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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 



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

 R-91 Appendix R 
 

Draft EA/EAW                 
Comments and Responses 

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. 




