GR # 08. 
 
035-2.   See General Responses 
GR # 05 and GR # 10. 
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036-1.   See General Responses 
GR # 02, GR # 05, GR # 08, GR # 
10, GR # 11 and GR # 12. 
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037-1.   As explained in the 
introduction to this appendix, the 
growth in operations would occur 
naturally with or without the 
Proposed Action.    
 
That said, mitigation was 
proposed in the Draft EA/EAW to 
address the increase in noise due 
to the natural growth in 
operations.  The mitigation 
addresses the change in noise 
due to the natural growth in 
aircraft operations that would 
occur with or without the 
Preferred Alternative. 
 
The forecast flight tracks used in 
the Draft EA/EAW  (2020 and 
2025) included operational 
assumptions based on recent FAA 
ATC implementation of increased 
heading dispersion for 
northbound departure operations 
off Runway 30R as requested by 
the City of Minneapolis, the MSP 
Noise Oversight Committee 
(NOC) and the MAC. Additionally, 
the HESTN ONE and SLAYR ONE 
Area Navigation (RNAV) 
Standard Instrument Departures 
(SIDs) off Runway 17, as 
implemented on November 30, 
2012 by FAA ATC, per the request 
of the NOC and MAC, were 
modeled in the forecast flight 
tracks in the Draft EA/EAW.  See 
page G-43 of Appendix G.    
 
The Proposed Action does not 
include new runways or changes 
to air traffic procedures. 
 
See General Responses GR # 05, 
GR # 10, GR # 11 and GR # 08. 
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038-1.   The Draft EA/EAW 
process began in November 2010 
with community briefings.  Public 
meetings were conducted in July 
2011, January 2012 and 
September 2012, in addition to 
the Public Hearing held on 
October 1, 2012.  In-depth 
analysis of environmental impacts 
including air quality and noise 
took place throughout 2011 and 
the first half of 2012.  The Draft 
EA/EAW was published on August 
30,  2012.  Comments on the Draft 
EA/EAW were accepted until 
October 11, 2012.  Submitted 
comments are addressed in this 
response to comments and in the 
Final EA/EAW.  See General 
Response GR # 01. 
 

038-2.   See General Responses 
GR # 05 and GR # 07. 
 

038-3.   As explained in the 
introduction to this appendix, the 
RNAV project is separate from the 
airport development project and 
the alternatives analyzed in the 
Draft EA/EAW. The proposed 
RNAV procedures are the subject 
of a separate NEPA process being 
completed by the FAA Air Traffic 
Organization.  While the EA/EAW 
does not provide environmental 
review or approval of the 
proposed RNAV procedures, the 
proposed RNAV procedures have 
been incorporated into the 
forecasted scenarios noise 
contours in the Final EA/EAW. 
 
See General Responses GR # 06 
and GR # 10. 
 
038-4.   See General Response GR 
# 09. 
 
038-5.   The proposed noise 
mitigation program was revised 
after the publication of the Draft 
EA/EAW.  The proposed 
mitigation in the Draft EA/EAW 
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was modified to base mitigation 
eligibility and timing on annually-
developed actual noise contours 
instead of the 2020 Preferred 
Alternative noise contours.  Thus, 
the proposed mitigation in the 
Final EA/EAW is based on actual 
noise contours.  See General 
Response GR # 10. 
 
038-6.   See General Response GR 
# 01. 
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039-1.   As explained in the 
introduction to this appendix, the 
growth in operations would occur 
naturally with or without the 
Proposed Action.   
 
That said, mitigation was 
proposed in the Draft EA/EAW to 
address the increase in noise due 
to the natural growth in 
operations.  The mitigation 
addresses the change in noise 
due to the natural growth in 
aircraft operations that would 
occur with or without the 
Preferred Alternative. 
 
The forecast flight tracks used in 
the Draft EA/EAW  (2020 and 
2025) included operational 
assumptions based on recent FAA 
ATC implementation of increased 
heading dispersion for 
northbound departure operations 
off Runway 30R as requested by 
the City of Minneapolis, the MSP 
Noise Oversight Committee (NOC) 
and the MAC. Additionally, the 
HESTN ONE and SLAYR ONE Area 
Navigation (RNAV) Standard 
Instrument Departures (SIDs) off 
Runway 17, as implemented on 
November 30, 2012 by FAA ATC, 
per the request of the NOC and 
MAC, were modeled in the 
forecast flight tracks in the Draft 
EA/EAW.  See page G-43 of 
Appendix G. 
 
See General Responses GR # 05 
and GR # 10. 
  
039-2.   See General Responses 
GR # 05, GR # 10 and GR # 11. 
 
039-3.   As explained in the 
introduction to this appendix, the 
growth in operations would occur 
naturally with or without the 
Proposed Action.  The Purpose 
and Need in Chapter 2 of the 
EA/EAW demonstrated the need 
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and justification for the proposed 
project. The Proposed Action is 
needed to improve level of 
service at MSP.  See Appendix O 
of the Draft EA/EAW. 
 
039-4.   The Draft EA/EAW was 
prepared in accordance with 
NEPA and the CEQ Regulations as 
well as FAA Orders 1050.1, 
Environmental Impacts: Policies 
and Procedures and 5050.4B, 
National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) Implementing Instructions 
for Airport Actions.  It was also 
prepared in accordance with 
MEPA and the EQB rules 
implementing the statute. Also, 
note that the USEPA commended 
the MAC on the noise and air 
quality analysis in the Draft 
EA/EAW.  Refer to letter #027 
from the USEPA.  Also, see 
General Responses GR # 01, GR # 
02, GR # 03, GR # 04 and GR # 08. 
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040-1.   As explained in the 
introduction to this appendix, the 
RNAV project is separate from the 
airport development project and 
the alternatives analyzed in the 
Draft EA/EAW. The proposed 
RNAV procedures are the subject 
of a separate NEPA process being 
completed by the FAA Air Traffic 
Organization.   
 
While the EA/EAW does not 
provide environmental review or 
approval of the proposed RNAV 
procedures, the proposed RNAV 
procedures have been 
incorporated into the forecasted 
scenarios noise contours in the 
Final EA/EAW.   
 
The Draft EA/EAW was prepared 
in accordance with NEPA and the 
CEQ Regulations as well as FAA 
Orders 1050.1, Environmental 
Impacts: Policies and Procedures 
and 5050.4B, National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
Implementing Instructions for 
Airport Actions.  It was also 
prepared in accordance with 
MEPA and the EQB rules 
implementing the statute. Also, 
note that the USEPA commended 
the MAC on the noise and air 
quality analysis in the Draft 
EA/EAW.  Refer to letter #027 
from the USEPA.  Also, see 
General Response GR # 01. 
 
040-2.   As explained in the 
introduction to this appendix, the 
growth in operations would occur 
naturally with or without the 
Proposed Action.   
 
That said, mitigation was 
proposed in the Draft EA/EAW to 
address the increase in noise due 
to the natural growth in 
operations.  The mitigation 
addresses the change in noise 
due to the natural growth in 
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aircraft operations that would 
occur with or without the 
Preferred Alternative. 
 
The forecast flight tracks used in 
the Draft EA/EAW  (2020 and 
2025) included operational 
assumptions based on recent FAA 
ATC implementation of increased 
heading dispersion for 
northbound departure operations 
off Runway 30R as requested by 
the City of Minneapolis, the MSP 
Noise Oversight Committee (NOC) 
and the MAC. Additionally, the 
HESTN ONE and SLAYR ONE Area 
Navigation (RNAV) Standard 
Instrument Departures (SIDs) off 
Runway 17, as implemented on 
November 30, 2012 by FAA ATC, 
per the request of the NOC and 
MAC, were modeled in the 
forecast flight tracks in the Draft 
EA/EAW.  See page G-43 of 
Appendix G. 
 
See General Responses GR # 05 
and GR # 10. 
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041-1.   As explained in the 
introduction to this appendix, the 
growth in operations would occur 
naturally with or without the 
Proposed Action.  See General 
Responses GR # 05, GR # 10 and 
GR # 11. 
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042-1.   Comment noted. 
 

042-2.   The following text was 
added to the Final EA/EAW under 
Section 5.18.4.  All wastewater 
generated on the MSP campus is 
treated by the Metropolitan 
Council Environmental Services 
(MCES) at its Metro Wastewater 
Treatment plant. The operating 
capacity of the Metro plant is 251 
million gallons per day (MGD). 
The amount of wastewater 
generated is related to the 
number of enplanements.  Since 
the number of enplanements is 
the same for the No Action 
Alternative and the Action 
Alternatives, the wastewater 
generation would be expected to 
be the same.  However, the 
amount of wastewater would be 
reduced by incorporating low-
flow restroom facilities in 
expanded or remodeled locations 
as part of the Action Alternatives. 
Therefore, the Action Alternatives 
would generate less wastewater 
than the No Action Alternative. 
 

Enplanements are expected to 
grow by 28 percent from 
approximately 16.3 million in 
2010 to approximately 20.9 
million in 2020 regardless of the 
Alternative, including the No 
Action. A straight projection 
increases wastewater discharges 
from an average of 0.5 MGD to 
0.6 MGD in 2020. The future 
change in wastewater generation 
at MSP is small relative to the 
capacity of the Metro plant. 
 
Additional coordination with the 
Metropolitan Council was 
conducted after the publication of 
the Draft EA/EAW to address 
wastewater treatment capacity at 
MCES.  Correspondence dated 
November 30, 2012 from the 
Metropolitan Council confirmed 
that the above text addresses 
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their wastewater comments. 
Correspondence is included in 
Appendix N of the Final EA/EAW. 
 

042-3.   Comment noted. 
 

042-4.   Comment noted. 
 

042-5.   Comment noted. Text 
was added to the Final EA/EAW to 
note that Post Road serves as the 
park entrance access road to Fort 
Snelling State Park and that 
coordination with the Minnesota 
Department of Natural Resources 
is required to ensure safe 
vehicular access for park visitors 
during TH 5/Post Road 
construction. 
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042-5.   See response above. 
 
042-6.   See Response to 
Comment #042-2. 
 
042-7.   As requested, 
coordination will continue with 
Metro Transit for proposed 
projects that impact Metro 
Transit operations. 
 
 
042-8.   Remaining roadway 
improvements along TH 5 and I-
494 will be submitted for 
evaluation under the criteria 
contained in the Metropolitan 
Council Transportation Policy Plan 
Appendix E in the future before 
those projects are scheduled for 
construction.   
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042-9.   Metropolitan Council 
approval will be obtained prior to 
constructing controlled access 
highway projects at Trunk 
Highway 5 or Interstate I-494 in 
accordance with MN Statute 
473.166.  This requirement is 
acknowledged in the Final 
EA/EAW (Section 5.17.2.6 
Permitting). 
 
042-10.   Comment noted. 
 
042-11.   Thresholds for 
implementation of each element 
of the project will be based on 
anticipated levels of service.   
Levels of service are 
approximated by considering 
airport operational conditions in 
real time and applying 
professional experience to 
anticipate future needs under 
forecasted conditions.   The MAC 
uses this information to make 
informed policy decisions and 
fulfill their legislated 
responsibilities. Environmental 
consequences will be re-
evaluated, if required, per NEPA 
and/or MEPA.    
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043-1.   See General Responses 
GR # 05 and GR # 10. 
 
043-2.   As explained in the 
introduction to this appendix, the 
growth in operations would occur 
naturally with or without the 
Proposed Action.  The Purpose 
and Need in Chapter 2 of the 
EA/EAW demonstrated the need 
and justification for the proposed 
project.    
 
The Action Alternatives include 
primarily terminal (including 
gates) and landside 
improvements.  The proposed 
airside improvements are limited 
to those needed to accommodate 
the terminal improvements such 
as extended service roads, 
relocated fuel lines and expanded 
aprons.  The proposed airside 
improvements do not include 
changes to the runways. 
 
Data supporting the need to 
implement the Proposed Action 
are included in Appendix O of the 
Draft EA/EAW.  Also, see General 
Responses GR # 05, GR # 10 and 
GR # 11. 
 
043-3.   The use of newer aircraft 
with quieter engine technology 
continues to increase at MSP. 
Regardless, the forecasted growth 
in aircraft operations at 
Minneapolis-St. Paul International 
Airport is anticipated to occur 
with, or without, the 
contemplated airport 
improvements. The variable 
factor is the level of service that 
will be provided to the traveling 
public, the improvements are 
intended to ensure an acceptable 
level of service in the future. 
 
043-4.   Impacts to Section 4(f) 
properties including parks were 
considered in the Draft EA/EAW.  
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See Section 5.6, Department of 
Transportation Act: Section 4(f) of 
the Draft EA/EAW. 
 
The MAC is continuing to plan 
aviation facilities to meet the 
need of the region.  The proposed 
improvements are consistent with 
the Metropolitan Council’s 
approval of the MAC LTCP in 
2010. 
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044-1.   Comment noted. 
 
 
044-2.   Comment noted. 
 
 
044-3.   Comment noted. 
 
044-4.   Comment noted. 
 
044-5.   Comment noted. 
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044-6.   Comment noted. 
 
044-7.   Coordination with 
MnDOT Traffic will continue for 
roadway projects, including 
improvements on I-494 and TH 5. 
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045-1.   See General Responses 
GR # 05, GR # 09, and GR # 10. 
 
045-2.   The Air Quality 
Assessment was conducted in 
accordance with USEPA and FAA 
guidance. The Air Quality 
Assessment included aircraft 
operations, ground support 
equipment, motor vehicles, and 
stationary sources associated 
with the airport. The USEPA 
Region 5 completed a review of 
the Air Quality Assessment and 
concluded in its October 10, 2012, 
comment letter that the “…EPA 
commends the thorough 
assessment of air quality…”  For 
additional information, see the 
response to Comment #003-1.  
The MPCA is the agency within 
the state of Minnesota with 
regulatory authority for air 
quality.  Also, refer to General 
Responses GR # 02, GR # 03, GR # 
04 and GR # 08. 
 
045-3.   See General Responses 
GR # 05, GR # 09, and GR # 10. 
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045-3.   See response above045-
4.   As explained in the 
introduction to this appendix, the 
growth in operations would occur 
naturally with or without the 
Proposed Action.  See Response 
to Comment #043-3 and General 
Responses GR # 05 and GR # 10. 
 

045-5.   As explained in the 
introduction to this appendix, the 
RNAV project is separate from the 
airport development project and 
the alternatives analyzed in the 
Draft EA/EAW. The proposed 
RNAV procedures are the subject 
of a separate NEPA process being 
completed by the FAA Air Traffic 
Organization.  See General 
Responses GR # 01, GR # 06, and 
GR # 10. 
 

045-6.   The Draft EA/EAW 
process began in late 2010 with 
community and agency briefings.  
Public meetings were conducted 
in July 2011, January 2012 and 
September 2012, in addition to 
the Public Hearing held on 
October 1, 2012.  Comments 
received as a result of the 
briefings were considered in the 
development of the Draft 
EA/EAW.  The Draft EA/EAW was 
published on August 30, 2012.  
Comments on the Draft EA/EAW 
were accepted until October 11, 
2012.  Submitted comments are 
addressed in this response to 
comments and in the Final 
EA/EAW. The projects included in 
the Proposed Action will be 
implemented when demand 
dictates. 
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046-1.   See General Responses 
GR # 01, GR # 05, GR # 08, GR # 
09 and GR # 10. 
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047-1.   See General Responses 
GR # 05 and GR # 10. 
 
 
047-2.   The MAC will continue to 
report, and consider the use of, 
alternative noise metrics. 
However, DNL is FAA’s accepted 
noise metric, and the MAC has 
used FAA’s INM-generated DNL 
noise contours as the mechanism 
for implementing a $500 million 
noise mitigation program at MSP 
since the early 1990s.  The noise 
mitigation program, relying on 
DNL and INM, has substantial 
community support. See General 
Response GR # 07. 
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047-3.   Comment noted.  The 
2020 forecasted 60 DNL contour 
for Alternative 2 - Airlines 
Relocate minimizes the affected 
population within the 60 DNL 
contour when compared to the 
No Action or Alternative 1- 
Airlines Remain Alternative.  This 
preferred alternative is consistent 
with the cities stated goal in The 
Minneapolis Plan for Sustainable 
Growth to “reduce the overall 
noise footprint”. 
 
047-4.   Comment noted.  The 
Final EA/EAW recognizes the 
stated concerns and as such is 
proposing a modification to the 
mitigation to address actual 
impacts.  See General Response 
GR # 10. 
 
047-5.   See General Response GR 
# 07 and GR # 10. 
 
 
 
 
 
047-6.   See General Response GR 
# 07. 
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047-7.   The MAC will continue to 
report, and consider the use of, 
alternative noise metrics. 
However, DNL is FAA’s accepted 
noise metric, and the MAC has 
used FAA’s INM-generated DNL 
noise contours as the mechanism 
for implementing a $500 million 
noise mitigation program at MSP 
since the early 1990s.  The noise 
mitigation program, relying on 
DNL and INM, has substantial 
community support. See General 
Response GR # 07. 
 
047-8.   Comment noted. 
  
047-9.   The MAC supports the 
MnDOT Statewide Aviation Plan 
review process. As part of the 
EA/EAW process, the MAC 
considered the positive impacts 
that full use of regional/statewide 
airports would have at MSP. 
 
The alternative to divert 
passengers to another airport was 
studied as part of the Draft 
EA/EAW.  See Section 3.1.1 of the 
Draft EA/EAW. It was concluded 
that (1) neither the development 
of a competing hub nor a 
supplemental airport appears 
likely given current airline 
behavior and trends and, (2) even 
if the studied airports were able 
to capture 100 percent of their 
respective markets, the need for 
MSP terminal and landside 
improvements would be delayed 
only temporarily.  Therefore, the 
Other Airports Alternative was 
dismissed from further 
consideration. 
  
047-10 and 11.   As explained in 
the introduction to this appendix, 
the PBN project is separate from 
the airport development project 
and the alternatives analyzed in 
the Draft EA/EAW. The proposed 
PBN procedures are the subject of 
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a separate NEPA process being 
completed by the FAA Air Traffic 
Organization.   
 
While the EA/EAW does not 
provide environmental review or 
approval of the proposed PBN 
procedures, the proposed PBN 
procedures have been 
incorporated into the forecasted 
future scenarios noise contours in 
the Final EA/EAW.  Also, see 
General Response GR # 06. 
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047-11.   See response above 
 
047-12.   Cumulative impacts are 
included in the Draft EA/EAW.  As 
NEPA, FAA Order 5050.4B, and 
MEPA require, reasonably 
foreseeable actions are to be 
included in the cumulative impact 
analysis.  Projects proposed in the 
LTCP for post 2020 are not 
considered “reasonably 
foreseeable actions” because of 
the uncertainty and changeability 
in the aviation industry.  An EIS is 
not required. See General 
Response GR # 01 and GR # 06. 
 
047-13.   The Air Quality 
Assessment was conducted in 
accordance with USEPA and FAA 
guidance. The Air Quality 
Assessment included aircraft 
operations, ground support 
equipment, motor vehicles, and 
stationary sources associated 
with the airport. The USEPA 
Region 5 completed a review of 
the Air Quality Assessment and 
concluded in its October 10, 2012, 
comment letter that the “…EPA 
commends the thorough 
assessment of air quality…” No 
other comments were received 
from the USEPA on the Air Quality 
Assessment. 
 
Based on the Air Quality 
Assessment in the Draft EA/EAW, 
the Action Alternatives are not 
expected to adversely affect 
ambient air quality. The PM2.5 
concentrations at the two air 
monitoring stations closest to 
MSP are well within the National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS) and the trend over the 
past three years is decreasing 
concentrations. In May 2006, the 
MPCA published a study of 
ambient monitoring conditions 
near MSP. The monitoring study 
included measurements of air 
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toxics and PM2.5 at two locations 
on MSP Airport and at Wenonah 
School and Richfield Intermediate 
School. Overall, median and 
average concentrations of 
pollutants monitored near MSP 
were similar to concentrations 
monitored at other locations in 
the Twin Cities Metropolitan 
Area.     There is no difference 
between the PM2.5 emissions 
from Alternatives 1 and 2 versus 
the No Action Alternative during 
2020 and 2025.  The PM2.5 
emissions during 2020 are 36 tons 
and during 2025 are 39 tons for 
all alternatives (i.e., No Action 
and Action Alternatives).  Thus, 
the Action Alternatives are not 
expected to affect PM2.5 
concentrations adversely. 
 
As explained in GR # 02, there are 
no existing federal regulatory 
guidelines specific to hazardous 
air pollution (HAP) emissions from 
aircraft engines.  Although there 
are FAA and EPA/FAA guidance 
documents recommending best 
practices for quantifying 
speciated organic gas emissions 
from aircraft engines, the 
methods for measuring air 
emissions associated with aircraft 
engines is an evolving process 
that is still under development. 
See FAA, Guidance for 
Quantifying Speciated Organic 
Gas Emissions from Airport 
Sources, September 2, 2009, and 
FAA/EPA Recommended Best 
Practices for Quantifying 
Speciated Gas Phase Organic Gas 
Emissions from Aircraft Equipped 
with Turbofan, Turbojet and 
Turboprop Engines, May 27, 
2009.  The guidance specifically 
warns against preparing any type 
of HAPs assessment for aircraft 
emissions under NEPA—other 
than the type of emission 
inventory provided in the Draft 
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EA/EAW—because such 
assessments “require a complete 
understanding of both the 
reaction of OGs/HAPS in the 
atmosphere and downstream 
plume evolution,” and the science 
of such atmospheric reactions is 
“currently limited” and “still 
evolving.”  Id.  See also 40 C.F.R. §  
1502.22 (providing that in an EIS, 
an agency may identify 
information that is unavailable). 
 
The FAA and MAC have prepared 
a HAPs emission inventory that 
complies with FAA and FAA/EPA 
guidance and that is based on 
what is known currently about 
airport-related emissions.  See 
Final EA/EAW, Appendix E, Air 
Quality Technical Report, Section 
6.  See also General Responses GR 
# 02, GR # 03 and GR # 04. 
 
047-14.   The Air Quality 
Assessment was conducted in 
accordance with USEPA and FAA 
guidance. The USEPA Region 5 
completed a review of the Air 
Quality Assessment and 
concluded in its October 10, 2012, 
comment letter that the “…EPA 
commends the thorough 
assessment of air quality…” No 
other comments were received 
from the USEPA on the Air Quality 
Assessment.  See previous 
response (047-13) and General 
Responses GR # 02, GR # 03 and 
GR # 04. 
 
047-15.   See General Response 
GR # 01. 
 
047-16.   The USEPA commended 
the MAC on the thorough noise 
analysis in the Draft EA/EAW.  
Refer to letter #027 from the 
USEPA.  The MAC will continue to 
report, and consider the use of, 
alternative noise metrics. 
However, DNL is FAA’s accepted 
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noise metric, and the MAC has 
used FAA’s INM-generated DNL 
noise contours as the mechanism 
for implementing a $500 million 
noise mitigation program at MSP 
since the early 1990s.  The noise 
mitigation program, relying on 
DNL and INM, has substantial 
community support. See General 
Response GR # 07. 
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047-17.   See Response to 
Comment #016-9. 
 
047-18.   As explained in the 
introduction to this appendix, the 
PBN project is separate from the 
airport development project and 
the alternatives analyzed in the 
Draft EA/EAW. The proposed 
RNAV procedures are the subject 
of a separate NEPA process being 
completed by the FAA Air Traffic 
Organization.  
 
See General Response to GR # 06. 
 
047-19.   See Response to 
Comments #047-13. 
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048-1.   Commenter was allowed 
to present comments at the 
public hearing on October 1, 
2012.  The speaker time limit of 
five minutes was announced at 
the beginning of the public 
hearing (refer to page 7 of the 
transcript). Speakers were 
allowed to exceed their time 
limit.  The commenter exceeded 
the time limit by more than three 
times (refer to page 50 of the 
transcript).  At this point, the 
hearing officer requested that the 
commenter provide the 
remainder of his comments in 
writing.  The hearing officer 
needed to allow all those wishing 
to speak the opportunity to do so.  
However, after all attendees 
wishing to present comments 
were allowed to speak, the 
commenter was again allotted 
additional time before the 
hearing ended (refer to page 65 
of the transcript).  Commenter 
also submitted extensive written 
comments on October 11, 2012. 
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048-2.   The Commenter’s reading 
of NEPA Section 102(D),  42 U.S.C. 
§ 4332(D) is inaccurate. NEPA 
allows for preparation of EA’s by 
entities with less than statewide 
jurisdiction.  See also 42 U.S.C. § 
4332(D)(iiii) which states in part  
“…this subparagraph does not 
affect the legal sufficiency of 
statements prepared by State 
agencies with less than statewide 
jurisdiction.” 

In addition, NEPA and FAA 
regulations implementing the 
statute allow the MAC, as an 
airport sponsor and applicant for 
FAA approval, to prepare the EA. 
40 C.F.R. § 1506.5(b); FAA Order 
5050.4B, NEPA Implementation 
Instructions for Airport Actions, 
Chapter 7 (April 2006). An airport 
sponsor or its consultant normally 
prepares an EA under NEPA. FAA 
Order 5050.B, ¶ 707(a). FAA then 
independently evaluates the EA 
to: (1) determine the EA’s 
accuracy; (2) take full 
responsibility for the scope and 
content that addresses FAA 
actions; (3) determine if the EA 
meets the requirements of NEPA, 
applicable special purpose laws, 
and FAA Order 5050.4B, including 
responses to public comments; 
(4) help ensure the necessary 
agency review and consultation 
has occurred and that the EA 
addresses agency comments; (5) 
ensure the EA identifies EA 
preparers; and (6) ensure the EA 
is suitable for a public hearing, if 
one will occur. FAA Order 5050.B, 
¶ 707(b). See also 40 C.F.R. 
§ 1506.5 (if applicant prepares 
EA, federal agency “must make its 
own evaluation of the 
environmental issues and take 
responsibility for the scope and 
content of the environmental 
assessment.”); FAA Order 5050.B, 
¶ 707(f) (same). The responsible 
FAA official takes responsibility 
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for an EA’s scope and content by 
signing the statement on the 
bottom of the EA cover The 
statement provides that the EA 
becomes a federal document 
“when evaluated, signed, and 
dated by the Responsible FAA 
official.” FAA Order 5050.B, 
¶ 707(f). 
 

The Draft EA/EAW also satisfies 
the requirements of MEPA.  
Similar to NEPA, MEPA provides 
for environmental review of 
certain “governmental actions”—
that is, “projects wholly or 
partially conducted, permitted, 
assisted, financed, regulated, or 
approved by governmental units.” 
Minn. R. 4410.0200, subp. 33. 
“Governmental units” are any 
Minnesota state agency or 
general or special purpose unit of 
government in the state of 
Minnesota.  Minn. R. 4410.0200, 
subp. 34.  There are three levels 
of environmental review for 
governmental actions under 
MEPA: exempt projects; 
environmental assessment 
worksheet (EAW); and 
environmental impact statement 
(EIS).  A project proposer submits 
the completed data portions of an 
EAW to the responsible 
governmental unit (RGU) or its 
agents. The RGU determines 
whether the information is 
complete and, if it is, may 
approve the draft for distribution. 
Minn. R. 4410.1400. It is the RGU 
that is responsible for the 
completeness and accuracy of the 
information in an EAW.  In 
addition, a federal EA under NEPA 
may be circulated in place of an 
EAW if the EA addressed each of 
the environmental effects in the 
EAW form.  Minn. R. 4410.1300.   
 
The MAC has participated in 
preparation of the EA/EAW 
because the MAC is the project 
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proposer, and under MEPA, the 
MAC is the RGU for the proposed 
development at MSP.  Under 
MEPA, the proposed 
development is not exempt from 
environmental review and may 
have the potential for significant 
environmental effects.  Minn. R. 
4410.1000.  The MAC, therefore, 
prepared an EAW for the 
proposed development.  In 
addition, an EAW is required 
because the proposed 
development is a scheduled 
project in the MAC’s capital 
improvement program for MSP 
and the cost of the proposed 
development exceeds $5 million.  
Minn. Stat. § 473.614, sub. 2. 
 
See also General Response GR # 
01. 
 

048-3.   In publishing the Draft 
EA/EAW, the FAA has complied 
with NEPA and the CEQ 
regulations implementing the 
statute, as well as FAA Orders 
1050.1, Environmental Impacts: 
Policies and Procedures and 
5050.4B, National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) Implementing 
Instructions for Airport Actions. In 
addition, MAC has complied with 
MEPA and the EQB rules 
implementing the statute. 
 
048-4.   Comment noted. 



Minneapolis-St. Paul International Airport 
2020 Improvements Draft EA/EAW 

 R-174 Appendix R 
 

Draft EA/EAW                 
Comments and Responses 

 

 

048-5.   As explained in the 
introduction to this appendix, the 
growth in operations would occur 
naturally with or without the 
Proposed Action.  
 
The commenter asserts that the 
2020 and 2025 forecast aircraft 
operations are inaccurate. 
However, the commenter does 
not explain the basis for this 
conclusion. The commenter also 
suggests incorrectly that the 
purpose of the proposed project 
is to increase airport capacity to 
accommodate forecast 2020 and 
2025 aircraft operations.  As 
stated in Chapter 2 of the Draft 
EA/EAW the purpose of the 
proposed project is to 
accommodate expected demand 
at MSP such that the airside and 
landside level of service is 
acceptable through the 2020 
planning timeframe, and that the 
regional roadway level of service 
is acceptable through the 2030 
planning timeframe. Additional 
airfield capacity is not needed and 
airfield capacity improvements 
such as new runways are not 
proposed.   In other words, the 
purpose is to relieve congestion 
and overcrowding at MSP 
terminal and landside facilities 
under current conditions, as well 
as under conditions in 2020. By 
relieving congestion, MSP will 
maintain an acceptable airside 
and landside level of service 
through the 2020 planning 
timeframe, and an acceptable 
regional roadway level of service 
through the 2030 planning 
timeframe. 
 

As recently as 2005, with the 
current terminal building 
facilities, MSP handled 532,240 
annual operations, more than the 
484,879 forecast for 2020 or the 
526,040 forecast for 2025.  
Therefore, it is inaccurate to state 
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that a No Action scenario would 
result in a substantial reduction in 
aircraft operations from the 
forecast levels.  As noted in 
Section 10 of Draft EA/EAW 
Appendix A, a No Action scenario 
would require airlines to make 
changes in their scheduled flight 
times to accommodate projected 
demand with existing facilities, 
but the airlines would have to 
reduce their level of service to 
accommodate the increased daily 
and annual demand at MSP. 
 
048-6.   See Response to 
Comment #048-5 and General 
Response GR # 01. 
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048-6.   See response above. 
 
048-7.   Comment noted. 
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048-8.   The differences between 
the TAF and the Draft EA/EAW 
forecast criteria for aircraft 
categories explain the difference 
in operations forecasted.  
Regardless, the total operations 
(427,558 for the 2010 TAF and 
437,075 for 2010 forecast in EA) 
are similar (less than 2.5% 
difference). 
 
The FAA TAF considers 
Commuter/Air Taxi operations as 
one category.  The Commuter 
operations include takeoffs or 
landings by aircraft with 60 or 
fewer seats that transport 
regional passengers on scheduled 
commercial flights and Air Taxi 
operations as takeoffs or landings 
by aircraft with 60 or fewer seats 
conducted on non-scheduled or 
for-hire flights.  The 2011 TAF lists 
135,477 (2010), 153,474 (2020) 
and 167,794 (2025) 
Commuter/Air Taxi operations.  
These operations were included 
in the scheduled air carrier 
category In the Draft EA/EAW 
forecast.  These “smaller and 
lighter” regional carrier 
operations are depicted in the air 
carrier fleet mix forecast in Table 
5.9 (Appendix A, Attachment 5).  
Additionally, the 2010 fleet mix is 
based on actual aircraft 
operations that occurred in 2010. 
 
The Draft EA/EAW forecast also 
includes a separate general 
aviation category consistent with 
the MAC general aviation  
statistics in their Monthly 
Operations Reports and the fleet 
mix associated with that forecast 
consists of “smaller and lighter” 
general aviation aircraft. 
 
General Aviation operations 
include all itinerant general 
aviation and local civil aviation 
aircraft takeoffs or landings not 
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classified as commercial in the 
TAF.  The 2011 TAF lists 13,448 
(2010), 13,932 (2020) and 14,070 
(2025) General Aviation 
operations.   
 
The FAA TAF considers Air Carrier 
operations to include all takeoffs 
or landings of commercial aircraft 
with seating capacity of more 
than 60 seats.  The 2011 TAF lists 
275,772 (2010), 314,795 (2020) 
and 340,798 (2025) Air Carrier 
operations at MSP.  The TAF also 
lists 2,861 (2010), 2,864 (2020) 
and 2,864 (2025) Military 
operations (takeoffs or landings 
by military aircraft).  
 
FAA guidance for the review and 
approval of aviation forecasts 
states that forecasts for total 
enplanements and total 
operation are considered 
consistent with the TAF if they 
meet the following criterion:  
Forecasts differ by less than 10 
percent in the 5-year forecast 
period, and 15 percent in the 10-
year forecast period.” (See FAA’s 
Review and Approval of Aviation 
Forecasts, June 2008 p. 1).  The 
EA forecast meets this criterion 
for both enplanements and 
operations. 
 
Total operations in the 2011 TAF 
for 2010 are 427,558.  The Draft 
EA/EAW listed 437,075 
operations for 2010.  This equates 
to a difference of 2.2 % which is 
within what is considered 
consistent.  
 
Total operations in the 2011 TAF 
for 2020 are 485,065.  The Draft 
EA/EAW forecast listed 489,879 
operations for 2020. This equates 
to a 1% difference which is within 
what is considered consistent. 
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Total operations in the 2011 TAF 
for 2025 are 525,526.  The Draft 
EA/EAW forecast listed 526,040 
operations for 2025.  This equates 
to less than a 1% difference, 
which is within what is considered 
consistent. 
 
Thus, the Draft EA/EAW forecast 
is considered consistent with the 
TAF. 
 
Finally, the FAA reviewed and 
approved the EA/EAW forecast in 
July 2012. 
 
048-9.   Comment noted. 
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048-10.   Residential units may be 
exposed to additional noise and, 
as a result, be included in the 65 
DNL contour without having 
experienced a 1.5 dB DNL 
increase. For example, the noise 
exposure at a residential unit may 
increase from 64.9 DNL to 65.1 
DNL, a difference of 0.2 DNL.  
While the residential unit would 
be within the 65 DNL contour, the 
increase in noise exposure is less 
than the significance threshold of 
1.5 dB DNL.       
 
The noise contours expand and 
contract slightly relative to one 
another to varying degrees and at 
different locations around the 
airport. This variability may result 
in the scenario with a slight 
reduction in acreage even though 
there is a slight increase in units 
within the contours, depending 
on the density of residential land 
use within each contour. The 
counts are correct. 
 
MetroGIS parcel data current as 
of August 2011 was used to 
assess residential noise impacts.  
Multi-family and single-family 
dwelling unit population 
multipliers were provided by 
MetroGIS on a city-by-city basis. 
Parcel unit count data were 
developed through a combination 
of field work done by MAC staff 
and data from the cities and 
counties neighboring MSP as a 
part of previous and current 
residential noise mitigation 
program efforts around the 
airport. 
 
048-11.   The number of non-
residential noise sensitive uses 
within the 65 DNL contour varies 
only slightly between the various 
alternatives. In 2020 the lowest 
number of residential units in the 
65+ DNL noise contours is 
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provided by the No Action 
Alternative. There are 10 more 
residential units in the Airlines 
Remain Alternative and 4 more 
residential units in the Airlines 
Relocate Alternative within the 
65+ DNL noise contours. In 2025 
the lowest number of residential 
units in the 65+ DNL noise 
contour is provided by the 
Airlines Remain Alternative. There 
are 81 more residential units in 
the No Action Alternative and 171 
more residential units in the 
Airlines Relocate Alternative. 
However, in both 2020 and 2025 
for all alternatives, all residential 
units within the 65+ DNL noise 
contours of the development 
alternatives being considered 
have received noise mitigation 
and, as such, are considered a 
mitigated incompatible land use. 
 
Also, see the Response to 
Comment #007-20. 
 
048-12.   See General Response 
GR # 01. 
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048-13.   See Responses to 
Comments #048-10 and #048-11. 
 
 
 
048-14.   See Responses to 
Comments #048-10 and #048-11. 
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048-14.   See response above. 
 
 
 
 
048-15.   See Responses to 
Comments #048-10 and #048-11. 
 
 
 
 
048-16.   See Response to 
Comments #048-10 and #048-11. 
 
 
 
 
048-17.   See General Response 
GR # 01. 
 



Minneapolis-St. Paul International Airport 
2020 Improvements Draft EA/EAW 

 R-185 Appendix R 
 

Draft EA/EAW                 
Comments and Responses 

 

 

 
 
 
048-18.   As explained in the 
introduction to this appendix, the 
growth in operations would occur 
naturally with or without the 
Proposed Action. 
 
Air monitoring data for lead in the 
MSP area are well below the 
National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards.  Lead emissions are 
not typically considered in 
emission inventories for 
commercial service airports 
because lead emissions result 
primarily from piston engine 
aircraft and the use of aviation 
gasoline (avgas or 100LL). The 
share of aircraft operations at 
MSP that are conducted by piston 
aircraft totals less than two 
percent;  which resulted in the 
annual use of approximately 
20,000 gallons of avgas during 
2010 and 2011. Avgas usage has 
decreased from approximately 
67,000 gallons in 2005 to less 
than 20,000 gallons during each 
of the past three years, as piston 
aircraft operations have 
decreased at MSP.  Notably, the 
estimated lead emissions at MSP 
total less than 0.04 tons per year, 
or only four percent of the 
applicable one-ton threshold.  
Also, note that the USEPA 
commended the MAC on the 
thorough air quality analysis in 
the Draft EA/EAW.  Refer to the 
letter #027 from the USEPA. 
 
Also, see General Response GR # 
03. 
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048-19.   Comment noted.    
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048-20.   As discussed in the Draft 
EA/EAW, neither of the Action 
Alternatives would result in a 
significant impact.  
 
The individual living in 
Minneapolis is being offered 
noise mitigation as part of the 
existing Consent Decree and is 
located outside the 65 DNL noise 
contour. All properties located in 
the 2020 Preferred Alternative 
65+ DNL contours have been 
mitigated. In most areas around 
the airport, the forecast 2020 
Preferred Alternative 60+ DNL 
noise contours are located within 
the existing Consent Decree 
mitigation area, and the property 
in those contours have already / 
or are receiving noise mitigation. 
 
 
048-21.   The label on the exhibit 
accurately describes what is 
pictured on the map: 
 
“MAC Existing Noise Mitigation 
Program and 2020 Alternative 2 – 
Airlines Relocated DNL Noise 
Contours.” 
 
This noise exposure map does not 
represent MAC's Part 150 
mitigation. The FAA did not 
approve the 2007 forecast noise 
contours for purposes of Part 
150. The map is used to 
determine eligibility for the 
Consent Decree noise mitigation 
program. Consideration of this 
mitigation program in the context 
of this Draft EA/EAW is 
appropriate. 
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048-21.   See response above. 
 
048-22.   See the Responses to 
Comments #007-20 and #007-51. 
Under NEPA and FAA’s 
implementing regulations, there 
are no significant noise impacts 
that result from the Preferred 
Alternative. 
 
The noise mitigation provided by 
the MAC beginning in the 1990s 
constitutes “mitigation” under 
NEPA and MEPA. NEPA defines 
mitigation as “minimizing impacts 
by limiting the degree or 
magnitude of the action and its 
implementation.” 40 C.F.R. 
§ 1508.20. MEPA defines 
mitigation as “minimizing impacts 
by limiting the degree of 
magnitude of a project.” The 
noise mitigation program that the 
MAC has implemented reduces 
interior noise levels and, in so 
doing, constitutes mitigation 
under NEPA and MEPA. And, as 
discussed in General Response GR 
# 01 and in Response to Comment 
#007-20 and #007-51, the 
Preferred Alternative does not 
result in an increase of 1.5 db DNL 
or greater for a noise sensitive 
land use at or above the 65 DNL 
noise exposure level when 
compared with the No Action 
alternative. The 1.5 db DNL or 
greater increase is FAA’s 
threshold of significance under 
NEPA. 
 
048-23.   Comment noted. 
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048-24.   As stated in the Draft 
EA/EAW, the MAC coordinated 
with interested agencies and the 
public throughout the 
preparation of the Draft EA/EAW.  
The Draft EA/EAW process began 
in November 2010 with agency 
and community briefings. Several 
agencies and cities submitted 
comments to the MAC after these 
briefings.  Copies of these 
comments are provided in 
Appendix N.  These comments 
were considered in the 
preparation of the Draft EA/EAW. 
 
In-depth analysis of 
environmental impacts, including 
air quality and noise, took place 
throughout 2011 and the first half 
of 2012.  Public open houses were 
conducted while this analysis was 
being completed.  Public open 
houses were held in July 2011 and 
January 2012.  At these open 
houses, the public had the 
opportunity to talk about their 
concerns one on one with 
knowledgeable project 
representatives.   
 
The public also had the ability to 
provide input during the 
preparation of the Draft EA/EAW 
through their elected officials and 
the Noise Oversight Committee 
(NOC). During this time period, 
the MAC met with community 
and city leaders and shared 
information with the NOC.   
 
The Draft EA/EAW was published 
on August 30,, 2012. Written 
comments were accepted from 
August 30th until October 11, 
2012.   Public open houses were 
conducted on September 17th and 
18th, and October 1st  to answer 
questions regarding the Draft 
EA/EAW.  The MAC also 
conducted  a public hearing 
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following the October 1st open 
house.   The purpose of the public 
hearing was to allow the public to 
submit oral and written 
comments.   Submitted 
comments are addressed in this 
response to comments and in the 
Final EA/EAW. 
 
The commenter participated in 
open houses, the October 1, 
2012, public hearing, and 
submitted extensive public 
comments on October 11, 2012. 
The commenter’s oral and written 
comments are addressed in this 
response to comments. 
 
 
048-25.   Comment noted. 
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048-26.   The 33 million 
passengers refers to total 
passengers, which includes 
revenue passenger enplanements 
(passengers leaving MSP), 
revenue deplanements 
(passengers arriving at MSP), and 
non-revenue enplanements and 
deplanements (passengers flying 
for free, e.g. airline employees).  
The FAA statistics only include 
revenue passenger 
enplanements.  
 
According to the ACI North 
American Airports Ranking for 
2010, cited as the source in the 
Draft EA/EAW, MSP did in fact 
rank 15th in 2010 for total 
passengers. 
 
048-27.   See response to 
Comment #048-26. 
 
048-28.   Comment noted. 
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048-29.    The forecast for the 
combined operation categories is 
consistent with the FAA’s 
Terminal Area Forecast (TAF).  
FAA guidance for the review and 
approval of aviation forecasts 
states that forecasts for total 
enplanements and total 
operation are considered 
consistent with the TAF if they 
meet the following criterion:  
Forecasts differ by less than 10 
percent in the 5-year forecast 
period, and 15 percent in the 10-
year forecast period.” (See FAA’s 
Review and Approval of Aviation 
Forecasts, June 2008 p. 1).  The 
EA forecast meets this criterion 
for both enplanements and 
operations.  Additionally, the FAA 
reviewed and approved the EA 
forecast in July, 2012. 
 
FAA environmental orders 
1050.1E and 5050.4B require the 
use of the latest available 
planning information at the time 
the NEPA process starts.  The 
public is given an opportunity to 
comment on the forecast during 
the NEPA process. 
 
048-30.   Comment noted. 
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The following comments from Mr. 
Guy Heide were submitted via 
Email and appear to be the same 
as the comments received via 
Messenger, except for 
attachments.  All responses to 
comments are contained in the 
pages R-169 through R-194. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
048-31.   See Response to 
Comment #048-1. 
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048-32.   See Response to 
Comment #048-2. 
 
048-33.   See Response to 
Comment #048-3. 
 
048-34.   See Response to 
Comment #048-4. 
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048-35.   See Response to 
Comment #048-5. 
 
 
 
048-36.   See Response to 
Comment #048-6. 
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048-36.   See response above. 
 
048-37.   See Response to 
Comment #048-7. 
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048-38.   See Response to 
Comment #048-8. 
 
 
 
 
 
048-39.   See Response to 
Comment #048-9. 
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048-40.   See Response to 
Comment #048-10. 
 
 
 
 
 
048-41.   See Response to 
Comment #048-11. 
 
 
 
048-42.   See Response to 
Comment #048-12. 
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048-43.   See Response to 
Comment #048-13. 
 
 
048-44.   See Response to 
Comment #048-14. 
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048-44.   See response above. 
 
 
 
 
048-45.   See Response to 
Comment #048-15. 
 
 
 
 
048-46.   See Response to 
Comment #048-16. 
 
 
 
 
048-47.   See Response to 
Comment #048-17. 
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048-48.   See Response to 
Comment #048-18. 
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048-49.   See Response to 
Comment #048-19. 
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048-50.   See Response to 
Comment #048-20. 
 
 
048-51.   See Response to 
Comment #048-21. 
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048-51.   See response above. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
048-52.   See Response to 
Comment #048-22. 
 
 
 
 
 
048-53.   See Response to 
Comment #048-23. 
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048-54.   See Response to 
Comment #048-24. 
 
 
 
 
048-55.   See Response to 
Comment #048-25. 
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048-56.   See Response to 
Comment #048-26. 
 
 
 
 
 
048-57.   See Response to 
Comment #048-27. 
 
 
 
048-58.   See Response to 
Comment #048-28. 
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048-59.   See Response to 
Comment #048-29. 
 
 
 
 
 
048-60.   See Response to 
Comment #048-30. 
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The following comments from Mr. 
Guy Heide were received via 
Email three minutes after the 
previous version and appear to be 
the same as the comments 
received via Messenger and Email 
of 11 Oct 2012 at 2:57 p.m., 
except for attachments.  All 
responses to comments are 
contained in pages R-169 through 
R-194. 
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048-61.   See Response to 
Comment #048-31. 
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048-62.   See Response to 
Comment #048-2. 
 
048-63.   See Response to 
Comment #048-3. 
 
048-64.   See Response to 
Comment #048-4. 
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048-65.   See Response to 
Comment #048-5. 
 
 
 
048-66.   See Response to 
Comment #048-6. 
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048-66.   See response above. 
 
048-67.   See Response to 
Comment #048-7. 
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048-68.   See Response to 
Comment #048-8. 
 
 
 
 
048-69.   See Response to 
Comment #048-9. 
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048-70.   See Response to 
Comment #048-10. 
 
 
 
 
 
048-71.   See Response to 
Comment #048-11. 
 
 
 
 
048-72.   See Response to 
Comment #048-12. 
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048-73.   See Response to 
Comment #048-13. 
 
 
048-74.   See Response to 
Comment #048-14. 
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048-74.   See response above. 
 
 
 
 
048-75.   See Response to 
Comment #048-15. 
 
 
 
 
048-76.   See Response to 
Comment #048-16. 
 
 
 
 
048-77.   See Response to 
Comment #048-17. 
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048-78.   See Response to 
Comment #048-18. 
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048-79.   See Response to 
Comment #048-19. 
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048-80.   See Response to 
Comment #048-20. 
 
 
048-81.   See Response to 
Comment #048-21. 
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048-81.   See response above. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
048-82.   See Response to 
Comment #048-22. 
 
 
 
 
 
048-83.   See Response to 
Comment #048-23. 
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048-84.   See Response to 
Comment #048-24. 
 
 
 
 
048-85.   See Response to 
Comment #048-25. 
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048-86.   See Response to 
Comment #048-26. 
 
 
 
 
 
048-87.   See Response to 
Comment #048-27. 
 
 
 
048-88.   See Response to 
Comment #048-28. 
 
 



Minneapolis-St. Paul International Airport 
2020 Improvements Draft EA/EAW 

 R-262 Appendix R 
 

Draft EA/EAW                 
Comments and Responses 

 

 

 



Minneapolis-St. Paul International Airport 
2020 Improvements Draft EA/EAW 

 R-263 Appendix R 
 

Draft EA/EAW                 
Comments and Responses 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
048-89.   See Response to 
Comment #048-29. 
 
 
 
 
 
048-90.   See Response to 
Comment #048-30. 
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049-1.   Comment noted. 
 
049-2.   The Air Quality 
Assessment was conducted in 
accordance with USEPA and FAA 
guidance. The Air Quality 
Assessment included aircraft 
operations, ground support 
equipment, motor vehicles, and 
stationary sources associated 
with the airport. The USEPA 
Region 5 completed a review of 
the Air Quality Assessment and 
concluded in its October 10, 2012, 
comment letter that the “…EPA 
commends the thorough 
assessment of air quality…” No 
other comments were received 
from the USEPA on the Air Quality 
Assessment.   
 
Based on the Air Quality 
Assessment in the Draft EA/EAW, 
the Action Alternatives are not 
expected to adversely affect 
ambient air quality. The PM2.5 
concentrations at the two air 
monitoring stations closest to 
MSP are well within the National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS) and the trend over the 
past three years is decreasing 
concentrations. In May 2006, the 
MPCA published a study of 
ambient monitoring conditions 
near MSP. The monitoring study 
included measurements of air 
toxics and PM2.5 at two locations 
on MSP Airport and at Wenonah 
School and Richfield Intermediate 
School. Overall, median and 
average concentrations of 
pollutants monitored near MSP 
were similar to concentrations 
monitored at other locations in 
the Twin Cities Metropolitan 
Area.     There is no difference 
between the PM2.5 emissions 
from Alternatives 1 and 2 versus 
the No Action Alternative during 
2020 and 2025.  The PM2.5 
emissions during 2020 are 36 tons 
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and during 2025 are 39 tons for 
all alternatives (i.e., No Action 
and Action Alternatives).  Thus, 
the Action Alternatives are not 
expected to affect PM2.5 
concentrations adversely. For 
more information, see General 
Response GR # 04.   
 
049-3.   As explained in the 
introduction to this appendix, the 
growth in operations would occur 
naturally with or without the 
Proposed Action.  Also, see the 
Response to Comment #049-2. 
 
049-4.   Based on the evaluation 
in the EA/EAW an EIS is not 
required.  Refer to GR # 01.  Also, 
see the Responses to Comments 
#049-2 and 049-3.   
 
049-5.   Based on the evaluation 
in the EA/EAW, an EIS is not 
required.  Refer to GR # 01. 
 
The air quality assessment was 
conducted in accordance with 
FAA guidelines for NEPA 
documents which have been 
reviewed and agreed upon by the 
EPA. These guidelines are 
intended to help insure that 
airport-related emissions do not 
cause a deleterious impact on the 
health and welfare of citizens – 
including those associated with 
particulate matter. In addition, 
the air quality assessment 
included an emissions inventory 
(and dispersion modeling for CO) 
that demonstrated that the 
planned improvements to MSP 
are not expected to alter the 
attainment/non-attainment 
designations in the 
Minneapolis/St. Paul area. 
 
Per FAA guidance (given the state 
of the science), other than HAP 
emission inventories, NEPA 
documents must not include any 
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other type of HAP assessment 
including, but not limited to, 
hazards identification, dispersion 
modeling (fate and chemical 
transformation), exposure 
evaluation, toxicity weighting, 
dose-response assessment, 
health risk characterization, 
health care impact cost estimates, 
or cost-benefit analysis of 
mitigation measures. That is, 
without development of the 
health impact assessment, 
additional analysis regarding 
health impacts cost and 
mitigation measures is not 
possible. 
 
Also, note the comments of 
several review agencies regarding 
the analysis in the Draft EA/EAW. 
The USEPA commended the MAC 
on the thorough air quality 
analysis in the Draft EA/EAW.  
Refer to the letter #027 from the 
USEPA. Upon review of the Draft 
EA/EAW, the Metropolitan 
Council found than an EIS was not 
necessary and that the EA/EAW 
was complete with the exception 
of sewers.  The Final EA/EAW 
includes the requested 
information regarding sewers.  
See letter #042 from the 
Metropolitan Council.  In 
addition, vehicular traffic 
forecasts, modeling, and the draft 
interstate access report for the 
diverging diamond interchange at 
34th Avenue were approved by 
MnDOT.  Refer to letter #044 
from MnDOT. 
 
049-6.   See Responses to 
Comment #049-2 and #049-5. 
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049-7.   See Response to 
Comment #049-5. 

 
049-8.   See Response to 
Comment #049-5. See also, 
General Response GR # 01. 
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The pages with the reference # 
50 at the top are from the 
October 1, 2012 public hearing 
transcript.  The first 31 pages of 
the transcript were not included 
here as they do not contain 
public comments.  The public 
hearing transcript in its entirety 
including the first 31 pages may 
be found in Appendix N, Public 
and Agency Involvement. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
050-1.   See General Response GR 
# 01. 
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050-2.   See General Response GR 
# 08. 
 
 
050-3.   See General Responses 
GR # 02 and GR # 05. 
 
 
050-4.   As explained in the 
introduction to this appendix, the 
RNAV project is separate from the 
airport development project and 
the alternatives analyzed in the 
Draft EA/EAW. The proposed 
RNAV procedures are the subject 
of a separate NEPA process being 
completed by the FAA Air Traffic 
Organization.   
 

While the EA/EAW does not 
provide environmental review or 
approval of the proposed RNAV 
procedures, the proposed RNAV 
procedures have been 
incorporated into the forecasted 
scenarios noise contours in the 
Final EA/EAW.  See General 
Response GR # 06. 
 
050-5.   The Air Quality 
Assessment was conducted in 
accordance with USEPA and FAA 
regulations and guidance. The Air 
Quality Assessment included 
aircraft operations, ground 
support equipment, motor 
vehicles, and stationary sources 
associated with the airport. On 
pages 5-13 through 5-16, the 
Draft EA/EAW demonstrates 
compliance with the National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS), which are determined 
based on health and welfare 
criteria, and General Conformity 
requirements for carbon 
monoxide. In addition, the 
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difference in estimated emissions 
for all pollutants between the 
future year No Action Alternative 
and the Action Alternatives is not 
significant. For many conditions 
estimated emissions associated 
with the Action Alternatives are 
less than emissions associated 
with the No Action Alternative, as 
a result of reduced aircraft taxi 
times.  Moreover, emissions from 
construction activities associated 
with the Proposed Action, such as 
fugitive dust, will be minimized by 
implementing best management 
practices. Thus, the Action 
Alternatives would not be 
expected to adversely affect 
ambient air quality or human 
health.  Also, see General 
Responses GR # 02, GR # 03 and 
GR #04. 
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050-5.   See response above. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
050-6.   The proposed noise 
mitigation program was revised 
after the publication of the Draft 
EA/EAW.  The proposed 
mitigation in the Draft EA/EAW 
was modified to base mitigation 
eligibility and timing on annually-
developed actual noise contours 
instead of the 2020 Preferred 
Alternative noise contours.  Thus, 
the proposed mitigation in the 
Final EA/EAW is based on actual 
noise contours. See General 
Responses GR # 07 and GR # 10. 
 
 



Minneapolis-St. Paul International Airport 
2020 Improvements Draft EA/EAW 

 R-274 Appendix R 
 

Draft EA/EAW                 
Comments and Responses 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
050-7.  The MAC will continue to 
report, and consider the use of, 
alternative noise metrics. 
However, DNL is FAA’s accepted 
noise metric, and the MAC has 
used FAA’s INM-generated DNL 
noise contours as the mechanism 
for implementing a $500 million 
noise mitigation program at MSP 
since the early 1990s.  The noise 
mitigation program, relying on 
DNL and INM, has substantial 
community support.  See General 
Response GR # 07. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
050-8.   See General Response GR 
# 07. 
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050-9.   See General Response GR 
# 01. 

050-10.   Data supporting the 
need to implement the Proposed 
Action are included in Appendix O 
of the Draft EA/EAW.   

050-11.   The commenter is 
correct that MSP has adequate 
airfield capacity beyond the 20-
year planning horizon.  The items 
that need to be added at MSP to 
accommodate the region’s air 
transportation needs are 
primarily landside facilities such 
as roads, parking and terminal 
facilities. As discussed in Chapter 
2 of the Draft EA/EAW, landside 
facilities (including gates) are 
needed to maintain an adequate 
level of customer service at the 
airport.  As air travel grows and 
economic conditions change the 
airlines adjust their operating 
model.  In response to current 
conditions, airlines are using 
larger planes with higher load 
factors.  As a result there are 
fewer operations per thousand 
passengers than in the past and 
less pressure on the airfield.  
However, the larger nearly full 
aircraft require more gate 
frontage and bigger hold rooms.  
Also, because air travel is growing 
there is an increase in the number 
passengers.  As the number of 
passengers increase so does the 
need for expanded landside 
facilities such as bag claim, 
security checkpoints, parking and 
access roads.   
 

The Draft EA/EAW process was 
not rushed. The Draft EA/EAW 
process began in November 2010 
with community briefings.  Public 
open houses were conducted in 
July 2011, January 2012 and 
September 2012, in addition to 
the Public Hearing held on 
October 1, 2012.  In-depth 
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analysis of potential 
environmental impacts including 
air quality and noise took place 
throughout 2011 and the first half 
of 2012.  The Draft EA/EAW was 
published on August 30, 2012.  
Comments on the Draft EA/EAW 
were accepted until October 11, 
2012.  The length of the comment 
period is in accordance with FAA 
Order 5050.4B    Also, note that 
the projects included in the 
Proposed Action will be 
implemented when demand 
dictates.  
 
050-12.   The potential for shifting 
MSP traffic to other airports with 
unused capacity was discussed in 
Section 3.1.1 of the Draft 
EA/EAW.  It was concluded that 
(1) neither the development of a 
competing hub nor a 
supplemental airport appears 
likely given current airline 
behavior and trends and, (2) even 
if the studied airports were able 
to capture 100 percent of their 
respective markets, the need for 
MSP terminal and landside 
improvements would be delayed 
only temporarily.  Therefore, the 
Other Airports Alternative was 
dismissed from further 
consideration. 
 
MSP is geographically best 
located to serve the majority of 
the Minnesota passenger market, 
and it therefore would be very 
difficult to induce airlines and 
passengers to use airports that 
are less optimally located.  
 
The MAC is adhering to the 2030 
Long Term Comprehensive Plan 
for MSP.  The Metropolitan 
Council confirmed that the Draft 
EA/EAW is consistent with the 
Long Term Comprehensive Plan 
adopted by the MAC.  Refer to 
letter # 042 from the 
Metropolitan Council. 
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050-13.   See General Response 
GR # 09. 
 
050-14.   As explained in the 
introduction to this appendix, the 
growth in operations would occur 
naturally with or without the 
Proposed Action.  The proposed 
projects are for the purpose of 
providing an acceptable level of 
service for the Minneapolis-St. 
Paul Metropolitan area and the 
greater region.  Normal traffic 
peaks that occur now and are 
projected to occur in the future 
are part of the determination 
regarding the extent of facilities 
that will be needed in the future.  
Facilities are not planned for 
absolute peaks, but to a level that 
provides adequate service during 
average peaks.  See also Draft 
EA/EAW Appendix O. 
 
050-15.   See General Response 
GR # 07. 
 
050-16.   See General Responses 
GR # 05 and GR # 09. 
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050-17.   The Draft EA/EAW 
process was not rushed. The Draft 
EA/EAW process began in 
November 2010 with community 
briefings.  Public open houses 
were conducted in July 2011, 
January 2012 and September 
2012, in addition to the Public 
Hearing held on October 1, 2012.  
In-depth analysis of potential 
environmental impacts including 
air quality and noise took place 
throughout 2011 and the first half 
of 2012.  The Draft EA/EAW was 
published on August 30, 2012.  
Comments on the Draft EA/EAW 
were accepted until October 11, 
2012.  The length of the comment 
period is in accordance with FAA 
Order 5050.4B. 
 
050-18.   As explained in the 
introduction to this appendix, the 
growth in operations would occur 
naturally with or without the 
Proposed Action.   
 
The Air Quality Assessment was 
conducted in accordance with 
USEPA and FAA guidance. The Air 
Quality Assessment included 
aircraft operations, ground 
support equipment, motor 
vehicles, and stationary sources 
associated with the airport. The 
USEPA Region 5 completed a 
review of the Air Quality 
Assessment and concluded in its 
October 10, 2012, comment letter 
that the “…EPA commends the 
thorough assessment of air 
quality…” No other comments 
were received from the USEPA on 
the Air Quality Assessment.   
 
Based on the Air Quality 
Assessment in the Draft EA/EAW, 
the Action Alternatives are not 
expected to adversely affect 
ambient air quality. The PM2.5 
concentrations at the two air 
monitoring stations closest to 
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MSP are well within the National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS) and the trend over the 
past three years is decreasing 
concentrations. In May 2006, the 
MPCA published a study of 
ambient monitoring conditions 
near MSP. The monitoring study 
included measurements of air 
toxics and PM2.5 at two locations 
on MSP Airport and at Wenonah 
School and Richfield Intermediate 
School. Overall, median and 
average concentrations of 
pollutants monitored near MSP 
were similar to concentrations 
monitored at other locations in 
the Twin Cities Metropolitan 
Area.     There is no difference 
between the PM2.5 emissions 
from Alternatives 1 and 2 versus 
the No Action Alternative during 
2020 and 2025.  The PM2.5 
emissions during 2020 are 36 tons 
and during 2025 are 39 tons for 
all alternatives (i.e., No Action 
and Action Alternatives).  Thus, 
the Action Alternatives are not 
expected to affect PM2.5 
concentrations adversely. For 
more information, see General 
Responses GR # 02 and GR # 04. 
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050-19.   See General Response 
GR # 08. 
 
050-20.   As explained in the 
introduction to this appendix, the 
RNAV project is separate from the 
airport development project and 
the alternatives analyzed in the 
Draft EA/EAW. The proposed 
RNAV procedures are the subject 
of a separate NEPA process being 
completed by the FAA Air Traffic 
Organization. See General 
Response GR # 06. 
 
The Draft EA/EAW process was 
not rushed. See Response to 
Comment #050-17. 
 
An EIS is not required.  See 
General Response GR #01. 
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050-21.   As explained in the 
introduction to this appendix, the 
growth in operations would occur 
naturally with or without the 
Proposed Action.   
 
The forecast flight tracks used in 
the Draft EA/EAW  (2020 and 
2025) included operational 
assumptions based on recent FAA 
ATC implementation of increased 
heading dispersion for 
northbound departure operations 
off Runway 30R as requested by 
the City of Minneapolis, the MSP 
Noise Oversight Committee (NOC) 
and the MAC. Additionally, the 
HESTN ONE and SLAYR ONE Area 
Navigation (RNAV) Standard 
Instrument Departures (SIDs) off 
Runway 17, as implemented on 
November 30, 2012 by FAA ATC, 
per the request of the NOC and 
MAC, were modeled in the 
forecast flight tracks in the Draft 
EA/EAW.  See page G-43 of 
Appendix G. 
 
Also, see General Response GR # 
05 and GR # 10. 
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050-22.   Comment noted. 
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050-23.   The best way to 
maintain competition is to have 
gates available when needed for 
new entrants or existing airlines.  
The ability for a new entrant to 
start service quickly or existing 
airlines to add service quickly 
once their current gates are at 
capacity is vital to competition.  
This is one of the primary reasons 
for ensuring that the MAC is 
poised to add facilities at MSP as 
soon as they are needed.  
Whether the gates are at 
Terminal 1-Lindbergh or Terminal 
2-Humphrey is not an issue for 
maintaining competition, as long 
as good facilities are provided at 
both terminals.  Having all the 
non-SkyTeam airlines at Terminal 
2-Humphrey makes it easier for 
the traveling public to know 
which terminal to use.  It also 
reduces pressure on Terminal 1-
Lindbergh parking, curbs, 
roadways, check-in and bag claim 
facilities and makes it easier and 
more cost efficient to rehabilitate 
and ultimately modify facilities at 
Terminal 1-Lindbergh when they 
are needed. 
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050-24.   As explained in the 
introduction to this appendix, the 
growth in operations would occur 
naturally with or without the 
Proposed Action.   
 
The Draft EA/EAW forecasts were 
prepared using economic 
projections provided by the 
Metropolitan Council, Woods & 
Poole Economics, the U.S. 
Department of Energy, and the 
FAA.    
 
050-25.   The MAC is investigating 
options to increase the 
www.macnoise.com website 
usability on mobile devices. 
 

http://www.macnoise.com/
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050-26.   See General Response 
GR # 01. 
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050-27.    The threshold of 
significance for noise is triggered 
if the action alternative would 
cause an increase of 1.5 dB DNL 
or greater for a noise sensitive 
land use at or above the 65 DNL 
noise exposure when compared 
to the No Action Alternative. The 
referenced table showed total 
acres within each contour.  See 
General Response GR # 01, and 
Responses to Comments 048-10 
and 048-11. 
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050-27.   See response above. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
050-28.   See Response to 
Comment #048-3. 
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050-28.   See response above. 
 
 
 
050-29.  No environmental 
category impacts in the Draft 
EA/EAW exceed the level of 
significance as defined by NEPA, 
CEQ Regulations, FAA Orders 
1050.1, Environmental Impacts: 
Policies and Procedures 
(Appendix A), FAA Order 5050.4B, 
National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) Implementing Instructions 
for Airport Actions (Table 7-1), 
MEPA and the EQB rules 
implementing the MEPA.  Also, 
see General Response GR # 01. 
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050-30.   Air monitoring data for 
lead in the MSP area are well 
below the national Ambient Air 
Quality Standards.  Lead 
emissions are not typically 
considered in emission 
inventories for commercial 
service airports because lead 
emissions result primarily form 
piston engine aircraft and the use 
of aviation gasoline (avgas or 
100LL).  Notably, the estimated 
lead emissions at MSP total less 
than 0.04 tons per year, or only 
four percent of the applicable 
one-ton threshold.  For additional 
information, see Response to 
Comment #048-18. 
 
 
050-31.   Air monitoring data for 
lead in the MSP area are well 
below the national Ambient Air 
Quality Standards.  Lead 
emissions are not typically 
considered in emission 
inventories for commercial 
service airports because lead 
emissions result primarily form 
piston engine aircraft and the use 
of aviation gasoline (avgas or 
100LL).  Notably, the estimated 
lead emissions at MSP total less 
than 0.04 tons per year, or only 
four percent of the applicable 
one-ton threshold.  For additional 
information, see Response to 
Comment #048-18. 
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050-32.   Comment noted.  As 
explained in the introduction to 
this appendix, the growth in 
operations would occur naturally 
with or without the Proposed 
Action.  The USEPA commended 
the MAC on the noise and air 
quality analysis.  See letter #027 
from the USEPA. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
050-33.   No environmental 
category impacts in the Draft 
EA/EAW exceed the level of 
significance as defined by NEPA, 
CEQ Regulations, FAA Orders 
1050.1, Environmental Impacts: 
Policies and Procedures 
(Appendix A), FAA Order 5050.4B, 
National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) Implementing Instructions 
for Airport Actions (Table 7-1), 
MEPA and the EQB rules 
implementing the MEPA. Also, 
see General Response GR # 01. 
 
050-34.   Comment noted. See 
General Response GR # 07. 
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050-35.   No environmental 
category impacts in the Draft 
EA/EAW exceed the level of 
significance as defined by NEPA, 
CEQ Regulations, FAA Orders 
1050.1, Environmental Impacts: 
Policies and Procedures 
(Appendix A), FAA Order 5050.4B, 
National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) Implementing Instructions 
for Airport Actions (Table 7-1), 
MEPA and the EQB rules 
implementing the MEPA. See 
General Responses GR # 01, GR # 
05, GR # 06 and Responses to 
Comments #007-20 and #007-51. 
050-36.   See General Responses 
GR # 08 and GR # 10. 
 
050-37.   As identified in the 
introduction to this appendix, the 
RNAV project is separate from the 
airport development project and 
the alternatives analyzed in the 
Draft EA/EAW. The proposed 
RNAV procedures are the subject 
of a separate NEPA process being 
completed by the FAA Air Traffic 
Organization.  See General 
Response GR # 06. 
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050-38.   The potential for shifting 
MSP traffic to other airports with 
unused capacity, including St. 
Cloud, was discussed in Section 
3.1.1 of the Draft EA/EAW.  No 
airline has been able to sustain 
continuous commercial service at 
St. Cloud.  Even with additional 
ground transportation 
improvements and new airline 
service, improvements would still 
be needed to accommodate 
future terminal and landside 
demand at MSP.   The airfield is 
able to accommodate the 
projected operations.  The growth 
in operations would occur 
naturally with or without the 
Proposed Action. 
 
 
 
050-39.   See General Response 
GR # 01. 
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050-40.   Per the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
and Minnesota Environmental 
Policy Act (MEPA) decisions 
regarding the Propose Action are 
made only after the completion 
of the EA/EAW, which 
incorporates public input. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
050-41.   Comment noted. 
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050-42.   See General Response 
GR # 01 and GR #07. 
 
 
 
050-43.   The MAC’s system of 39 
permanent noise monitoring 
towers is one of the single largest 
installations of its kind in the 
world.  A project to install 
updated analyzers, preamps, and 
microphones at all 39 tower 
locations will be completed in 
2012. 
 
050-44.   See General Responses 
GR # 01 and GR # 08. 
 
The Draft EA/EAW process began 
in late 2010 with community and 
agency briefings.  Public meetings 
were conducted in July 2011, 
January 2012 and September 
2012, in addition to the Public 
Hearing held on October 1, 2012.  
Comments received as a result of 
the briefings were considered in 
the development of the Draft 
EA/EAW.  The Draft EA/EAW was 
published on August 30, 2012.  
Comments on the Draft EA/EAW 
were accepted until October 11, 
2012.  Submitted comments are 
addressed in this response to 
comments and in the Final 
EA/EAW.  
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050-45.   See General Responses 
GR # 01 and GR # 07. 
 
 
 
050-46.   The Draft EA/EAW 
process was not rushed.  The 
Draft EA/EAW process began in 
late 2010 with community and 
agency briefings.  Public open 
houses were conducted in July 
2011, January 2012 and 
September 2012, in addition to 
the Public Hearing held on 
October 1, 2012.  Comments 
received as a result of the 
briefings were considered in the 
development of the Draft 
EA/EAW.  The Draft EA/EAW was 
published on August 30, 2012.  
Comments on the Draft EA/EAW 
were accepted until October 11, 
2012.  Submitted comments are 
addressed in this response to 
comments and in the Final 
EA/EAW.  
 
Also, note that the USEPA 
commended the MAC on the 
thorough noise and air quality 
analysis in the Draft EA/EAW.  See 
letter # 027 from the USEPA. 
 
 
050-47.   As explained in the 
introduction to this appendix, the 
growth in operations would occur 
naturally with or without the 
Proposed Action.  See General 
Responses GR # 05 and GR # 08. 
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050-48.   As identified in the Draft 
EA/EAW, no environmental 
category impacts exceed the level 
of significance as defined by 
NEPA, CEQ Regulations, FAA 
Orders 1050.1, Environmental 
Impacts: Policies and Procedures, 
FAA Order 5050.4B, National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
Implementing Instructions for 
Airport Actions, MEPA and the 
EQB rules implementing the 
MEPA. Also, see General 
Response GR # 01. 
 
The growth in operations would 
occur naturally with or without 
the Proposed Action.   
That said, mitigation was 
proposed in the Draft EA/EAW to 
address the increase in noise due 
to the natural growth in 
operations.  The mitigation 
addresses the change in noise 
due to the natural growth in 
aircraft operations that would 
occur with or without the 
Preferred Alternative. 
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O50-49.  The Draft EA/EAW 
process was not rushed.  The 
Draft EA/EAW process began in 
late 2010 with community and 
agency briefings.  Public open 
houses were conducted in July 
2011, January 2012 and 
September 2012, in addition to 
the Public Hearing held on 
October 1, 2012.  Comments 
received as a result of the 
briefings were considered in the 
development of the Draft 
EA/EAW.  The Draft EA/EAW was 
published on August 30, 2012.  
Comments on the Draft EA/EAW 
were accepted until October 11, 
2012.  Submitted comments are 
addressed in this response to 
comments and in the Final 
EA/EAW.  Copies of notices of the 
open houses and public hearings 
are included in Appendix N. 
 

050-50.   As discussed in Chapter 
2 of the Draft EA/EAW, terminal 
and landside facilities (including 
gates) are needed to maintain an 
adequate level of customer 
service at the airport.  As air 
travel grows and economic 
conditions change, the airlines 
adjust their operating model.  In 
response to current conditions, 
airlines are using larger planes 
with higher load factors. With 
larger planes and higher load 
factors there are fewer 
operations per thousand 
passengers than in the past and 
less pressure on the airfield.  
However, the larger nearly full 
aircraft require more gate 
frontage and bigger hold rooms.  
In addition, because air travel is 
growing there is an increase in 
the number passengers.  As the 
number of passengers increase so 
does the need for expanded 
terminal and landside facilities 
such as bag claim, security 
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checkpoints, parking and access 
roads.  The proposed project does 
not increase airfield capacity. 
 
The Draft EA/EAW forecasts were 
prepared using economic 
projections provided by the 
Metropolitan Council, Woods & 
Poole Economics, the U.S. 
Department of Energy, and the 
FAA.   That said, as noted in the 
introduction to Draft EA/EAW 
Appendix A:  
“Forecasting, however, is not an 
exact science.  Departures from 
forecast levels in the local and 
national economy and in the 
airline business environment may 
have a significant effect on the 
projections presented herein.  
These uncertainties increase 
towards the end of the forecast 
period, when new technologies 
and business strategies, and 
changes in work and recreational 
practices may also have an 
unpredictable impact on aviation 
activity.  For these reasons, the 
forecasts should be periodically 
compared with actual Airport 
activity levels, and Airport plans 
and policies adjusted 
accordingly.” 
 
Note that if aviation demand does 
not materialize in accordance 
with the forecasts, the MAC has 
the ability to delay facility 
expansion until the demand 
materializes. 
 



Minneapolis-St. Paul International Airport 
2020 Improvements Draft EA/EAW 

 R-302 Appendix R 
 

Draft EA/EAW                 
Comments and Responses 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
050-51.   See General Response 
GR # 11. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
050-52.   Comment noted. 
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050-53.   The Draft EA/EAW 
process was not rushed.  The 
Draft EA/EAW process began in 
late 2010 with community and 
agency briefings.  Public open 
houses were conducted in July 
2011, January 2012 and 
September 2012, in addition to 
the Public Hearing held on 
October 1, 2012.  Comments 
received as a result of the 
briefings were considered in the 
development of the Draft 
EA/EAW.  The Draft EA/EAW was 
published on August 30, 2012.  
Comments on the Draft EA/EAW 
were accepted until October 11, 
2012.  Submitted comments are 
addressed in this response to 
comments and in the Final 
EA/EAW.   
 
Noise mitigation is discussed in 
Draft EA/EAW Chapter 5, Section 
5.14.6. Also, see General 
Responses GR # 01 and GR # 10. 
  
050-54.   See General Responses 
GR # 01 and GR # 05. 
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050-55.   The proposed noise 
mitigation program was revised 
after the publication of the Draft 
EA/EAW.  The proposed 
mitigation in the Draft EA/EAW 
was modified to base mitigation 
eligibility and timing on annually-
developed actual noise contours 
instead of the 2020 Preferred 
Alternative noise contours.  Thus, 
the proposed mitigation in the 
Final EA/EAW is based on actual 
noise contours.  Also, see General 
Response GR # 10. 
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050-56.   See General Response 
GR # 08. 
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050-57.   The “nearly 33 million 
passengers” and “15th in North 
America” ranking statements are 
both accurate.  The 33 million 
passengers refers to total 
passengers, which includes 
revenue passenger enplanements 
and deplanements, as well as 
non-revenue passengers.  The 
FAA statistics include only 
revenue passenger 
enplanements.   According to the 
ACI North American Airports 
Ranking for 2010, cited as the 
source in the Draft EA/EAW, MSP 
did in fact rank 15th in 2010 for 
total passengers. 
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050-58.   The label on the exhibit 
accurately describes what is 
pictured on the map.   See 
Response to Comment #048-21. 
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050-59.   See Response to 
Comment #048-29. 
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050-60.   Data supporting the 
need to implement the Proposed 
Action are included in Appendix O 
of the Draft EA/EAW.   
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050-61.   The Draft EA/EAW was 
prepared in accordance with 
NEPA and MEPA. See Response to 
Comment #048-2.  No 
documentary evidence was 
provided. 
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Summary 
 
In 2005, the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) added air toxic and fine particulate 
air monitoring sites in residential neighborhoods near the Minneapolis St. Paul International 
Airport (MSP Airport).  The new sites are located on Wenonah School in Minneapolis and 
Richfield Intermediate School.  The MPCA has completed analysis of six months of air toxics 
and fine particulate data at the sites.  The resulting air toxics concentrations were compared to 
other Twin Cities’ monitoring locations as well as inhalation health benchmarks provided by the 
Environmental Protection Agency and the Minnesota Department of Health.       
 
In general, concentrations of monitored compounds were similar to levels at other sites in the 
Twin Cities.  The only compound routinely over a health benchmark was formaldehyde; 
however, concentrations near the airport are similar to concentrations found throughout the Twin 
Cities.  A few compounds, particularly toluene, were slightly elevated at the Richfield 
Intermediate School location.  None of the elevated concentrations were near health benchmark 
values.  The higher concentrations were primarily in July and are believed to be related to 
remodeling that occurred at the school in the summer.  Concentrations after August are similar to 
concentrations seen at the other sites near the airport and other monitoring locations in the Twin 
Cities.  In general, median and average concentrations of fine particulate and hazardous air 
pollutants at the sites near the airport are similar to concentrations seen at other locations in the 
Twin Cities Metropolitan Area.      
 
Introduction 
 
The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) has been monitoring air toxic chemicals and 
fine particles (PM2.5) near the Minneapolis St. Paul International Airport (MSP Airport) since 
2002.  In 2005, in response to local concerns, the MPCA began monitoring air toxics (including 
volatile organic compounds (VOCs), carbonyl compounds and metals) and PM2.5 at 
neighborhood schools near the MSP Airport in Minneapolis and Richfield.  The MPCA has also 
been monitoring black carbon which is a component of PM2.5 and is sometimes used as a 
surrogate for concentrations of diesel exhaust in the air since diesel emissions cannot be 
measured directly.    
 
Table 1:  MPCA air monitoring locations near MSP Airport 
 
Site 
ID 

Site Name Address Started Ended Monitored Chemicals 

964 MSP Airport Former Airport 
Terminal 
Building 

Feb 2002 May 2004 PM2.5, VOCs, Carbonyls, 
Metals 

968 MSP Airport MAC 
Headquarters 
6040 28th Ave. S.  
Mpls, MN 

June 2004 On going PM2.5, VOCs, Carbonyls, 
Metals 

969 Wenonah School 5625 28th Ave. S. 
Mpls, MN 

April 2005 On going PM2.5, VOCs, Carbonyls 

961 Richfield  
Intermediate School 

7020 12th Ave S. 
Richfield, MN  

July 2005 On going PM2.5, VOCs, Carbonyls 
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The locations of the monitoring sites are shown in Figure 1.  The sites are located to the west or 
northwest of the airport.  A wind rose is also provided showing the predominant wind directions 
near the airport.  Generally the wind blows from the northwest or southeast.  When the wind 
blows from the southeast or south, airport emissions tend to blow toward the monitors. 
 
 
Figure 1:  MPCA ambient air monitoring locations near MSP Airport (2005-2006) 
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The monitors are located on the rooftops of the 
schools for ease of access and to protect from 
vandalism.  
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The air toxics and fine particles are collected once every six days for a 24 hour period.  The one 
exception is PM2.5 at Wenonah School which is collected continuously.  Hourly particulate 
results from Wenonah School can be viewed at the MPCA’s Air Quality Index site at 
http://aqi.pca.state.mn.us/final.cfm?hour=0&poll=BAMR24H&thedate=2006-01-
20&region=Twin%20Cities by selecting the appropriate date. 
 
The air concentration data from the monitoring is compared to health standards or benchmarks.  
Fine particles (PM2.5) have a National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS).  None of the 
other pollutants measured near the airport have standards.  Their concentrations are compared to 
inhalation health benchmarks when available.  An inhalation health benchmark is a concentration 
of a chemical in ambient air, at or below which the chemical is unlikely to cause an adverse 
health effect to the general public.  Health benchmarks are guidelines which are primarily 
provided by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) (http://www.epa.gov/iris/) or by the 
Minnesota Department of Health (http://www.health.state.mn.us/divs/eh/air/hrvtable.htm ). 
 
 

MAC Headquarters 

Wenonah School

Richfield Intermediate School
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Fine particulate matter (PM2.5) 
 
Fine particulate matter is a complex mixture of very small liquid droplets or solid particles in the 
air.  These particles can be directly released when coal, gasoline, diesel fuels and wood are 
burned.  Many fine particles are also formed in the atmosphere from chemical reactions of other 
compounds.  Fine particulates are associated with increased hospitalizations and deaths due to 
respiratory and heart disease and can worsen the symptoms of asthma.  Fine particles are also 
major contributors to reduced visibility (haze). 
 
The EPA has set an annual standard of 15 μg/m3 and a 24 hour standard of 65 μg/m3 for fine 
particulates.  The EPA has also proposed a lower 24 hour standard of 35 μg/m3 which is under 
review.  Currently no site in Minnesota (including the airport sites) exceeds these standards.  
Since monitoring began in 2005, there has been no difference in PM2.5 concentrations between 
the airport sites and other sites in the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area.  Figure 2 shows the average 
fine particulate levels in the Twin Cities from filter monitors.  In this chart, only the Wenonah 
monitor collects data continuously. 
 
Figure 2:  Average PM2.5 concentrations with 95 percent confidence intervals in the Twin 
Cities Metropolitan Area (July-December 2005) 
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Fine particles have been monitored at Richfield School since 1999.  Concentrations have been 
similar to other Twin Cities locations. 
 
Figure 3 shows results from the continuous PM2.5 monitor at Wenonah.  Results are compared to 
other Twin Cities locations at Harding High School in St. Paul, the Phillips neighborhood in 
Minneapolis and Westview Elementary in Apple Valley.  These results illustrate the regional 
nature of PM2.5 with concentrations rising and falling in unison across the metropolitan region. 
 
Figure 3:  Continuous PM2.5 concentrations in the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area 

 
 
Black Carbon 
 
Black carbon is also monitored at Wenonah School.  Black carbon is a component of PM2.5  that 
is often used as a surrogate for diesel exhaust concentrations.  There is no health benchmark or 
standard for black carbon.  However, there is a noncancer health benchmark of 5 μg/m3 for diesel 
exhaust and EPA considers it likely to be a human carcinogen.  Figure 4 shows the average 
concentration of black carbon at Wenonah School and at Harding High School in St. Paul.  The 
average is slightly higher at Wenonah. 
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Figure 4:  Average Black Carbon concentrations in the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area 
(2005) 

 
 
Black carbon is monitored continuously.  Figure 5 illustrates the daily concentrations of black 
carbon at Wenonah and Harding High School.  The straight lines in the graph are areas where 
data is missing due to equipment malfunction.  The two sites follow the same general pattern 
where data is available at both locations. 
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Figure 5:  Continuous PM2.5 concentrations in the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area 

 
 
 
Hazardous Air Pollutants 
 
The MPCA monitors 56 VOCs, 7 carbonyls and 16 metals.  According to a report prepared by 
URS Corporation for the Federal Aviation Administration, 14 hazardous air pollutants or HAPs 
are associated with aircraft, airports and aviation.  These same compounds are associated with 
other vehicles such as cars and trucks. 
 
Table 2:  Hazardous air pollutants associated with aircraft, airports and aviation  
 

Formaldehyde Xylene *Acrolein 
Acetaldeyde Lead *Naphthalene 
Benzene Propionaldehyde *2,2,4-Trimethylpentane 
Toluene Ethylbenzene *PAHs 
1,3-Butadiene Styrene  

     *Not monitored by MPCA 
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The results from these compounds are shown in error bar charts in Appendix A. 
 
Formaldehyde is the only HAP with concentrations above the health benchmark.  Concentrations 
of formaldehyde are above the benchmark at all locations in Minnesota and the sites near the 
airport are not significantly higher than other locations.   Formaldehyde, acetaldehyde and 
propionaldehyde are carbonyl compounds which are monitored separately from the other HAPs.  
In comparisons to other labs, the MPCA lab tends to get higher readings of carbonyls.  Changes 
are being made in the lab to improve accuracy.  It is possible that the true formaldehyde 
concentrations from 2005 may be as much as 50 percent lower than the concentrations reported 
here.  Therefore, true average formaldehyde concentrations may be nearer 2 µg/m3 rather than 3 
µg/m3, which would still exceed the health benchmark. 
 
All of the other HAPs are below health benchmarks.  Benzene is near its benchmark, but 
concentrations have been decreasing for many years.  Richfield had the highest concentration of 
the three airport sites for all HAPs except 1,3-butadiene although the differences in concentration 
were not statistically different.  Richfield also had the highest average concentration of toluene 
among the Twin Cities monitors.  However, the concentrations were still well below health 
benchmarks.   
 
The higher concentrations generally occurred in the first few samples in July when monitoring 
first began (see Figures 6 and 7).  The Richfield Intermediate School underwent an extensive 
remodel in the summer of 2005 including new paint, floor tile, carpet, electrical and plumbing 
upgrades and a new kitchen.  It is likely that this remodeling contributed to the elevated HAP 
levels seen at the Richfield monitoring location. 
 
Figure 6:  Trends in toluene concentrations (July-December 2005) 
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Figure 7:  Trends in xylene concentrations (July-December 2005) 

 
 
Metals are collected on total suspended particulate (TSP) filters.  Only the MSP Airport site 968 
monitors for metals.  The metal concentrations were not higher at the airport location than other 
Twin Cities monitors.  The only metal with an average estimated concentration above a health 
benchmark was chromium.  However, the benchmark is for chromium VI, while the MPCA 
monitors for total chromium.  The other species of chromium are less toxic and chromium VI 
concentrations are expected to be below inhalation health benchmarks.  In addition, 
concentrations of chromium are below MPCA’s detection limit, so any concentrations are 
estimated. 
 
Summary data for the other monitored compounds are provided in the appendices.  The three 
airport sites are included as well as the downtown Minneapolis site on the City of Lakes Building 
for comparison purposes.   
 
Conclusions 
 
The MPCA has completed analysis of six months of air toxics data for monitors near the MSP 
Airport.  The resulting air toxics concentrations were compared to other Twin Cities’ monitoring 
locations as well as inhalation health benchmarks provided by the Environmental Protection 
Agency and the Minnesota Department of Health.   
 
The only compound routinely over a health benchmark is formaldehyde; however concentrations 
near the airport are similar to concentrations found throughout the Twin Cities.  A few 
compounds were elevated in Richfield.  The higher concentrations were primarily in July when 
monitoring first began and are thought to be related to remodeling at the school.  Concentrations 
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after July are similar to concentrations seen at the other sites near the airport and other 
monitoring locations in the Twin Cities.    
 
Overall, median and average concentrations of pollutants monitored near the MSP Airport are 
similar to concentrations monitored at other locations in the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area.   
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Appendix A:  Mobile Source Air Toxics 
 
The average concentration results for the ten pollutants MPCA monitors which are associated 
with airports and other transportation sources are shown in the following charts.  The charts 
show the airport sites compared with other monitoring locations in the Twin Cities Metropolitan 
Area.  The circle is the average concentration from July to December 2005.  The bars show the 
range where it is 95 percent certain that the true average of the data falls.  The dotted line shows 
the concentration of the health benchmark.  If the circles and bars fall below the line, adverse 
health effects are not expected to result from exposures to that chemical. 
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Appendix B:  VOC Summary Data, July-December 2005

Mean Median
Standard 

Error Maximum Valid N
Benzene 45201 71-43-2 0.223 1,000 1.3 0.808 0.700 0.075 1.936 25
Benzyl chloride 45809 100-44-7 0.176 240 0.20 ND ND ND ND ND
Bromodichloromethane 43828 75-27-4 0.274 ND ND ND ND ND
Bromoform 43806 75-25-2 0.436 9.1 ND ND ND ND ND
Butadiene, 1,3- 43218 106-99-0 0.125 0.30 0.102 0.087 0.013 0.341 28
Carbon disulfide 42153 75-15-0 0.178 6,000 700 0.053 0.034 0.014 0.383 28
Carbon tetrachloride 43804 56-23-5 0.423 1,900 0.7 0.567 0.573 0.021 0.956 26
Chlorobenzene 45801 108-90-7 0.387 1,000 0.023 0.018 0.003 0.069 28
Chloroform 43803 67-66-3 0.357 150 300 0.106 0.100 0.008 0.244 28
Cyclohexane 43248 110-82-7 0.166 6,000 0.163 0.148 0.020 0.375 26
Dibromochloromethane 43832 124-48-1 0.418 ND ND ND ND ND
Dichlorobenzene (m) 45806 541-73-1 0.252 ND ND ND ND ND
Dichlorobenzene (o) 45805 95-50-1 0.438 200 ND ND ND ND ND
Dichlorobenzene (p) 45807 106-46-7 0.284 0.9 0.056 0.036 0.009 0.186 28
Dichlorodifluoromethane (Freon 12) 43823 75-71-8 0.283 200 2.582 2.512 0.094 4.594 27
Dichloroethane, 1,1- 43813 75-34-3 0.414 6.3 ND ND ND ND ND
Dichloroethene, cis-1,2- 43839 156-59-2 0.204 ND ND ND ND ND
Dichloroethene, trans-1,2- 43838 156-60-5 0.237 ND ND ND ND ND
Dichloromethane 43802 75-09-2 0.306 10,000 21 0.371 0.233 0.095 2.601 26
Dichloropropane, 1,2- 43829 78-87-5 0.225 4.0 ND ND ND ND ND
Dichloropropene, cis-1,3- 43831 10061-01-5 0.137 2.5 ND ND ND ND ND
Dichloropropene, trans-1,3- 43830 10061-02-6 0.382 2.5 ND ND ND ND ND
Dichlorotetrafluoroethane (Freon 114) 43208 76-14-2 0.342 0.106 0.105 0.003 0.133 28
Ethyl chloride 43812 75-00-3 0.148 100,000 10,000 ND ND ND ND ND
Ethylbenzene 45203 100-41-4 0.168 10,000 1,000 0.381 0.250 0.062 1.537 28
Ethylene chloride 43815 107-06-2 0.244 0.38 0.024 0.024 0.002 0.053 28
Ethylene dibromide 43843 106-93-4 0.675 0.05 ND ND ND ND ND
Ethyltoluene, 4- 45228 622-96-8 0.511 0.211 0.111 0.054 1.180 28
Heptane 43232 142-82-5 0.191 0.428 0.312 0.062 1.352 27
Hexachloro-1,3-butadiene, 1,1,2,3,4,4- 43844 87-68-3 1.922 0.45 ND ND ND ND ND
Hexane 43231 110-54-3 0.200 2,000 0.788 0.571 0.099 1.967 27
Methyl bromide 43819 74-83-9 0.208 2,000 5.0 0.034 0.027 0.004 0.140 28
Methyl butyl ketone 43559 591-78-6 0.981 0.055 0.010 0.016 0.336 28
Methyl chloride 43801 74-87-3 0.126 5.6 0.856 0.846 0.029 1.196 24
Methyl chloroform 43814 71-55-6 0.231 140,000 1,000 0.102 0.104 0.003 0.142 28
Methyl ethyl ketone 43552 78-93-3 0.240 10,000 5,000 1.084 0.773 0.163 4.132 27
Methyl tert-butyl ether 43372 1634-04-4 0.322 38 ND ND ND ND ND

Detection 
Limit

Acute Health 
Benchmark

Chronic 
Health 

BenchmarkCompound AIRS Code CAS Number

Richfield
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Appendix B:  VOC Summary Data, July-December 2005

Mean Median
Standard 

Error Maximum Valid N
Detection 

Limit
Acute Health 
Benchmark

Chronic 
Health 

BenchmarkCompound AIRS Code CAS Number

Richfield

Propanol, 2- 43312 67-63-0 0.239 0.658 0.413 0.234 5.843 25
Propylene 43205 115-07-1 0.230 3,000 1.982 1.804 0.216 5.860 27
Styrene 45220 100-42-5 0.214 21,000 1,000 0.137 0.094 0.032 0.890 27
Tetrachloroethane, 1,1,2,2- 43818 79-34-5 0.379 0.17 ND ND ND ND ND
Tetrachloroethene 43817 127-18-4 0.384 20,000 1.7 0.197 0.126 0.032 0.760 28
Tetrahydrofuran 46401 109-99-9 0.207 0.062 0.024 0.024 0.681 28
Toluene 45202 108-88-3 0.162 37,000 400 4.669 2.018 1.444 34.244 26
Trichlorobenzene, 1,2,4- 45810 120-82-1 2.467 200 ND ND ND ND ND
Trichloroethane, 1,1,2- 43820 79-00-5 0.374 0.6 ND ND ND ND ND
Trichloroethene 43824 79-01-6 0.374 2,000 5.0 0.094 0.073 0.013 0.274 26
Trichlorofluoromethane (Freon 11) 43811 75-69-4 0.325 700 1.263 1.292 0.063 1.601 25
Trichlorotrifluoroethane (Freon 113) 43207 76-13-1 0.488 30,000 0.586 0.582 0.015 0.736 26
Trimethylbenzene, 1,2,4- 45208 95-63-6 0.305 0.784 0.411 0.210 4.557 28
Trimethylbenzene, 1,3,5- 45207 108-67-8 0.460 0.219 0.108 0.061 1.519 28
Vinyl acetate 43447 108-05-4 0.452 200 1.494 1.523 0.157 4.053 26
Vinyl chloride 43860 75-01-4 0.139 180,000 1.1 0.008 0.010 0.001 0.015 28
Vinylidene chloride 43826 75-35-4 0.343 200 ND ND ND ND ND
Xylene (m&p) 45109 108-38-3 0.526 43,000 100 1.168 0.738 0.208 4.638 26
Xylene (o) 45204 95-47-6 0.389 43,000 100 0.416 0.274 0.073 1.880 27

Concentratons in ug/m3
ND=Not Detected
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Appendix B:  VOC Summary Data, July-December 2005

Benzene
Benzyl chloride
Bromodichloromethane
Bromoform
Butadiene, 1,3-
Carbon disulfide
Carbon tetrachloride
Chlorobenzene
Chloroform
Cyclohexane
Dibromochloromethane
Dichlorobenzene (m)
Dichlorobenzene (o)
Dichlorobenzene (p)
Dichlorodifluoromethane (Freon 12)
Dichloroethane, 1,1-
Dichloroethene, cis-1,2-
Dichloroethene, trans-1,2-
Dichloromethane
Dichloropropane, 1,2-
Dichloropropene, cis-1,3-
Dichloropropene, trans-1,3-
Dichlorotetrafluoroethane (Freon 114)
Ethyl chloride
Ethylbenzene
Ethylene chloride
Ethylene dibromide
Ethyltoluene, 4-
Heptane
Hexachloro-1,3-butadiene, 1,1,2,3,4,4-
Hexane
Methyl bromide
Methyl butyl ketone
Methyl chloride
Methyl chloroform
Methyl ethyl ketone
Methyl tert-butyl ether

Compound Mean Median
Standard 

Error Maximum Valid N Mean Median
Standard 

Error Maximum Valid N Mean Median
Standard 

Error Maximum
0.645 0.612 0.050 1.511 28 0.703 0.693 0.061 1.827 28 0.898 0.847 0.071 1.645

ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND

0.119 0.097 0.014 0.378 30 0.109 0.096 0.013 0.423 30 0.135 0.126 0.012 0.308
0.047 0.033 0.009 0.271 30 0.036 0.028 0.004 0.128 30 ND ND ND ND
0.559 0.554 0.016 0.717 29 0.522 0.503 0.017 0.692 28 0.559 0.547 0.017 0.768
0.013 0.009 0.002 0.037 30 0.003 0.005 0.001 0.018 31 0.024 0.014 0.005 0.106
0.087 0.088 0.004 0.142 30 0.091 0.088 0.005 0.195 31 0.110 0.105 0.008 0.225
0.124 0.117 0.014 0.348 29 0.134 0.108 0.015 0.361 30 0.179 0.174 0.017 0.361

ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND

0.040 0.030 0.005 0.114 30 0.039 0.024 0.006 0.126 31 0.097 0.099 0.010 0.210
2.516 2.468 0.057 3.116 30 2.625 2.576 0.062 3.259 29 2.640 2.572 0.069 3.847

ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND

0.251 0.210 0.024 0.734 27 0.374 0.249 0.074 1.514 28 0.307 0.241 0.036 0.784
ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND

0.108 0.108 0.003 0.140 30 0.104 0.105 0.005 0.147 30 0.104 0.105 0.005 0.154
ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND

0.227 0.222 0.024 0.634 29 0.253 0.219 0.026 0.725 30 0.380 0.332 0.038 0.847
0.025 0.024 0.002 0.053 30 0.023 0.020 0.002 0.053 31 0.023 0.024 0.002 0.049

ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
0.094 0.084 0.010 0.246 30 0.098 0.079 0.011 0.295 31 0.222 0.197 0.028 0.580
0.325 0.287 0.040 0.988 29 0.333 0.303 0.038 0.869 29 0.442 0.418 0.045 0.918

ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
0.566 0.525 0.057 1.428 27 0.689 0.612 0.072 1.731 28 0.900 0.804 0.091 1.946
0.044 0.031 0.007 0.214 30 0.080 0.068 0.008 0.206 30 0.043 0.031 0.010 0.264
0.013 0.000 0.004 0.098 30 0.020 0.000 0.009 0.242 31 0.062 0.008 0.018 0.352
0.905 0.963 0.041 1.225 28 0.859 0.888 0.043 1.280 26 0.925 0.939 0.054 1.425
0.099 0.104 0.003 0.120 30 0.093 0.098 0.003 0.120 31 0.103 0.104 0.003 0.147
0.939 0.703 0.136 3.678 26 0.855 0.670 0.106 2.942 27 1.163 1.165 0.143 3.275

ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND

City of Lakes BldgMSP Airport Wenonah School
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Appendix B:  VOC Summary Data, July-December 2005

Compound
Propanol, 2-
Propylene
Styrene
Tetrachloroethane, 1,1,2,2-
Tetrachloroethene
Tetrahydrofuran
Toluene
Trichlorobenzene, 1,2,4-
Trichloroethane, 1,1,2-
Trichloroethene
Trichlorofluoromethane (Freon 11)
Trichlorotrifluoroethane (Freon 113)
Trimethylbenzene, 1,2,4-
Trimethylbenzene, 1,3,5-
Vinyl acetate
Vinyl chloride
Vinylidene chloride
Xylene (m&p)
Xylene (o)

Concentratons in ug/m3
ND=Not Detected

Mean Median
Standard 

Error Maximum Valid N Mean Median
Standard 

Error Maximum Valid N Mean Median
Standard 

Error Maximum

City of Lakes BldgMSP Airport Wenonah School

0.517 0.229 0.150 3.982 27 0.569 0.111 0.229 5.491 26 1.025 0.327 0.367 8.456
1.812 1.675 0.181 3.860 25 1.938 1.776 0.189 4.387 29 2.255 2.009 0.224 4.915
0.072 0.060 0.012 0.349 29 0.066 0.055 0.010 0.290 30 0.130 0.081 0.029 0.699

ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
0.154 0.139 0.021 0.509 30 0.161 0.142 0.018 0.421 31 0.195 0.180 0.026 0.563
0.025 0.022 0.004 0.086 30 0.023 0.018 0.004 0.083 31 0.035 0.029 0.005 0.106
1.387 1.229 0.136 3.188 29 1.561 1.323 0.148 4.119 29 2.641 2.389 0.279 6.335

ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND

0.106 0.083 0.014 0.344 28 0.069 0.054 0.013 0.382 28 0.183 0.145 0.027 0.554
1.273 1.270 0.038 1.652 27 1.184 1.214 0.055 1.702 28 1.604 1.562 0.119 3.174
0.572 0.586 0.017 0.728 30 0.539 0.552 0.019 0.690 28 0.587 0.575 0.022 0.912
0.314 0.285 0.035 0.875 29 0.330 0.293 0.037 1.003 30 0.642 0.602 0.082 1.632
0.084 0.079 0.009 0.246 30 0.087 0.074 0.011 0.300 31 0.203 0.179 0.027 0.536
1.163 1.180 0.121 2.708 27 1.162 1.067 0.135 3.007 27 1.644 1.618 0.169 3.722
0.009 0.008 0.001 0.015 30 0.009 0.008 0.001 0.018 30 0.008 0.008 0.001 0.018

ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
0.679 0.671 0.074 2.041 28 0.773 0.651 0.089 2.488 28 1.247 1.088 0.135 2.788
0.240 0.230 0.024 0.677 28 0.269 0.248 0.028 0.829 29 0.430 0.376 0.042 0.916
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Appendix B:  VOC Summary Data, July-December 2005

Benzene
Benzyl chloride
Bromodichloromethane
Bromoform
Butadiene, 1,3-
Carbon disulfide
Carbon tetrachloride
Chlorobenzene
Chloroform
Cyclohexane
Dibromochloromethane
Dichlorobenzene (m)
Dichlorobenzene (o)
Dichlorobenzene (p)
Dichlorodifluoromethane (Freon 12)
Dichloroethane, 1,1-
Dichloroethene, cis-1,2-
Dichloroethene, trans-1,2-
Dichloromethane
Dichloropropane, 1,2-
Dichloropropene, cis-1,3-
Dichloropropene, trans-1,3-
Dichlorotetrafluoroethane (Freon 114)
Ethyl chloride
Ethylbenzene
Ethylene chloride
Ethylene dibromide
Ethyltoluene, 4-
Heptane
Hexachloro-1,3-butadiene, 1,1,2,3,4,4-
Hexane
Methyl bromide
Methyl butyl ketone
Methyl chloride
Methyl chloroform
Methyl ethyl ketone
Methyl tert-butyl ether

Compound Valid N
25

ND
ND
ND

27
ND

26
28
28
28

ND
ND
ND

28
27

ND
ND
ND

25
ND
ND
ND

27
ND

26
28

ND
28
25

ND
25
27
28
25
28
24

ND
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Appendix B:  VOC Summary Data, July-December 2005

Compound
Propanol, 2-
Propylene
Styrene
Tetrachloroethane, 1,1,2,2-
Tetrachloroethene
Tetrahydrofuran
Toluene
Trichlorobenzene, 1,2,4-
Trichloroethane, 1,1,2-
Trichloroethene
Trichlorofluoromethane (Freon 11)
Trichlorotrifluoroethane (Freon 113)
Trimethylbenzene, 1,2,4-
Trimethylbenzene, 1,3,5-
Vinyl acetate
Vinyl chloride
Vinylidene chloride
Xylene (m&p)
Xylene (o)

Concentratons in ug/m3
ND=Not Detected

Valid N
24
24
28

ND
28
28
25

ND
ND

26
25
25
26
28
24
27

ND
26
26
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Appendix C: Carbonyl Summary Data, July-December 2005

Mean Median
Standard 

Error Maximum Valid N
Formaldehyde 43502 50-00-0 0.004 94 0.8 3.11 2.47 0.39 8.98 25
Acetaldehyde 43503 75-07-0 0.005 4.5 1.50 1.42 0.14 3.02 26
Propionaldehyde 43504 123-38-6 0.017 0.30 0.25 0.03 0.78 26
Butyraldehyde- 43510 123-72-8 0.015 0.41 0.37 0.05 1.13 26
Crotonaldehyde 43520 123-73-9 0.009 ND ND ND ND ND
Acetone 43551 67-64-1 0.012 1.55 1.56 0.21 3.47 28
Benzaldehyde 45501 100-52-7 0.022 0.22 0.20 0.03 0.53 26

Concentratons in 
ug/m3
ND=Not Detected

Compounds AIRS Code CAS Number
Detection 

Limit
Acute Health 
Benchmark

Chronic 
Health 

Benchmark

Richfield
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Appendix C: Carbonyl Summary Data, July-December 2005

Formaldehyde
Acetaldehyde
Propionaldehyde
Butyraldehyde-
Crotonaldehyde
Acetone
Benzaldehyde

Concentratons in 
ug/m3
ND=Not Detected

Compounds Mean Median
Standard 

Error Maximum Valid N Mean Median
Standard 

Error Maximum Valid N Mean Median
Standard 

Error Maximum Valid N
2.94 2.51 0.37 8.33 25 2.83 2.02 0.38 7.99 27 2.49 1.98 0.33 7.67 27
1.15 1.20 0.09 1.91 26 1.18 1.11 0.10 2.94 28 1.06 1.04 0.09 2.12 28
0.22 0.20 0.02 0.49 26 0.27 0.22 0.03 0.70 28 0.25 0.21 0.03 0.62 28
0.26 0.22 0.03 0.75 26 0.26 0.23 0.03 0.78 28 0.23 0.23 0.02 0.57 28

ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
0.87 0.73 0.14 2.76 26 1.04 1.09 0.14 2.72 28 0.95 0.84 0.14 2.58 28
0.11 0.09 0.01 0.36 26 0.10 0.08 0.01 0.35 28 0.09 0.09 0.01 0.17 28

City of Lakes Bldg MSP Airport Wenonah School
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Appendix D: Metals Summary Data, 2005

Mean Median
Standard 

Error Maximum Valid N
Aluminum 12101 7429-90-5 0.4163 0.252 0.220 0.025 0.948 60
Antimony 12102 7440-36-0 0.0234 0.2 ND ND ND ND 60
Arsenic 12103 7440-38-2 0.0215 0.19 0.002 ND ND ND ND 60
Beryllium 12105 7440-41-7 0.0145 0.004 ND ND ND ND 60
Barium 12107 7440-39-3 0.0690 0.5 0.019 0.018 0.002 0.088 60
Cadmium 12110 7440-43-9 0.0136 0.006 ND ND ND ND 60
Chromium 12112 7440-47-3 0.0122 0.0008 ND ND ND ND 60
Cobalt 12113 7440-48-4 0.0148 ND ND ND ND 60
Copper 12114 7440-50-8 0.0295 100 0.102 0.082 0.011 0.410 60
Iron 12126 7439-89-6 0.1013 0.639 0.563 0.045 1.498 60
Lead 12128 7439-92-1 0.0158 0.8 ND ND ND 0.012 60
Manganese 12132 7439-96-5 0.0179 0.2 0.019 0.015 0.002 0.064 60
Nickel 12136 2/2/7440 0.0081 11 0.04 ND ND ND ND 60
Mercury 12142 7439-97-6 0.0667 1.8 0.3 ND ND ND ND 60
Selenium 12154 7782-49-2 0.0235 20 ND ND ND ND 60
Zinc 12167 7440-66-6 0.0382 0.042 0.038 0.003 0.143 60

Concentratons in 
ug/m3
ND=Not Detected

Compound AIRS Code CAS Number
Detection 

Limit
Acute Health 
Benchmark

Chronic 
Health 

Benchmark

City of Lakes Bldg
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Appendix D: Metals Summary Data, 2005

Aluminum
Antimony
Arsenic
Beryllium
Barium
Cadmium
Chromium
Cobalt
Copper
Iron
Lead
Manganese
Nickel
Mercury
Selenium
Zinc

Concentratons in 
ug/m3
ND=Not Detected

Compound Mean Median
Standard 

Error Maximum Valid N
0.193 0.134 0.024 0.792 59

ND ND ND ND 59
ND ND ND ND 59
ND ND ND ND 59

0.011 0.009 0.002 0.072 59
ND ND ND ND 59
ND ND ND ND 59
ND ND ND ND 59

0.309 0.222 0.032 1.200 59
0.436 0.334 0.038 1.208 59

ND ND ND 0.010 59
0.017 0.012 0.002 0.061 59

ND ND ND ND 59
ND ND ND ND 59
ND ND ND ND 59

0.025 0.022 0.002 0.071 59

MSP Airport
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