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1.0

Executive Summary

Willow Run Airport (YIP) is owned and operated by the Wayne County Airport Authority
(WCAA). Approximately 95% of the Airport is located in the Charter Township of Van
Buren, with its western edge entering into the Charter Township of Ypsilanti. Willow Run
Airport is located on approximately 2,600 acres. The airfield configuration consists of four
runways; two primary northeast/southwest runways (5R-23L, 5L-23R), one primary
crosswind runway (9-27), and a secondary crosswind runway (14-32) (Figure 1-1:
Willow Run Airport Layout). In an effort to ensure runway safety and FAA compliance,
YIP must routinely maintain and update their facilities. Facility updates are implemented
based upon Capital Improvement Program (CIP) funding resources and FAA
modernization design safety standards. Some of the planned updates at Willow Run
Airport include improvements to taxiways, hangars, the general aviation terminal, and
maintenance facilities. These projects have independent utility as well as independent
purpose and need. They will have their own environmental evaluation as they progress
from general planning to implementation. The CIP also includes certain projects intended
to remove airfield pavement that is no longer necessary to support current and projected
aircraft demand.
Figure 1-1: Willow Run Airport Layout

Source: Jacobsen/Daniels Associates
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Runway 14-32 was part of the original construction of Willow Run Airport, which included
six runways; Runways 5L-23R and 5R-23L, Runways 9R-27L (now Taxiway H) and 9L27R, Runway 14-32 and Runway 18-36 as well as a system of taxiways and apron
areas, including Taxiway C. Major airlines used Willow Run from 1946 to 1966 as the
principal commercial and passenger terminal serving the Detroit area. Taxiway C runs
parallel to Runway 9-27 and provides midfield access under old Army airfield standards
from Runways 5L-23R, 5R-23L and 14-32 to the west apron. Runway 14-32 and
Taxiway C consist of poured concrete surfaces that have been overlaid with layers of
hot-mix asphalt. Runway 14-32 is 160 feet wide and 6,312 feet long. Taxiway C is 75 feet
wide and stretches between the West Ramp and Runway 5R-23L.
Because of its location, orientation, length and the availability of other capable runways,
Runway 14-32 is rarely utilized and is not needed to accommodate the current or
projected future air traffic demands. Currently, less than 2.5% of aircraft operations occur
on Runway 14-32. Runway 14-32 will require rebuilding in the near future to replace the
severely cracked/spalling pavement condition. Based on recent experience with runway
reconstruction costs at YIP, reconstruction of Runway 14-32 could cost up to $20 million
or more to complete. The Proposed Action Alternative will close and remove Runway 1432 and reconfigure the eastern portion of Taxiway C.
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2.0

Purpose and Need

The purpose and need of the proposed action is to improve airfield safety by eliminating
the confusing and expansive pavement intersections caused by Runway 14-32 and to
minimize capital and operational costs. Runway 14-32 primarily serves small general
aviation aircraft operations and is used less than 2.5% of the time. The two primary
parallel runways, Runway 5R-23L and Runway 5L-23R, handle the majority of flight
operations and Runway 9-27 handles the majority of operations during crosswind
conditions. The removal of Runway 14-32 will result in this small percentage of aircraft
operations being shifted to Runway 5R-23L, Runway 5L-23R or Runway 9-27.
Runway 14-32 intersects the two primary parallel runways as well as Taxiways C, G and
H. The intersection of Runway 14-32 with 5L-23R and Taxiway C has been designated
by the FAA as an “operational hotspot”. A hot spot is defined by the FAA as ‘a location
on an airport movement area with a history of potential risk of collision or runway
incursion, and where heightened attention by pilots and drivers is necessary’. Typically a
hotspot occurs at a location where there is a complex or confusing taxiway or runway
intersection. A copy of the Airport Diagram is demonstrated in Figure 2-1: FAA Airport
Diagram and Hotspots on page 4. This shows the complexity of the intersecting runways
(HS1) that occur on Runway 14-32 creating the hotspot. By closing and removing
Runway 14-32 and reconfiguring the eastern portion of Taxiway C, the airfield geometry
will be simplified and will meet current FAA standards (see Figure 2-2: Runway 14-32
Closure and Removal and Taxiway C Reconfiguration on page 5).
Runway 5R-23L is currently undergoing reconstruction that would impact Runway 14-32.
In order to facilitate storm water drainage and meet current FAA design standards,
Runway 5R-23L is being raised approximately two feet along the portion of the runway
that intersects with Runway 14-32. Because Runway 14-32 intersects Runways 5R-23L,
significant modifications to Runway 14-32 would be necessary to meet the new elevation
and grade requirements. A series of pavement wedges at an additional cost of
approximately $4 million would be needed for Runway 14-32 to meet FAA design
standards. By closing and removing Runway 14-32, the Airport would avoid these
otherwise necessary and costly investments.
The pavement on Runway 14-32 has exceeded its useful life and requires extensive
rehabilitation in order to support aircraft operations. Closure and removal of the runway
will eliminate the need for pavement repair/replacement. Runway 14-32 also requires
regular maintenance and snow removal despite its low utilization. Closure and removal of
the runway will eliminate the need for maintenance and snow removal, reducing the
annual operating cost of Willow Run Airport. The FAA Airport Improvement Program
(AIP) funding does not allow grant funds to be used to cover day to day operational
expenses, such as the costs of maintaining the operational use of the runway. AIP funds
however, are available to be used towards the removal of the runway to improve overall
airport efficiency as well as enhance safety.
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Figure 2-1: FAA Airport Diagram and Hotspots
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Figure 2-2: Runway 14-32 Closure and Removal and Taxiway C Reconfiguration

Source: Jacobsen/Daniels Associates

Runway 14-32 consists of asphalt with thickness that varies from 3.5” at the edges of the
runway to 17” at the center. The Proposed Action Alternative would mill all of the asphalt
to expose the existing concrete. The concrete would then be rubblized, a process that
creates cracks in the concrete to allow for drainage. Depending on the thickness of the
milled asphalt, additional areas of concrete would also have to be removed up to a depth
of 2.5”, to ensure a minimum depth of 6” is available for fill and topsoil. Three inches of
clean fill and an additional three inches of topsoil would be placed over the top of the
rubblized concrete. After backfilling with topsoil the project area would then be seeded,
mulched and fertilized. The existing runway edge lights and guidance signs would also
be removed from Runway 14-32.
Closing and removing Runway 14-32 is being proposed because it would improve airfield
safety by correcting the confusing, expansive, non-standard pavement layout that exists
at the intersection of Runways 14-32, 5L-23R and Taxiway C. Additionally, it would
eliminate the need to incur significant additional costs to improve, repair/reconstruct and
maintain Runway 14-32 which is used less than 2.5% of the time. There are three other
available runways at YIP to accommodate the proposed change in operations if Runway
14-32 is removed. Removal of Runway 14/32 was included in the 2006 Willow Run
JUNE 2014
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Airport Master Plan update and an airspace analysis for closure of Runway 14-32 was
evaluated by the FAA as part of the Airport Layout Plan (ALP) approval during the
Master Plan Review.
Currently, the predominating wind coverage supports the use of Runways 5L-23R and
5R-23L as primary runways and Runway 9-27 as a crosswind runway. A runway wind
coverage analysis was conducted for the airport master plan using the FAA Airport
Design Microcomputer Program Version 4.2D with data supplied by National Oceanic
and Atmospheric Administration for the weather reporting station at Willow Run Airport
for the period of 1991 to 2000. Runway wind roses are developed for all weather
conditions and instrument meteorological conditions (IMC). Wind coverage, by runway,
was evaluated to determine which runway offers the greatest wind coverage.
The analysis considers the primary Runways 5L-23R and 5R-23L alone, the combination
of Runways 5L-23R and 5R-23L along with Runway 9-27, and the existing runway
configuration which includes Runway 14-32. As shown, the existing runway configuration
provides 99.24 percent or better wind coverage for all crosswind components during all
weather and IMC conditions. Runways 5-23 provide 91.96 percent or better wind
coverage during all weather and IMC wind conditions, but do not meet the FAA 95
percent wind coverage recommendation for 10.5-knot crosswind. The combined
Runways 5-23 and 9-27 at Willow Run Airport provide more than 96.83 percent wind
coverage for all crosswind components during all weather and IMC conditions.
Therefore, the proposed runway configuration, or a combination of Runways 5-23 and 927, is adequate with respect to providing sufficient wind coverage.
Table 2-1

WIND COVERAGE
Crosswind
Component
(Kts)
10.5
13.0
16.0
20.0

Percent Wind Coverage By Runway Configuration
5-23

5-23 and 9-27

All Weather

IFR

91.96
95.56
98.62
99.67

94.04
97.04
99.02
99.71

All Weather IFR
96.83
98.85
99.75
99.96

97.13
98.81
99.63
99.91

5-23, 9-27 and 14-32
All Weather

IFR

99.52
99.89
99.99
99.99

99.24
99.80
99.96
99.99

Willow Run Airport Reporting Period: 1991-2000

Runway end indicator lights (REIL) are located on the end of Runway 32. The REILs are
defined navigational aids, owned, operated and maintained by the FAA. The proposed
project action would require removal of the FAA owned REILS at the end of Runway 32.
The RNAV (GPS) RWY 14 approach will need to be cancelled and the Standard
Instrument Departures (SIDs) for Runway 5R-23L will require abbreviated amendments
to remove the RWY 32 Take-off Obstacles from the Departure Route Description page.
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3.0

Description of Alternatives

Several options were considered and evaluated in an effort to determine the best
alternative to meet the purpose and need for the project.

3.1

Alternatives Identification and Review

WCAA convened planning meetings which included WCAA staff, members of the design
team, and Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Airports District Office. The meetings
were used to identify, define, and evaluate feasible alternatives that would meet the
purpose and need of the project. These issues were discussed with airlines, airport
tenants, and community members at the airport monthly meetings. During this process
two alternatives were identified: the No Action Alternative and the Runway Removal
Alternative. Each alternative was reviewed and evaluated based on its ability to meet the
purpose and need for the project.

3.2

Alternatives Carried Forward

The No Action Alternative and the Runway Removal Alternative were carried forward for
further evaluation. The following sections describe each of these alternatives.

3.2.1 No Action Alternative
The No Action Alternative would maintain Runway 14-32 as a D-IV category runway. A
series of asphalt wedges would be installed where Runway 14-32 intersects Runways
5R-23L and 5L-23R to align it with the newly elevated surface of Runway 5R-23L. This
action is necessary to comply with FAA AC 150/5300-13A, Chapter 3 Runway Design,
Section 313 Surface Gradient. The wedges would be approximately 1,100 feet long by
150 feet wide and cost approximately $4 million. Additionally, Runway 14-32 would
require rebuilding in the near future to replace the severely cracked/spalling pavement
condition. This reconstruction could cost up to $20 million or more to complete. The
removal of the runway is estimated to be $1.2 million dollars.

3.2.2 Runway Removal Alternative
The Proposed Action Alternative includes closing and removing Runway 14-32. The top
layers of asphalt pavement that have been added on two separate occasions in more
recent years will be removed, leaving the remaining layer of original concrete in place.
An additional 2½ inches of the concrete layer may also be removed in select areas to
achieve a depth of 6 inches below grade. The concrete will be rubblized to allow for
drainage to occur through the concrete. Soil and grass seed will be laid over the
rubblized concrete. The project also includes reconfiguring the eastern portion of
Taxiway C. The section of Taxiway C located between the primary parallel runways will
be removed and reconstructed in an alignment which is perpendicular to the primary
runways to meet current FAA Standards.
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3.3

Proposed Action Alternative

Based on the current and projected use of Runway 14-32, the capital cost of
improvements and reconstruction, as well as the anticipated ongoing operations and
maintenance costs, the No Action Alternative does not meet the purpose and need for
the project. After careful consideration and input from the design team and other project
stakeholders, WCAA determined that the Runway Removal Alternative would fully meet
the purpose and need for the project. Therefore, the Runway Removal Alternative was
selected as the Proposed Action Alternative.
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4.0

Environmental Consequences and Mitigation

Pursuant to the environmental documentation requirements defined in FAA Orders
5050.4B National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Implementing Instructions for Airport
Actions, and 1050.1E, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures the following is a
description of the anticipated environmental effects of the Proposed Action Alternative on
each of the 21 environmental resource categories.

4.1

Noise Analysis

This section discusses the changes in aircraft noise exposure resulting from the
implementation of the Proposed Action Alternative compared to the No Action
Alternative. Aircraft-related noise exposure noise contours for both alternatives have
been defined through the use of the Federal Aviation Administration’s Integrated Noise
Model (INM), Version 7.0c. The contours were developed using the Average Annual
Day-Night Noise Level (DNL) noise contour metric.
In order to present the most accurate aircraft noise related information; the Existing Year
Noise Contours represent 2012. The 2012 operations represent actual aircraft operation
numbers and aircraft types that occurred at the airport between November 2011 and
October 2012. This information was derived from the Airport Situational Display data
and WCAA records. This was the most recent data available and it provided the most
accurate portrayal of existing Airport operations by aircraft type which identified the
existing fleet mix. Refer to Appendix A: YIP Operations Forecast for additional
information concerning the existing and future aircraft operations.
For this environmental review, noise contours are presented for 2012 existing conditions,
2018 first year of operation and 2023 future conditions. Removal of Runway 14-32 is
planned to occur in 2014. However, with the uncertainty in the availability of Federal
funding, especially for general aviation airports, and the design, bid and construction
process, it was determined that a dependable “first year of operation” future year would
be 2018. This would allow those uncertainties to be accounted for in predicting future
operations. The 2023 conditions represent five years after implementation of the
proposed project. There are no new noise sensitive uses with the 65 or greater DNL
contours nor is there a 1.5 or greater DNL increase over noise sensitive uses.
Therefore, there are no significant noise impacts resulting from the Proposed Action
Alternative

4.1.1 2012 Existing Conditions
The existing noise environment for Willow Run Airport was evaluated based upon the
level of aircraft operations in 2012 and the associated aircraft operational characteristics
which are representative of the current noise footprint. The existing noise exposure maps
reflect conditions for a 12-month period from November 2011 through October 2012
The existing (2012) DNL noise exposure contours for YIP are presented in Figure 4-1:
Existing 2012 Noise Exposure Contours on page 11. This figure shows the 65 DNL, 70
JUNE 2014
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DNL, and 75 DNL noise exposure contours. Table 4-1: Areas Exposed to Various Noise
Levels (in square miles) provides the ground surface area exposed to noise levels in
each contour band as well as cumulatively. Section 4.2, Compatible Land Use,
discusses the noise impacts to residential structures and noise-sensitive facilities with
regards to FAA significance thresholds for noise impacts on incompatible land uses.
Table 4-1
Area Exposed to Various Noise Levels (in square miles)
2012 Existing Conditions DNL Noise Exposure Contours

Noise Level
65-70 DNL
70-75 DNL
75+ DNL
70+ DNL
65+ DNL

2012 Existing
1.7
0.5
0.5
1.0
2.2

Source: BridgeNet International
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Figure 4-1 – Existing 2012 Noise Exposure Contours
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4.1.2 No Action Alternative
The future No Action Alternative noise conditions associated with aircraft activity at YIP
was analyzed based upon projected aircraft operational conditions in the year 2018 and
2023. While it is anticipated that the project will be completed before 2018, that year was
used to be conservative. The 2013 TAF shows that a total of 75,220 operations are
anticipated at YIP in 2018 and 77,383 operations are anticipated in 2023. With the No
Action Alternative; time of day, flight tracks, arrival procedures, and departure
procedures remain the same as the existing conditions of the base year, 2012. This
activity is reflective of the operations and aircraft types forecasted for 2018 and 2023.
The No Action Alternative assumes that routine and emergency maintenance of the
runway would continue enabling Runway 14-32 to remain open. This maintenance
activity would be consistent with ongoing maintenance procedures.
The future annual No Action Alternative DNL noise contours for YIP are presented in
Figure 4-2: No Action Alternative Noise Contour 2018 (on page 13) for 2018 and Figure
4-3: No Action Alternative Noise Contour 2023 on page 14. Table 4-2: Area Exposed to
Various Noise Levels (in square miles) below provides the total area (in square miles)
exposed to noise levels in each contour band, as well as cumulatively.
Table 4-2
Area Exposed to Various Noise Levels (in square miles)
Future No Action Alternative DNL Noise Exposure Contours

Noise Level
65-70 DNL
70-75 DNL
75+ DNL
70+ DNL
65+ DNL

2018 No Action
1.2
0.5
0.4
0.9
2.1

2023 No Action
1.2
0.6
0.4
1.0
2.2

Source: BridgeNet International
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Figure 4-2: No Action Alternative Noise Contour 2018
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Figure 4-3: No Action Alternative Contour 2023
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4.1.3 Proposed Action
The future noise environment for YIP was analyzed based upon operational conditions
projected for 2018 and 2023. The noise assessment covers a single Proposed Action
Alternative for the runway removal. The aircraft noise exposure maps show the average
annual noise for the entire year.
The total number of aircraft operations would remain the same for the No Action Alternative
and Proposed Action Alternative. The Proposed Action Alternative would not result in
changes to the number of aircraft or the type of aircraft operating at YIP. However, the
Proposed Action Alternative would result in changes to runway utilization at YIP when
Runway 14-32 is removed. The following includes a description of the noise modeling results
for the Proposed Action Alternative.
Implementation of the Proposed Action Alternative would result in Runway 14-32 being
removed. Aircraft operations currently using Runway 14-32 would shift to Runway 9-27.
Future annual DNL noise exposure contours for YIP following Runway 14-32 removal is
presented in Figure 4-4: Proposed Action Alternative Noise Contour 2018 and Figure 4-5:
Proposed Action Alternative Noise Contour 2023. Table 4-3: Area Exposed to Various Noise
Levels (in square miles) provides the total area (in square miles) exposed to noise levels in
each noise contour band and cumulatively for year 2018 and 2023 with Runway 14-32
removed. As shown in Figures 4-4 and 4-5, the Proposed Action Alternative would not
result in a 1.5 DNL noise increase over any noise sensitive uses nor would any new
noise sensitive use be impacted. The only changes in the contour would be over industrial
land use immediately west of Willow Run Airport, as the contour would extend farther to the
west due to aircraft that would normally use Runway 14-32 would now operate on Runway 927. Figure 4-6: 65 DNL Noise Contour 2018: No Action vs. Proposed Action Alternative
on page 18 shows a comparison of the 65 DNL noise contour with and without the
proposed project. As can be seen, the only difference is off the west end of Runway 927 over compatible land use.
Table 4-3
Area Exposed to Various Noise Levels (in square miles)
Future Runway 14-32 Removed DNL Noise Exposure Contours
Noise Level 2018 Runway Removed 2023 Runway Removed
65-70 DNL
1.2
1.2

JUNE 2014

70-75 DNL
75+ DNL

0.4
0.4

0.4
0.4

70+ DNL

0.8

0.8

65+ DNL

2.0

2.0

PAGE 15

YIP RUNWAY 14-32 CLOSURE AND REMOVAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

Figure 4-4: Proposed Action Alternative Noise Contour 2018
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Figure 4-5: Proposed Action Alternative Noise Contour 2023
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Figure 4-6: 65 DNL Noise Contour 2018: No Action vs.
Proposed Action Alternative
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4.2

Compatible Land Use

The compatibility of existing and planned land uses in the vicinity of an airport is usually
associated with the extent of noise resulting from aircraft operations. The noise analysis
concluded, as described in Section 4.1, that the Proposed Action Alternative would result
in noise changes to the location of the 65 DNL contour compared to the No Action
Alternative. However, those changes would occur over compatible land uses.
This section describes the land uses around YIP, provides a description of the noncompatible uses within the future No-Action and Proposed Action Alternative noise
contours, and determines impacts on non-compatible uses within these contours based
on the FAA’s threshold of significance for noise. To determine the acceptability of land
uses with specific noise levels, the FAA has adopted land use compatibility guidelines,
based on the Day-Night Average Level (DNL); residences and certain public-use facilities
are not compatible with high levels of aircraft noise (65 DNL or greater).
Additionally, an analysis has been prepared, describing the land uses that would be
subject to an increase in noise levels equal to or in excess of 1.5 DNL inside the 65 DNL
noise contours as a result of the Proposed Action Alternative.
For this environmental review, a land use impact assessment was conducted for 2012
existing conditions along with 2018 and 2023 future conditions. The proposed removal of
Runway 14-32 is planned to occur in 2014 there would be no significant land use
compatibility impacts resulting from the Proposed Action Alternative.

4.2.1 2012 Existing Conditions
A review was conducted of the land uses that were affected by noise in 2012 under the
existing conditions. The 65 DNL and greater noise contour contains approximately 1,439
acres of total land. Approximately 45 residential units with about 110 residents/people
are within the 65 DNL and greater noise contour for existing conditions. The largest
categories of land use affected in 2012 consist of Transportation, Communication and
Utility/Active Agriculture/Woodland and Wetland land uses.
As noted in Table 4-4: Land Use Analysis, 2012 Existing Conditions, residential use are
the only noise sensitive land use types that are located in the year 2012 65 DNL and
greater noise contour.
Table 4-4
Land Use Analysis, 2012 Existing Conditions
Land Use
People
Housing Units
Churches
Schools

Existing Conditions
65 DNL and Greater
110
45
0
0

Existing Conditions
70 DNL and Greater
0
0
0
0

Source: Aerial Photography and Land Use Base Map, SEMCOG. 2000 Census Data, BDC Analysis.
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4.2.2 No Action Alternative
An analysis was conducted of the land uses that could be affected by noise in 2018 and
2023 with the No Action Alternative. The No Action Alternative assumes that Runway 1432 would remain open, and is reflective of the operations and aircraft types forecast to
occur in 2018 and 2023. In 2018 the 65 DNL and greater noise contour is expected to
contain approximately 1,361 acres of total land. Approximately 50 residential units with
about 122 residents/people would be within the 65 DNL and greater noise contour with
the No Action Alternative in 2018. Table 4-5 lists the housing units and populations that
are expected to be within the No Action Alternative noise contour.
In 2023 the 65 DNL and greater noise contour is expected to contain approximately 1382
acres of total land. Approximately 62 residential units with about 145 resident/ people
would be within the 65 and greater noise contour with the No Action Alternative in 2023.
Table 4-6 lists the housing units and populations that are expected to be within the No
Action Alternative noise contour for 2023.
As noted in the Table 4-5: Land Use Analysis, 2018 No Action Alternative and Table 46: Land Use Analysis, 2023 No Action Alternative, residential uses are the only noise
sensitive land uses that are located in the 65 DNL and greater noise contour for the No
Action Alternative.

4.2.3 Proposed Action Alternative
The future land use impacts, resulting from aircraft noise, were analyzed based upon
operational conditions in the year 2018 with the Proposed Action Alternative. The
Proposed Action Alternative would not result in changes to the number of aircraft or the
type of aircraft operating at the Airport. However, the Proposed Action Alternative would
result in changes to runway utilization at YIP due to the removal of Runway 14-32.
Table 4-5
Land Use Analysis, 2018 No Action Alternative

Land Use
People
Housing Units
Churches
Schools

No Action Alternative
65 DNL and Greater
122
50
0
0

No Action Alternative
70 DNL and Greater
0
0
0
0

Source: Aerial Photography and Land Use Base Map, SEMCOG. 2000 Census Data, BDC Analysis.
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Table 4-6
Land Use Analysis, 2023 No Action Alternative

Land Use
People
Housing Units
Churches
Schools

No Action Alternative
65 DNL and Greater
145
62
0
0

No Action Alternative
70 DNL and Greater
0
0
0
0

Source: Aerial Photography and Land Use Base Map, SEMCOG. 2000 Census Data, BDC Analysis.

Implementation of the Proposed Action Alternative would result in Runway 14-32 being
removed. The 2018 65 DNL and greater noise contour for the Proposed Action
Alternative is expected to contain approximately 50 residential units with about 122
residents/people. The 2023 65 DNL and greater noise contour for the Proposed Action
Alternative is expected to contain approximately 62 residential units with about 145
residents/ people. Similar to the No Action conditions, the largest categories of land use
that would be affected in future years consist of transportation/utilities and open
space/agriculture land.
Table 4-7: Land Use Analysis, 2018 Proposed Action Alternative on page 22 lists the
housing and population numbers that are expected to be within the 2018 Proposed
Action Alternative noise contours. Table 4-8: Land Use Analysis, 2023 Proposed Action
Alternative on page 22 lists the same for the 2023 Proposed Action Alternative noise
contours. The Proposed Action Alternative would result in no change in the number of
homes within the 65 DNL and greater contour compared to the No Action Alternative. No
new noise sensitive uses would be within the 65 DNL contour and no non-compatible
land uses would be subjected to noise increases of 1.5 DNL or greater. As such, the
Proposed Action Alternative would not result in any significant noise impacts.

4.2.4 Mitigation Measures
No significant noise impacts would result from the Proposed Action Alternative. No new
noise sensitive uses would be impacted by the 65 DNL noise contour and no noise
sensitive uses would experience a 1.5 DNL increase in noise. The Airport has
coordinated with the FAA Airport Traffic Control Tower staff to identify alternative runway
use programs and other noise mitigation strategies that would continue to ensure the
safe movement of aircraft and avoid any significant adverse noise effects on the
surrounding airport community.
Because of the nature of the Proposed Action Alternative, YIP has initiated a public
notification and outreach effort to ensure all affected communities and citizens are made
aware of the Proposed Action Alternative and the changes in noise exposure that will
result. The Airport has briefed local community officials and will engage local press
outlets to disseminate information.
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Table 4-7
Land Use Analysis, 2018 Proposed Action Alternative
65 DNL & Greater
ProjectNo
Proposed
Related
Action
Action
Change

Land Use

70 DNL & Greater
ProjectNo
Proposed
Related
Action
Action
Change

People

122

122

0

0

0

0

Housing Units
Churches
Schools

50
0
0

50
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

Source: Aerial Photography and Land Use Base Map, SEMCOG. 2000 Census Data, BDC Analysis.

Table 4-8
Land Use Analysis, 2023 Proposed Action Alternative

Land Use

65 DNL & Greater
ProjectNo
Proposed
Related
Action
Action
Change

70 DNL & Greater
ProjectNo
Proposed Related
Action
Action
Change

People

145

145

0

0

0

0

Housing Units
Churches
Schools

62
0
0

62
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

Source: Aerial Photography and Land Use Base Map, SEMCOG. 2000 Census Data, BDC Analysis.

There is no change in the number of residential dwellings in the 65 DNL noise exposure
areas with the proposed action alternative as there are with the no action alternative.
Therefore no significant noise impacts would result from the Proposed Action Alternative.

4.3

Socioeconomic, Environmental Justice, and Children’s Health and
Safety Risk

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations for implementing the National
Environmental Policy Act requires economic analyses of federal actions that would affect
local or regional economy. This section analyzes potential impacts to socioeconomics,
environmental justice, and children’s health and safety.

4.3.1 Socioeconomic Impacts
No land would be acquired for the Proposed Action Alternative. Approximately 15-20
temporary construction jobs would be created because of the Proposed Action
Alternative.
Consequences of the Proposed Action Alternative
The Proposed Action Alternative would occur within the existing YIP property boundary
and therefore would not create social impacts. There would be no displacements as a
result of the Proposed Action Alternative; therefore, impacts are not anticipated to the
local area population.
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The Proposed Action Alternative would not affect regional growth and development
patterns. There is no anticipated increase or reduction in the number of permanent jobs
at YIP as a result of the Proposed Action Alternative. Therefore, no induced
socioeconomic impacts would result from the Proposed Action Alternative.

4.3.2 Environmental Justice
The federal government’s policy on nondiscrimination in all federally funded activities
formally began with Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act. Title VI requires all federal
agencies to ensure that “No person in the United States shall, on the ground of race,
color, or national origin, be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be
subjected to discrimination under any program or activity receiving federal financial
assistance.”
Further guidance was provided in 1994 with Executive Order 12898: Federal Actions to
Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations.
The intent of the Executive Order is to identify and avoid disproportionately high and
adverse human health or environmental effects on minority and low-income populations.
The presence of minority or low-income populations in the project area was determined
by an evaluation of U.S. Census data.

Minority Populations
Race data from the 2010 U.S. Census (U.S. Census Bureau, 2010) was used to
determine the presence of minority populations within the immediate area surrounding
YIP. According to the Council of Environmental Quality (CEQ), minorities are defined as
individuals who are members of the following population groups: American Indian or
Alaskan Native; Asian or Pacific Islander; Black, not of Hispanic origin; or Hispanic
(1997). An analysis of the U.S. Census data indicates that minority populations are
present near YIP. In Van Buren Township census tract 5879 has a minority population of
44%, census tract 5880 has a minority population of 34%, and census tract 5881 has a
minority population of 13%. This compares to the minority population in Wayne County of
40%. In census tract 4123 of Ypsilanti Township, 73% of the population is a minority
race, compared to Washtenaw County with 21% of the population as a minority race.

Low-Income Populations
U.S. Census economic data from the 2010 U.S. Census determined the presence of lowincome populations in the project area. The economic data identifies the income required
to be below the poverty level and the number of people that are below that level. The
U.S. Census Bureau measures poverty according to poverty thresholds, defined as a
measure of income inadequacy. This method of defining poverty thresholds was
developed based on the income level that would cause a family to cut back on food
expenditures sharply, assuming food expenses and non-food expenses would be cut at
the same rate (Fisher, 1997). According to the 2010 Census economic data, in Van
Buren Township census tract 5879 has 13.7% poverty rate, census tract 5880 has a
5.1% poverty rate, and census tract 5881 has a 3.6% poverty rate. This compares to
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Wayne County’s poverty rate of 16.4%. Census tract 4123 in Ypsilanti Township has a
17.2% poverty rate compared to Washtenaw County’s poverty rate of 11.1%.
Consequences of the Proposed Action Alternative
Although environmental justice populations are located around YIP, the Proposed Action
Alternative would not have any known adverse effect on either minority or low-income
populations. There would be no residential displacements. There may be a temporary
noise increase due to construction however this increase is not expected to be
distinguishable from other airport noise and will terminate once construction is
completed. The identified minority and low-income populations are located outside of the
65 DNL noise contours and would not experience significant changes in aircraft noise
exposure. There are no environmental justice issues associated with the Proposed
Action Alternative identified at this time. Regardless, a continuing effort would be made
to identify disproportionately high and adverse impacts to minority and low-income
populations as this project advances. If such impacts are identified, every effort would be
made to involve impacted groups in the project development process and to avoid or
mitigate these impacts.

4.3.3 Children’s Health and Safety Risks
The Proposed Action Alternative would occur entirely within the existing boundary of YIP
and the associated water quality and air quality impact would be minimal, as discussed in
the applicable sections. Therefore, no increased risk to children’s health and safety is
anticipated.

4.4

Historic, Archaeological, and Architectural Resources

Historical Background
Willow Run Airport (YIP) opened in 1942 and was operated by the US Army Air Corps.
The adjacent bomber plant, operated by Ford Motor Company, produced 8,685 B-24
Liberator heavy bombers before Ford stopped production in April 1945. During World
War II, commercial air traffic had gradually moved from Detroit City Airport to Willow Run
Airport because it could better accommodate the larger, 4-engine aircraft used by
airlines. For the next decade Willow Run served as the primary Airport for all commercial
air traffic activities for Southeast Michigan. In 1947, the federal government sold Willow
Run to the University of Michigan. In 1958 commercial airlines began moving from Willow
Run to Detroit Metropolitan Airport. By 1966, all commercial airline traffic had moved to
Detroit Metro Airport. Since that time, Willow Run has operated as a general aviation
airport, an executive aviation airport and as a cargo facility capable of handling all aircraft
categories. In 1977, the University of Michigan sold Willow Run to Wayne County. Today
Willow Run Airport serves the general aviation and on-demand cargo communities and
operates as a reliever airport to Detroit Metro Airport. Runway 14-32 is one of the six
original runways.
Existing Conditions
The Proposed Action Alternative would include the removal of Runway 14-32. A review
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of the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) files indicate that there are previously
recorded archaeological sites and one conducted archaeological survey within one mile
of the Proposed Action Alternative site. It is unlikely that these sites are eligible for listing
in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). A phase I Archaeological
Reconnaissance Study of Willow Run Airport Runway Safety Areas and Adjoining Lands
Located East of Willow Run in Washtenaw and Wayne Counties, Michigan was
conducted by Great Lakes Archaeological Research Center in 2005 near the Proposed
Action Alternative site. No significant resources were identified during the previous 2005
survey, and the general area was found to be heavily disturbed. The study concluded
that probability of finding significant archaeological sites within the project’s Area of
Potential Effect (APE) was low.
An updated Cultural Resource Assessment was completed by the Commonwealth
Cultural Resources Group, Inc. (CCRG) in October 2012 for the YIP Proposed Storage
and Maintenance Facilities Categorical Exclusion. The findings of the 2012 study
determined ‘a low potential for identifying archaeological and above ground resources of
significance to the regional history within the project area. No further cultural resource
investigation is necessary.’
Hangar 1 and Hangar 2 are the two known structures at YIP which were part of the
original construction of the Airport. Neither of these structures is located within the APE
for Proposed Action Alternative.
Consequences of the Proposed Action Alternative
Because Runway 14-32 was part of the original airfield construction, the SHPO agrees
with the FAA’s determination that the proposed action will have an adverse effect on the
historic resources at Willow Run Airport as described in the SHPO letter dated November
27, 2012 (see Appendix E: Agency Coordination) As a result WCAA would support the
FAA in their efforts to consult further with SHPO to resolve the adverse effect. A letter
dated January 28, 2013 to the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) from
the FAA expressed the purpose and need of the project and the adverse effect as
expressed in the SHPO correspondence. On March 5, 2013 a letter of response from
the ACHP stated that no further participation was needed and that an executed
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between the FAA and the SHPO and concurred with
by WCAA be completed to satisfy the requirements of Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act (see Appendix H: Draft MOA with SHPO). After gathering
public input at the public hearing for the Proposed Action a final MOA will be developed.
As part of the post public hearing coordination it was determined that the removal of
Runway 14-32 will no longer have an adverse effect on historic resources at Willow Run
Airport. (See Section 6)

4.5

Section 4(f) Resources

Existing Conditions
Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966, as amended, provides
protection for certain publicly owned lands including parks, recreation areas, wildlife or
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waterfowl refuges, and historic sites listed or eligible for listing on the National Register of
Historic Places. The Proposed Action Alternative would occur within the property
boundaries of YIP. The nearest Section 4(f) resource is Van Buren Park, located 2.5
miles from Willow Run Airport. There is a recreational area with several baseball
diamonds on the southeast side of the airport on the West Side of Beck Road. This land
is currently designated as Park Open Space land by the Van Buren Township. This is the
same land use designation for the lands south of the airport located between the airport
property boundary and Interstate 94. This recreational area consists of 9 baseball
diamonds available for public use. See Figure: 4-7: Recreational Areas.
Figure: 4-7: Recreational Areas

Consequences of the Proposed Action Alternative
FAA Order 1050-1E APPENDIX A. (Analysis of Environmental Impact Categories
Section 6.0) states that ‘a project that requires the use of any publicly owned land from a
public park, recreation area, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge of national, State, or local
significance or land from an historic site of national, State, or local significance as
determined by the officials’ is considered 4f lands. The Proposed Action Alternative does
not require the use of any Section 4(f) resources.
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Per FAA Order 1050-1E APPENDIX A. Section 6 2.f ‘Substantial impairment occurs only
when the activities, features, or attributes of the resource that contribute to its
significance or enjoyment are substantially diminished.’ The Proposed Action Alternative
does not create any impairment on the recreational areas adjacent to the airport property
and as such, there would be no impact to 4(f) sites as a result of implementation of the
Proposed Action Alternative and no noise impact due to the minor changes in air traffic
operational procedures.

4.6

Air Quality

Because a federal action would occur as a result of the Proposed Action Alternative, a
general conformity applicability analysis, per the requirements of the Clean Air Act, was
also prepared. The FAA, as a federal agency, is required to evaluate the impact of the
project on the environment as well as ensure that an applicable proposed action in a
non-attainment or maintenance area conforms to the State Implementation Plan to meet
federal air quality standards conformity analysis.
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) has adopted air quality standards
that specify the maximum permissible short-term and long-term concentrations of air
contaminants. The National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) consist of a primary
and secondary standard for each pollutant as presented in Table 4-9: National Ambient
Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) on page 29. Air quality standards are the levels
established to protect the public health and welfare from harm within a margin of safety.
All areas of the country are required to demonstrate attainment with the NAAQS.
The air quality standards focus on limiting the quantity of six pollutants, called criteria
pollutants, as there are criteria for protecting public health and welfare:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Ozone (O3)
Carbon Monoxide (CO)
Nitrogen Dioxides (NO2)
Particulate Matter (PM10 and PM2.5)
Sulfur Dioxide (SO2)
Lead (Pb)

The Clean Air Act requires states with areas that exceed the NAAQS to develop plans
for each area that, when implemented, would reduce air pollutants and attain the
standards. These attainment plans must be adopted by the state and submitted to the
USEPA in the form of a State Implementation Plan (SIP). Compliance with the NAAQS
(i.e., establishing the area as attainment or non-attainment) is determined by long-term
monitoring throughout the Region. A maintenance area is a designation for a region that
was formerly in non-attainment, but is currently meeting the NAAQS for a specific
criteria pollutant. Maintenance areas retain the classification for 20 years after they are
designated as attainment.
YIP is located in Washtenaw County and Wayne County, Michigan. Washtenaw and
Wayne Counties are listed by the United States Environmental Protection Agency
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(USEPA) as a maintenance area for ozone and a non-attainment area for particulate
matter less than 2.5 microns (PM2.5), the federal 8-hour NAAQS as required by the
Federal Clean Air Act (FCAA). Although a portion of Wayne County is in maintenance
for carbon monoxide (CO) and PM10, these maintenance areas do not extend to Willow
Run Airport. Ozone is generated through a photochemical interaction between oxides of
nitrogen (NOx) and volatile organic compounds (VOCs). Therefore, the parameters that
need to be addressed in a general conformity applicability analysis for the project are
NOx, VOCs, and PM2.5.
Table 4-9
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS)

Pollutant

Carbon Monoxide
8-Hour Average a
1-Hour Average a
Particulate Matter (PM10)
24-Hour Averagec
Particulate Matter (PM2.5)
Annual Arithmetic
Averageg
24-Hour Averagec
Ozone
8- Hour Averaged
1-Hour Average
Sulfur Dioxide
Annual Average
24-Hour Average
3-Hour Average+
1-Hour Average+
Lead
Calendar Quarter
Average
Rolling 3 Month Average
Nitrogen Dioxide
Annual 1-Hour Meane

National
Primary

Secondary

9 ppm
35 ppm

N/A
N/A

150 µg/m3

150 µg/m3

15 µg/m3
35 µg/m3

15 µg/m3
35 µg/m3

0.075 ppm
N/A

0.075 ppm
N/A

0.03 ppm
0.14 ppma
N/A
75 ppm

N/A
N/A
0.50 ppm
75 ppm

1.5 µg/m3
1.5 µg/m3

1.5 µg/m3
1.5 µg/m3

0.053 ppm

0.053 ppm

Notes:
ppm = parts per million
ppb = parts per billion
µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter
Annual, Quarter, and 30-day standards never to be exceeded; shorter-term standards not to be exceeded
more than once per year unless noted.
N/A - Not Applicable
a. Not to be exceeded more than once a year.
b. Standard attained when the expected annual arithmetic mean concentrations is less than or equal to 50µg/m3
c. Three year average of the 98th percentile of daily concentrations must not exceed standard.
d. To attain this standard, the 3-year average of the fourth-highest daily maximum 8-hour average ozone
concentrations must not exceed.
e. Never to be exceeded.
f. Not to be exceeded more than twice in seven consecutive days.
g. The three year average of the concentrations must not exceed the standard.
Source: EPA
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To identify potential air impact from the Proposed Action Alternative, the potential
increase in total criteria pollutant emissions was estimated due to closure and removal of
Runway 14-32 in the future. The potential increase in emissions between the No Action
Alternative and Proposed Action Alternative is then compared to the de minimis
threshold to determine whether a conformity analysis is required. The applicable de
minimis thresholds are as follows:
NOx .................................................100 tons per year
VOCs ...............................................100 tons per year
PM2.5 ...............................................100 tons per year
Following the closure and removal of Runway 14-32, aircraft will need to use either
Runways 5R-23L, 5L-23R, or 9-27. In certain operating configurations, the new taxi
routes could require longer taxi times, resulting in an increase in emissions. The aircraft
emissions inventory was performed using the FAA’s Emissions and Dispersion Modeling
System (EDMS) Version 5.1.3 using annual operations provided as part of a previous
evaluation in 2011. FAA requires the use of this model in airport environmental studies,
and EDMS is approved by the USEPA.
Taxi times to and from each runway end for various aircraft types (jet, turboprop,
propeller, piston engine) have not been measured for this analysis. Therefore, no data
exists to quantitatively represent the difference between taxi times using Runways 5R23L, 5L-23R, or 9-27 compared to using Runway 14-32. As a conservative estimate for
this analysis, it is assumed that the taxi times for aircraft that currently use Runway 14-32
would increase when comparing the Proposed Action Alternative to the No Action
Alternative. It was also assumed that the taxi times for aircraft that currently use
runways other than Runway 14-32 would not change as a result of the Proposed Action
Alternative. Furthermore, because the aircraft using 14-32 are predominately
recreational, there is no evidence that these aircraft would be in flight longer as a result
of using a runway other than 14-32 to take off and land.
Of the existing sources at YIP, aircraft emissions are the predominant source that would
be affected by the Proposed Action Alternative. Based on detailed analyses performed
previously for similar construction projects at YIP and DTW in the past 3 years using the
2009 EPA non-roads model, the temporary air quality impacts associated with the
construction equipment is insignificant. To provide context for project-related emissions,
an existing conditions emissions inventory was prepared based on 2011 annual
operations and percentage of runway use provided for the previous air quality analysis.
Based on discussions with the air traffic control tower and WCAA staff, it was estimated
that in 2011 taxi times at Willow Run Airport were approximately 2.5 minutes and 5
minutes for taxi in and taxi out, respectively. These were utilized to represent Baseline
Conditions. The Proposed Action Alternative taxi times of 10 minutes and 19 minutes for
taxi in and taxi out, respectively, were utilized to estimate the Proposed Action
Alternative. Based on a qualitative review of potential taxi routes, aircraft parking
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locations and runway usage, this is a conservative (i.e.; higher than expected) increase
in taxi times.
These scenarios were run using the calculated annual operations that would be diverted
from the removal of Runway 14-32. Table 4-10: Annual Taxi In Emissions Associated
with Removal of Runway 14-32 and Table 4-11: Annual Taxi Out Emissions Associated
with Removal of Runway 14-32 show the estimated emissions associated with various
taxi times. Table 4-12: Annual Taxi In Emissions Increase Associated with the Removal
of Runway 14-32 and Table 4-13: Annual Taxi Out Emissions Increase Associated with
Removal of Runway 14-32 show the increase in emissions for each increase in taxi time,
using Scenario 1 as the existing baseline.
Table 4-10
Annual Taxi-In Emissions Associated with Removal of Runway 14-32

EDMS Scenario
Baseline
Proposed Action
Alternative

Taxi In
Time
(mins)
2.5
10

CO
(tons)
0.533
1.580

VOC
(tons)
0.021
0.081

NOx
(tons)
0.002
0.009

SOx
(tons)
0.000
0.004

PM10
(tons)
0.000
0.000

PM2.5
(tons)
0.000
0.000

Source: C&S Engineers

Table 4-11
Annual Taxi Out Emissions Associated with Removal of Runway 14-32

EDMS Scenario
Baseline
Proposed Action
Alternative

Taxi
Out
Time
(mins)
5
19

CO
(tons)
3.019
11.304

VOC
(tons)
0.444
1.683

NOx
(tons)
0.078
0.296

SOx
(tons)
0.037
0.144

PM10
(tons)
0.004
0.018

PM2.5
(tons)
0.004
0.018

Source: C&S Engineers
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Table 4-12
Annual Taxi In Emissions Increase Associated with Removal of Runway 14-32

EDMS
Scenario
Baseline
Proposed
Action
Alternative

Taxi In
Difference
(mins)
Existing
7.5

CO
(tons)
0.0
1.047

VOC
(tons)
0.0
0.060

NOx
(tons)
0.0
0.007

SOx
(tons)
0.0
0.004

PM10
(tons)
0.0
0.0

PM2.5
(tons)
0.0
0.0

Source: C&S Engineers

Table 4-13
Annual Taxi Out Emissions Increase Associated with Removal of Runway 14-32

EDMS Scenario
Baseline
Proposed
Action
Alternative

Taxi Out
Difference
(mins)
Existing
14

CO
(tons)
0.0
8.285

VOC
(tons)
0.0
1.239

NOx
(tons)
0.0
0.218

SOx
(tons)
0.0
0.107

PM10
(tons)
0.0
0.014

PM2.5
(tons)
0.0
0.014

Source: C&S Engineers

As mentioned in Chapter 3.0, with the closure of the runway, the small percentage of
aircraft that currently use Runway 14-32, would be required to change operations and
land on alternate runways. While aircraft may, in certain operating conditions, remain in
the air longer; there are times when aircraft will also have more direct routing to the
airports other runways. In addition, this activity represents less than 2.5% of annual
operations at YIP. For these reasons, there is not anticipated to be any impact to air
quality resulting from how aircraft are routed (in the air) to/from the runways at YIP.
Consequences of the Proposed Action Alternative
In the unlikely scenario where the current “taxi in” time of 2.5 minutes increases to 10
minutes, and the current “taxi out” time of 5 minutes expands to 19 minutes, the total
annual increase in emissions for applicable general conformity parameters would be as
follows:
NOx .......................................... 0.225 tons per year
VOCs ........................................ 1.299 tons per year
PM2.5 ....................................... 0.014 tons per year
Therefore, the emission increases associated with applicable parameters are well below
the Clean Air Act defined de-minimis thresholds for a conformity analysis. As stated in
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the EPA agency consultation letter dated November 7, 2012 (see Appendix D), the
airport will incorporate best management practices to minimize fugitive dust resulting
from the activities related to the demolition of Runway 14-32. Specifically, these best
management practices may include:
•
•

•
•
•

•

Using ultra-low sulfur diesel fuel (less than 15 parts per million sulfur).
Positioning the exhaust pipe so that diesel fumes are directed away from the
operator and nearby workers, thereby reducing the fume concentration to which
personnel are exposed
Using catalytic converters to reduce carbon monoxide, aldehydes, and
hydrocarbons in diesel fumes
Reducing exposure through work practices and training.
Using N95 respirator to control exposure to diesel emissions. Respirators must
bear National Institute of Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH) approval
number.
Regularly maintaining diesel engines, which is essential to keep exhaust
emissions low.

There will be no significant air impact due to the Proposed Action Alternative.
With the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action Alternative would not occur.
Therefore, no temporary runway use changes would occur and project-related
construction, and the associated emissions, would not occur.

4.7

Water Resources

The project site for the Proposed Action Alternative has been screened for water
resources and evaluated in terms of potential impacts to: surface and groundwater water
quality, storm water, sanitary and wastewater management, and water supply and use.
The following sections summarize the evaluation results for each of these elements.

4.7.1 Surface Water Quality
YIP is located within the Huron and Rouge River watersheds. The project site is located
within the Willow Run Creek watershed, which is a tributary to the Huron River. Willow
Run Creek satisfies the state of Michigan’s water quality standards and is not required to
undergo a total maximum daily load development, defined by the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (USEPA) as the maximum amount of pollutant a body of water can
receive and still meet water quality standards. The USEPA sole aquifer protection
program indicates that there are no sole source aquifers in Michigan. Additionally, MDEQ
indicates that the YIP Airport has two National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permit certificates of coverage (MIG610368 and MIS 410661) for the discharge
of storm water.
Consequences of the Proposed Action Alternative
Storm water runoff would be managed and treated in accordance with the Wayne County
Storm Water Management Ordinance (Enrolled Ordinance No. 2003-530) and
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Administrative Rules (Resolution No. 2003-530A) and the Ypsilanti Township code
(Charter Township of Ypsilanti, 2004). The Proposed Action Alternative would disturb five
or more acres of land, but the soil disturbance occurs over 1,500 feet away from any
bodies of water, therefore sediment control permits would not be required before
construction can begin.
A NPDES construction permit would be obtained for the discharge of storm water from
the construction activities under YIP’s existing NPDES permit certificates of coverage. To
avoid and minimize the risk of impacting surface water resources adjacent to the site
during runway demolition, the contractor would be required to implement Best
Management Practices (BMP’s) in accordance with FAA Advisory Circular (AC)
150/5370-10B, Standards for Specifying Construction of Airports. No increase in the
amount of discharge from YIP into the surrounding surface waters is expected as a result
of the Proposed Action Alternative.

4.7.2 Groundwater Quality
To avoid the possibility of a potential impact to groundwater resources, the Proposed
Action Alternative would be carried out in accordance with the best management
practices (BMPs) of FAA AC 150/5370-10B, Standards for Specifying Constructions of
Airports. Furthermore, WCAA would oversee compliance efforts with the terms of the
agreement between WCAA and the State of Michigan pertaining to stormwater
dischargers.
Consequences of the Proposed Action Alternative
Neither the construction nor operation of the Proposed Action Alternative would affect
existing groundwater reserves in the vicinity of YIP.

4.7.3 Storm water, Sanitary, and Wastewater Management
Section 402(p) of the Clean Water Act (CWA) requires the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) to develop permit requirements and issue permits for discharges
associated with industrial activity. In 1988, the EPA published a Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking that further defined industrial activity to include airports, which have vehicle
maintenance shops, material-handling facilities, equipment cleaning operations or,
airport deicing operations.
Consequences of the Proposed Action Alternative
The Proposed Action Alternative would not affect airport storm water or sanitary
wastewater generation. The airport storm water and sanitary wastewater generated by
the Proposed Action Alternative would be discharged to existing permitted airport
discharge locations.

4.7.4

Water Supply and Use

Wayne County has an abundance of water resources located either within the County or
close to its border. The Detroit Water and Sewage Department (DWSD) provide water
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and sewage services to YIP and approximately 97 other local communities.
Consequences of the Proposed Action Alternative
The Proposed Action Alternative may result in a temporary increase in water usage due
to the need for dust control during demolition activities; however, this temporary demand
increase is not expected to impact the water supply. Therefore, there would be no impact
to water supply and use as a result of the Proposed Action Alternative.

4.8

Floodplains

Executive Order 11988, “Floodplain Management,” requires federal agencies to take
action to reduce the risk of flood loss; minimize the impact of floods on human safety,
health, and welfare; and restore and preserve the natural and beneficial values served by
floodplains. A review of the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) floodinsurance-rate maps for Van Buren Township indicates that the project area does not
exist within a 100-year floodplain (Appendix B: FEMA Flood Map). The 100-year flood is
an event which has a one percent chance of occurrence in any given year, and the
floodplain is the area that would be inundated by such a flood.
Consequences of the Proposed Action Alternative
There are no known floodplains within the project area of the Proposed Action
Alternative. The Proposed Action Alternative would not occur in any 100-year floodplain
or affect any designated 100-year floodplain areas.

4.9

Coastal Barriers

The Coastal Barrier Resources Act of 1962 requires that no new Federal expenditures or
financial assistance be made available for construction within the boundaries of the
Coastal Barriers Resource System.
Consequences of the Proposed Action Alternative
There are no coastal barriers or areas subject to the Coastal Barrier Resources Act of
1962 near YIP. Therefore, the Proposed Action Alternative would not impact coastal
barriers.

4.10 Coastal Zone Management Program
The Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, as amended, provides for the preservation,
protection, development, and where feasible, restoration or enhancement of the
resources of the nation’s coastal zone.
Consequences of the Proposed Action Alternative
The Airport is located in a Coastal Zone Management County; however, YIP is not
located in the protection zone. Therefore, the Proposed Action Alternative would have no
impact on the Coastal Zone Management Program.
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4.11 Wild and Scenic Rivers
The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act provides protection for certain free flowing rivers, which
have “outstanding or remarkable scenic, recreational, geologic, fish and wildlife, historic,
cultural, or other similar values.”
Consequences of the Proposed Action Alternative
No wild and scenic rivers, as designated by the U.S. Department of the Interior, National
Park Service, are located in the vicinity of YIP. Therefore, the Proposed Action
Alternative would have no impact on wild and scenic rivers.

4.12 Farmlands
The Proposed Action Alternative is entirely within the current Airport property boundary
confined to the existing airfield. No farmland would be acquired or converted for the
Proposed Action Alternative.
Consequences of the Proposed Action Alternative
Although agricultural uses exist in the areas surrounding YIP, the area of the Proposed
Action Alternative is paved and not suitable for agricultural use. Therefore, the Proposed
Action Alternative would not have an adverse impact on prime and unique farmland.

4.13 Solid Waste
The Proposed Action Alternative will generate solid waste, including asphalt grindings
and construction debris. If reasonably feasible, solid waste will be recycled either on YIP
property, or at pre-approved off-site locations. Solid waste that cannot be recycled will be
disposed of, in accordance with local, state, and federal laws. The contractor will have
the responsibility for proper management, stockpiling, and transportation of all solid
waste for recycle and/or disposal.
Consequences of the Proposed Action Alternative
Significant solid waste would be generated during construction of the Proposed Action
Alternative. A portion of this debris may be stored on-site and reused. Other solid waste
may be recycled as part of unrelated construction projects in the area. The remaining
solid waste would be disposed of in accordance with local, state and federal laws. The
Proposed Action Alternative would have minimal anticipated impact on nearby landfill
activities.

4.14 Hazardous Materials
The construction process will require the limited use of hazardous and non-hazardous
materials, including diesel fuel, gasoline, lubricants, and hydraulic fluid. These materials
will be stored and used according to manufacturers’ recommendations and in
accordance with the WCAA Airport Ordinance. Proper containment will be required for all
hazardous and non-hazardous materials store on-site and appropriate spill prevention
equipment and spill cleanup materials will be maintained on-site by the contractor. All
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spilled materials will be promptly cleaned up and disposed of by the contractor in
accordance with local, state, and federal laws. If any unexpected hazardous material is
discovered during the project it will be disposed of in accordance with all local, state, and
federal laws.
Consequences of the Proposed Action Alternative
There would be no impact to the project, the airport property, or the surrounding
community as result of this activity.

4.15 Light Emissions and Visual Effects
FAA Order 5050.4B requires that the extent of lighting associated with an airport action
that could cause a nuisance or annoyance to people surrounding the airport be
evaluated. YIP related light emissions are only considered to have notable impact if light
is directed towards a residential area.
Consequences of the Proposed Action Alternative
The Proposed Action Alternative would remove existing runway status lights and would
occur entirely within the airport property. There would be no impact to the adjacent areas
near the YIP. Therefore, there would be no light emission or visual effects impacts.

4.16 Natural Resources and Energy Supply
This section describes the assessment of the consumption of energy and natural
resources for the Proposed Action Alternative. The assessment determined whether
there would be major changes in the demand for energy or natural resources that would
have a significant measurable effect on local supplies due to the implementation of the
Proposed Action Alternative.
Natural Resources
The implementation of the Proposed Action Alternative would not require the
development of any previously undeveloped land. It is not anticipated that the activities of
the Proposed Action Alternative would destroy or deplete the supply of natural resources
such as oil, coal, minerals, or trees. Furthermore, the removal of Runway 14-32 would
not involve any need for unusual materials or materials in short supply. Rather, the
Proposed Action Alternative takes advantage of and utilizes local soils as constituents’ in
the removal process. Therefore, the use of natural resources was not further evaluated.
Energy Supply
Two major types of energy consumers exist at an airport – stationary facilities and
aircraft operations. Stationary airport facilities use electric and natural gas (utility power)
to cool, light, and heat buildings and structures such as terminal buildings, administrative
offices, parking lots, and the airfield. Aircraft operations consume a combination of
aircraft fuel, gasoline, electric, compressed natural gas (CNG), and diesel fuel to operate
aircraft and ground support equipment (GSE). The Proposed Action Alternative would
not affect stationary facilities nor would it affect the number of annual aircraft operations
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or passenger activities at YIP. There may be a slight change in taxiing distances for
some aircraft that would result from the Proposed Action Alternative. As previously
stated, there would be no overall increase in annual YIP operations either during
demolition or after closure of runway 14-32. The amount of additional fuel consumed
from the taxiing distance would be insignificant compared to the overall fuel required by
aircraft operating at YIP. Therefore, there would be no impact to the demand for aircraft
fuel. Similarly, there would be no impact to the demand for gasoline and diesel fuel for
ground support equipment.
Consequences of the Proposed Action Alternative
The Proposed Action Alternative would not affect the number of annual operations at
YIP. There would however be a shift of aircraft operations to the three remaining
runways. There may be a slight change in taxiing distances and taxi time length for some
aircraft that would result from the Proposed Action Alternative. This is not expected to
cause any significant impact to airport or aircraft operations. Therefore, there would be
no impact to the demand for aircraft fuel or ground support equipment.

4.17 Fish, Wildlife, and Plants
The Proposed Action Alternative would occur entirely within YIP property. The project
area has been altered by human activity and has been developed for the airport. The
developed portions of YIP consist of structures, paved surfaces, runways, taxiways,
access roads, parking lots, and maintained grassy areas.
Consequences of the Preferred Action Alternative
The Proposed Action Alternative would not adversely affect biotic communities, fish, or
wildlife at or near the project area. The area affected by the Proposed Action Alternative
is developed on all sides by urban land uses typical of a major airport. Based on these
conditions, no wildlife or indigenous plant communities occur in this area.

4.18 Threatened and Endangered Species
Three federally listed Threatened and Endangered plant and/or animal species have
been observed in Wayne County. The Northern Riffleshell (Epioblasma torulosa
rangiana) and the Indiana Bat (Myotis sodalist), are Endangered Plant and Animal
species, respectively; and the Eastern Prairie Fringed Orchid (Plantanthera leucophaea)
is a Threatened Plant species. The United States Fish and Wildlife Service has
previously determined (See Appendix E: Agency Coordination) that YIP does not
provide suitable habitat for any of the above noted Threatened or Endangered Species.
There are no state listed Threatened or Endangered Plant Species reported to exist
within a one-mile radius of the Airport. There are three state listed Threatened or
Endangered Animal Species identified in MDOT’s ECO database: Henslow’s Sparrow
(Ammodramus henslowii), State Endangered; and the Grasshopper Sparrow
(Ammodramus savannarum) and Western Meadowlark (Sturnella neglecta), State
Special Concern.
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The Michigan Department of Environmental Quality and the Michigan Department of
Natural Resources were consulted regarding these state-listed species prior to runway
construction projects that were recently completed at YIP. The measure that was
recommended and implemented for those projects was mowing and maintaining grass at
YIP at approximately two inches. This measure will be also be implemented for this
project.).
Based on prior consultation with the Michigan Department of Natural Resources and the
Michigan Department of Environmental Quality in 2009, the following measures would be
taken to avoid impacts to these species. Before the demolition of the runway, the area of
the site which contains grass would be mowed to approximately two inches height and
maintained at the approximate two inches height throughout until the area was disturbed
as part of the project.
Consequences of the Proposed Action Alternative
No known legally protected plant or animal species or critical habitats are present within
the project area; therefore; implementation of the Proposed Action Alternative would not
impact any threatened or endangered species.

4.19 Wetlands
Impacts to affected wetlands not previously mitigated would require mitigation under Section
404 of the Clean Water Act, Executive Order 11900, and Part 303 of the natural Resources
and Environmental Protection Act (P.A.451). When unavoidable impacts occur to regulated
wetlands, both state and federal regulations require compensatory mitigation. The intent of
the mitigation is the replacement of the lost functions of the wetland areas to be displaced.
The project area was evaluated for wetlands and it was determined that no wetlands are
located in the project area (see Appendix C: Wetland Map).

Consequences of the Proposed Action Alternative
The demolition activities associated with the Proposed Action Alternative are located
completely within the existing airfield. This project area has been previously altered to
accommodate development and human activities to support flight operations. Therefore,
implementation of the Proposed Action Alternative would not impact any wetlands.

4.20 Construction Impacts
Construction impacts are the short-term temporary effects of the runway demolition and
can be mitigated with proper construction management and the use of best management
practices as outlined in FAA AC 150/5370-10B, Standards for Specifying Constructions
of Airports. Potential construction-related impacts resulting from the Proposed Action
Alternative could temporarily affect noise levels, air quality, and surface waters.
Noise
Noise levels at the project area would temporarily increase from vehicles and equipment
involved in the demolition process at the site of the Proposed Action Alternative and haul
roads leading to the site. The potential impact from construction related noise is not
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expected to be distinguishable from general background airport and existing traffic noise.
Consequences of the Proposed Action Alternative
Access to the site by construction vehicles and materials delivery vehicles would result in
short-term temporary increased noise levels along the local roads that lead to the site.
This temporary impact would cease once demolition of the Proposed Action Alternative is
complete.
Air Quality
Temporary impacts to air quality could result from increased dust from demolition and
grading activities required by the Proposed Action Alternative. The discharge of dust at
the demolition and grading site would be minimized by ground sprinkling practices during
high-dust generating activities or extended dry periods. Based on detailed air quality
analyses performed previously for similar construction projects at YIP and DTW using
the 2009 EPA non-roads model, the temporary air quality impacts associated with the
construction equipment is insignificant. Operation of construction equipment would result
in localized, temporary increases in emissions of exhaust. Best Management Practices
(BMP’s) would be used to minimize windblown dust from the project site.
The project emissions are not considered significant if the project alone will not result in a
localized exceedance of the AAQS. Therefore no impact to air quality is anticipated from
the proposed action alternative.
Consequences of the Proposed Action Alternative
Emissions from construction vehicles are discussed in the Air Quality section of this
document. Those emissions would be kept to a minimum through the use of BMP’s and
adherence to local, state, and federal air pollution regulations. Temporary impact would
cease once construction of the Proposed Action Alternative has been completed.
Surface Waters
Temporary impacts to surface water quality could result from erosion and siltation born
from site disturbance activities from the Proposed Action Alternative. The risk of impact
to water quality would be minimized to the fullest extent possible with BMP’s specified in
a Construction Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan. A National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) construction permit certificates of coverage would be
obtained for the discharge of storm water from the construction site.
Consequences of the Proposed Action Alternative
There is no direct connection between the water generated at the proposed demolition
site and any receiving bodies of water. Accordingly, there would be no sediment impacts
to any streams from the project. Water from the demolition activities are addressed in the
YIP existing NPDES permit.
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4.21 Cumulative Impacts
The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) defines a cumulative impact as “the impact
on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the action when added
to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what
agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative
impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place
over a period of time.” (40 CFR §1508.7.)
The cumulative impact analysis for this Environmental Assessment was conducted in
accordance with FAA Order 1050.1E and DOT Order 5610.1C, the January 1997 CEQ
guidance and FAA Order: 5050.4B. As presented earlier in this Chapter, the action
described as the Proposed Action Alternative would not cause adverse impacts to 17 of
the 18 NEPA categories including the following:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Air Quality
Coastal Resources
Compatible Land Use
Construction Impacts
DOT Sec. 4(f)
Farmlands
Fish, Wildlife, and Plants
Floodplains
Hazardous Materials, Pollution
Prevention, and Solid Waste
Light Emissions and Visual Impacts

•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•

Natural Resources and Energy
Supply
Noise
Secondary (Induced) Impacts
Socioeconomic Impacts,
Environmental Justice, and
Children's Environmental Health and
Safety Risks
Water Quality
Wetlands
Wild and Scenic Rivers

The removal of Runway 14-32 would cause an adverse impact to cultural resources.
Measures to mitigate that impact would be undertaken by the WCAA as described in
Section 4.4. 1

Present and Foreseeable Future Actions
On Airport Projects
In addition to the proposed demolition of Runway 14-32, a number of other projects are
currently in progress or are scheduled within the 5 year planning period. Table 4-14:
Current and Planned Improvement Projects at YIP, includes current and planned
improvement projects at YIP.

1

See Section 6, for additional details.
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Table 4-14
Current and Planned Improvement Projects at YIP
Projected Date
2013
2013-2014
2014
2015
2015-2016

2018

On Airport Improvement
Hangar 2 Demolition
Runway 5R/23L Reconstruction
Part 150 Study
Airport Layout Plan Update
Noise Mitigation Program
Runway 5L/23R Reconfiguration
Security Improvements
Fire Pump Upgrades, East airfield buildings
Fuel farm improvements
Oil-Water Separator Installations
ARFF Station Construction
East Ramp Rehabilitation
West Apron Rehabilitation
Taxiways “E1” and “E2” Rehabilitation
Taxilane “B” Rehabilitation
Taxiway “H” (Former Runway 9R/27L) Construction
Construction of a New Taxiway Parallel East of 5R/ 23L

Off Airport Projects
Other projects in the vicinity of the airport but off airport property and out of the project
area are also being completed over several years to allow for growth and urban
development in the vicinity of Willow Run Airport. These projects are located within a 1
mile radius of the proposed project area. Local jurisdictions including Ypsilanti and Van
Buren Townships, Wayne and Washtenaw Counties update the status of these projects
as part of their Capital Development Plans. The off airport property projects listed in
Table 4-15: Off Airport Projects (within a one mile radius of YIP) on page 43 are under
active consideration by the various jurisdictions and may be initiated by 2018.
In general, these infrastructure projects are purposed to enhance community life and
economic development.
Table 4-15
Off Airport Projects (within a one mile radius of YIP)
Off Airport Projects
GM Plant Demolition and Clean up
Traffic Signal and Road repair work from Tyler to I-94
Belleville and Ecorse Road intersection construction
Belleville Sanitary sewer and Water Main replacement
Installation of retractable barricades at Denton Railroad
crossing
Wiard Road bridge over Airport Drive - repairs
Resurfacing of Tyler Road from Wiard to Airport Drive
Resurfacing of Rawsonville Road from I-94 to Service
Drive
JUNE 2014

Timeline
2013 - 2016
By 2018
August 2013
August 2013
Under Construction
2013-2017
2013-2017
2013-2017
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Impact Analysis
Analysis of the impacts of the No Action and Proposed Project Alternative, as well as the
cumulative impacts of the proposed action and any past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future actions are evaluated in Chapter 4.0 for each of the specific impact
categories. For 17 of the 18 NEPA categories there are no adverse impacts. The draft
MOA for the Proposed Action Alternative may include the preparation of a Cultural
Resource Management Plan (CRMP).
The Proposed Action Alternative is consistent with the long-range planning goals for
WCAA (see Appendix D: WCAA 5 Year CIP). As a whole, the Proposed Action
Alternative and other past, present, and future WCAA projects, as listed in Appendix D:
WCAA 5 Year CIP, such as the future Runway 09-27 Reconstruction, Former Runway
09R-27L decommissioning and conversion to Taxiway Hotel, the development of a full
length parallel taxiway for Runway 05-23L/R and the ongoing Runway 05R-23L
Reconstruction, would enable YIP to serve its customers, passengers, and tenants, and
would allow YIP to continue to serve as an economic engine for the region and provide
positive benefits to the greater metropolitan area.
The cumulative impact of the Proposed Action Alternative, when considered together
with other WCAA projects recently completed, underway and proposed as reasonably
foreseeable, is not collectively significant. The Proposed Action Alternative would
continue to have the same effects on the environment similar to those that already exist.
The Proposed Action Alternative is not dependent upon nor will it result in or require any
other projects to be completed. The Proposed Action Alternative is an independent
action and is not connected to any other projects recently completed, underway,
or proposed at this time.
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5.0

Agency Coordination and Public Participation

5.1

Agency Coordination

Early agency coordination was initiated with local, state, and federal agencies in
compliance with NEPA scoping guidelines. The scoping letter sent to the agencies
regarding the Proposed Action Alternative and the responses received from the agencies
are included for reference in Appendix E: Agency Coordination. The following agencies
were contacted:
•

FAA Offices,

•

United States Department of Agriculture,

•

Michigan Department of
Environmental Quality,
Michigan Department of Natural
Resource and Environment,

•
•

United States Fish and Wildlife Service
(USF&WS),
Van Buren Township,

•

Ypsilanti Township,

•

Washtenaw County Department of
Environmental Health,

•

Wayne County Department of Economic
Development, and

•

Wayne County Department of
Environmental Services

•
•
•

MDOT Aeronautics,
Michigan State Historic
Preservation Office (SHPO),

•

SE Michigan Council of
Governments,
United States Environmental
Protection Agency

•

WCAA received scoping correspondence from the United States Environmental
Protection Agency (US-EPA), United States Department of Agriculture, Michigan
Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ), Michigan Department Of Natural
Resources, Michigan Department of Transportation, and the local FAA Air Traffic Control
Tower Manager. The scoping comments were address in the draft EA. (See
correspondence in Appendix E: Agency Coordination).
It was determined that removal of Runway 14-32 would require additional coordination
for Section 106 “protection of historic properties”. The FAA advised the Advisory Council
on Historic Preservation (ACHP) of the project and invited there input. FAA received a
reply letter from the ACHP (See correspondence in Appendix E: Agency Coordination).

5.2

Public Participation

The Draft Environmental Assessment was made available to the public from July 22,
2013 through September 6, 2013. The document was accessible at several local
libraries, at the WCAA offices at YIP and at Jacobsen/Daniels Associates in Ypsilanti,
Michigan. An electronic version of the Draft Environmental Assessment was also
available on the WCAA website (www.willowrunairport.com). Notices were published in
local newspapers stating that the Draft EA was available for public review and indicating
locations where review copies of the Draft EA could be found. The notices also included
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the date, time, and location for a Public Hearing about the project and any potential
environmental impacts. The FAA also ensured that the draft EA was sent to the United
State Department of the Interior. Copies of the published notices are provided in
Appendix G: Public Notification.
A public hearing in compliance with FAA Order: 5050.4B NEPA Implementing
Instructions for Airport Actions, CHAPTER 4 – PUBLIC PARTICIPATION was held in the
third floor conference room of Hangar 1 at Willow Run Airport on August 21, 2013 from 6
p.m. - 8 p.m. The Public Hearing provided the general public with information regarding
the study purpose and need, alternatives considered, and potential environmental
impacts. Exhibits and display stations were created to illustrate the various aspects of the
project and the anticipated environmental impacts. WCAA representatives and the
project study team were available to personally respond to public questions regarding the
Proposed Action. The public hearing also allowed members of the public to ask
questions on the record and provide formal testimony that is submitted into the
administrative record for the project. The transcript from the public hearing is included in
Appendix E: Agency Coordination.
5.2.1

Comments and Responses

Eight members of the public attended the public hearing along with various
representatives of the project team. Comments to the draft Environmental Assessment
were accepted by the FAA ADO through September 6, 2013. One written comment was
received at the Public Hearing. Two public attendees commented orally at the public
hearing. A transcript from the hearing with summary materials can be found in
Appendix G: Public Notification. Comments received from the public during the public
hearing as well as responses and comments received throughout the NEPA review
process, if appropriate, are provided below.
Public Hearing Oral Comments
(Derived from the August 21, 2013 Public Hearing Transcript)
Comment Source
1

Sam Galanis
Southgate, MI
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Comment

Response

I'm against the closure of the Comment noted.
runway.
There are a lot of
airports in the country that wish
they had enough land to have a
second cross country runway
which 14-32 is. I've been flying
here for many years. I own an
airplane at the airport here.
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Comment Source

Comment

Response

Many, many times the winds are Comment noted.
such that the wind is blowing
strongly right down Runway 14
or Runway 32 and it's made a lot
safer landing.
I'm wondering if some of the
facts you presented, they may
be true but may be misleading,
the 2.5% of operations.

All of the information and
assumptions are
consistent to those used
for the FAR Part 150
Study that was
conducted during the
time this EA was
prepared. These
numbers are derived
from actual radar data.

Even when the wind is blowing Comment noted.
right down Runway 14 or 32, the
controllers usually utilize the 23s
or the 5s because you have
eagle flights over using the right
and the others using the left.
There are times that eagle flights
would want 14-32 if the wind is
strong enough when they're
flying Cessna 172s, et cetera.
Regarding the cost $150,000 a See response below.
year, yep, it costs money to plow
the snow off the runway, but the
$20 million, that's obviously not
going to be paid in one year.
That's going to be amortized
over a long period of time.
The other thing is-- I hope I can Comment noted.
put this in a positive way-- but all
of us who live in Wayne County
are aware of the governance
problems
you
had
with
budgetary considerations. $20
million amortized over many
years is not a huge cost. I
personally would very much like
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Comment Source

Comment

Response

to keep the runway open. That's
just my opinion. Thank you.
Regarding the 2.5% that land on Comment noted.
Runway 14-32, that could be
deceiving from the point of view
when the cross-wind justifies
using 14-32, the controllers are
assigning 23 right or 23 left
because of the dual operation. If
you request it, they'll usually give
it to you. Winds dictate to use
that runway more often. Unless
it's a stiff gusty wind and they're
assigning 23, you're going to try
to take 23 unless you feel it's a
factor. Thank you.
2

Robert Pruchnik
Belleville, MI

I represent the National Air See response above.
Traffic Controllers Association at
Willow Run. I agree some of this
2.5% is probably misleading that's not counting our eagle
flight guys or low flying pilots.
Is there a way we can find out
where we got $150,000 per year
something like that? Also the
$20 million? I'm sure $20 million
sounds great. I know 23 left
costs the county an arm and a
leg. $150,000 sounds high.

The $150,000 yearly
runway maintenance
cost include: Crack
sealing ($ 60,000),
maintaining pavement
markings ($3,000), snow
removal ($60,000),
electrical cost ($20,000)
and field maintenance
($7,000).
Based on the actual
construction bids for the
Runway 5R-23L
Reconstruction ($33M),
the cost of reconstructing
Runway 14-32 was
estimated to be $20M.
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Comment Source

Comment

Response

I know you got a lot of federal Based on FAA funding
money. Can you get federal eligibility guidelines (FAA
Order 5100.38C “Airport
money for this project?
Improvement Program
Handbook”, paragraph
521) this runway is not
expected to receive
funding from the FAA.
I would like to see justification for See response above.
the $150,000 per year.

Written Comments received during the Public Review Process.

1

Comment Source

Comment

Sam Galanis
Southgate, MI

Mr. Gubry, I strongly feel that Comment noted.
RWY 14-32 should be kept
open. It’s already there, and I
have
many
times
asked
controllers to give me that
runway
because
of
wind
conditions
when
they’ve
originally assigned me 5-23.

(September 3, 2013
Email)

Response

It would help the Yankee Air See comment #4 below
Museum airplanes; their B-17’s from Yankee Air
crosswind component is, I Museum.
believe, only 13 knots.
It would help Eagle Flight Comment noted.
School’s operations on certain
windy days.
It should be kept open as a
matter of safety on those windy
days when it’s blowing right
down 14-32.

JUNE 2014

It is the pilot’s
responsibility to
determine when and
where to operate his/her
aircraft. WCAA does
not have the ability to
dictate pilot decisions. It
is therefore not a matter
of safety as it is
assumed that the pilot
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Comment Source

Comment

Response
shall only operate in
conditions he/she, and
the aircraft, is capable to
operate in. Note: DTW
removed Rwy 14/32
orientation decades
ago. PTK and 1D2
cater to smaller aircraft
and do not have
runways in this
orientation.

JUNE 2014

It reduces pollution when an
airplane can taxi from the east
hangars and take off from RWY
32, rather than taxi all the way to
RWY 5.

In some instances taxi
times may increase and
at other times they may
be reduced. The
analysis supporting
Section 4.6 Air Quality
concluded that the
emission increases
associated with the
project are well below
the Clean Air Act
defined de-minimis
thresholds for a
conformity analysis and
therefore do not create
a significant impact to
air quality.

The figure of 2.5% usage is very
deceptive, as controllers seem to
always assign you to 5-23 even
when the winds are blowing right
down 14-32, which violates the
safety precept that you should
always be assigned to the
runway closest aligned with the
wind.

WCAA is not
responsible to direct
traffic to and from the
airport. WCAA does not
have the ability to
dictate pilot or ATC
decisions. It is therefore
not a matter of safety as
it is assumed that the
pilot and ATC shall only
operate in conditions
that the aircraft is
capable to operate in.
PAGE 48

YIP RUNWAY 14-32 CLOSURE AND REMOVAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

Comment Source

Comment

Response

The runway is there, it’s useful, Comment noted.
let’s use it. Please feel free to
contact me on my personal
mobile if I can be of any
assistance: 734.552.3396.
Regards, Sam
2

Robert Pruchnik
Belleville, MI
National Air Traffic
Controllers Association
(NATCA)

I would like to officially state that Comment noted.
the
National
Air
Traffic
Controllers Association at Willow
Run Airport is against the
closure of runway 32/14.

September 6, 2013
Email
This closure is based off The data used in the
numbers that apparently were analyses for this EA
included 2011 Airport
supplied to WCAA in 2006.
Situational Display data
from 2011, actual radar
data from PASSUR from
2004, the FAA Terminal
Area Forecast (TAF)
and stakeholder input
from WCAA and FAA
(including ATC
representatives). All of
the information and
assumptions are
consistent to those used
for the FAR Part 150
Study that was
conducted during the
time this EA was
prepared.
Wayne County Airport Authority
claims that less than 2.5% of all
traffic uses runway 32/14. That
number doesn't include VFR
traffic that uses 32/14.

JUNE 2014

See response above.
The 2.5 % does include
both VFR and IFR
runway usage.
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Comment Source

Comment

Response

A majority of all traffic that uses Comment noted.
this runway is VFR.
PASSUR radar data
provides all activity
(VFR and IFR) and
provides actual runway
use. Six months of
PASSUR data, across
all seasons, was utilized
in this study; therefore,
the basis of the runway
use assumption is
actual data, not an
estimate.
I'm at a loss for words how See response above.
WCAA can place smaller aircraft
safety at risk. It’s a safety hazard
for smaller aircrafts to not use a
runway with corresponding wind.
There has never been a
procedure in place to count
traffic off specific runways so
any number given is simply a
guesstimate.

WCAA is using deceiving Section 2 of the EA
numbers to justify the closure of provides the Purpose
and Need for the
a runway.
project. It includes
improving airfield safety,
minimizing capital costs
and minimizing
operational costs.
Removal of Runway
14/32 was included in
the 2006 Willow Run
Airport Master Plan
update and an airspace
analysis for closure of
Runway 14-32 was
evaluated by the FAA as
part of the Airport
Layout Plan (ALP)
approval during the
Master Plan Review.
Also see response
above.
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Comment Source

Comment

Response

The closure of this crossing
runway will drive many users
away to other airports in the
area.

Although it is unknown
how individual users
may react, given the
extremely limited use of
the runway, it is
expected that users will
simply utilize other
runways at YIP and little
change will be
experienced. See
comment #4 from
Yankee Air Museum.
Note: DTW removed
Rwy 14/32 orientation
decades ago. PTK and
1D2 cater to smaller
aircraft and do not have
runways in this
orientation.

Another reason stated for
closure is the reduction in
confusion on the airfield. Since
the WCAA has already removed
taxiway
Charlie
in-between
runways 23L/23R a majority of
the confusion in the area has
been fixed.

The purpose and need
of the removal of
Runway 14-32 includes
improving airfield safety,
minimizing capital costs
and minimizing
operational costs.
Removal of Taxiway C
between Runway
23L/23R does reduce
pavement, thus reduces
potential confusion in
the area. However, it
does not eliminate the
potential confusion of
the intersecting runways
or address the fiscal
related purposes of the
removal project.

Additionally, I don't see how it See response above.
possibly costs WCAA $150,000
per year to operate 32-14 as it’s
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Comment Source

Comment

Response

not normally plowed in the winter Runway 14-32 is plowed
in the winter, however,
time.
given its limited use it is
the last runway in the
priority list to be plowed.
The primary 5-23
runways and the
crosswind 9-27 runway
take precedent.
3

Sam Galanis
Southgate, MI
(Submitted at Public
Hearing)

4

Kevin T. Walsh
Executive Director
Yankee Air Museum

The purpose and need
of the removal of 14-32
includes improving
airfield safety,
minimizing capital costs
and minimizing
operational costs.
Although it does provide
a crosswind runway,
because of its location,
orientation, length and
the availability of other
capable runways;
Runway 14-32 is rarely
utilized and is not
needed to
accommodate the
current or projected
future air traffic
demands. Therefore, as
identified in the YIP
Master Plan, Runway
14-32 has been
identified to be closed.
Echoing
Mr.
Brosnan's Comment noted.
response, the Yankee Air
Museum does not oppose the
removal of 14/32 as part of the
Willow
Run
Airport's
modernization plan.
I’d like to preserve RWY 14-32.
It is a valuable crosswind
runway, which adds a safety
component, and I’ve used many
times.

It was discuss with our museum
flight operations team and they
felt it was not operationally
JUNE 2014
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Comment Source

Comment

Response

essential for our aircraft being
based at YIP.
We appreciate the consideration
of the Yankee Air Museum in its
removal.
5

U.S. EPA, Region 5
Letter dated,
August 28, 2013

Regarding language pertaining
to “Air Quality” on page 33
Section 4.6, “best management
practices” should be specific.
EPA recommends ...clean diesel
strategies be used during
construction. (Included are a list
of strategies recommended for
inclusion in EA )

Recommendations:
(summarized)
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
6.

MI SHPO Letter dated:
January 22, 2014

JUNE 2014

Using ultra low sulfur
diesel fuel
Retrofit engines with
exhaust filtration device
Positioning of the exhaust
pipe
Using catalytic converters
Regular maintenance of
diesel engines
Reducing exposure
through work practices
and training
Maximizing use of newer
vehicle
Using electric starting
aids
Using respirators

Of the nine strategies
outlined, the WCAA’s
contractors already
utilize the following:
•

Positioning of the
exhaust pipe
• Regular
maintenance of
diesel engines
• Reducing
exposure through
work practices
and training
• Maximizing use
of newer vehicle
The remaining items are
to be taken under
consideration and
implemented where
practical.

While the CRMP document Comment Noted.
provides background on the
entire Willow Run
Airport
complex, it does not detail nor
address the airport and its
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Comment Source

Comment

Response

resources as part of the larger
property that includes the Willow
Run Bomber Plant.
We agree with the report that the Comment Noted.
resources within the airports
from the WWII context period,
including the runways and
taxiways (much of the historic
pattern
remains
evident),
Hangars 1 and 2, the Packard
Hangar, and the Active Aero
Garage / Partial Gun abatement
are all National Register eligible,
but combined as a complex
rather than individually.
The Bomber Plant is a critical
element in this identification. It
is our opinion that the airport and
its resources contribute to a
larger overall National Register
eligible complex that includes
the adjacent Willow Run Bomber
Plant. Without the Plant, the rest
of the airport loses its historical
context.

Comment Noted. See
FAA letter to SHPO
dated 4.3.2014 in
Appendix E.

We recognize the Bomber plant Comment Noted.
is not under the control of
WCAA. We have been assured
that the privately owned Bomber
Plant
is
being
summarily
demolished using private funds
and the SHPO has no legal
authority to intervene in the
demolition.
The current and future Section Comment Noted.
106
consultation
and
the
prospects for the CRMP cannot
be resolved via this letter and
should be discussed mutually
among our agencies.

JUNE 2014

PAGE 54

YIP RUNWAY 14-32 CLOSURE AND REMOVAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

Comment Source

Comment

Response

The airport does not appear to Comment Noted.
contain significant archeological
resources.
Although
no
subsurface
testing
was
conducted
during
the
survery….we agree that the site
is
unlikely
to
provide
archeological data of significant
research value.
For these
reasons, we concur with the
report’s recommendation that
this site is not eligible for
National Register inclusion.
Previously
identified Comment Noted.
archaeological
sites
are
documented
in
the
State
Archeological Site file as the
reported locations of nineteenth
century structures. Subsurface
testing did not locate evidence of
these sites. We updated our
files to reflect our opinion that
none of these three sites are
eligible for National Register
inclusion.

JUNE 2014

While the CRMP references past
studies by qualified historic
preservation professionals, it has
no authorship credits for anyone.
We would presume that a
document produced at this level
would heartily enlist the services
of qualified subject matter level
would enlist the services of
subject matter experts. It is
customary to credit individuals
involved and to provide their
credentials in the document.

Comment Noted. See
WCAA letter to SHPO
dated 3.7.2014 in
Appendix E.

We are confident in the
identification of a National
Register-eligible Willow Run
Historic District, the eligibility

Comment Noted. See
FAA letter to SHPO
dated 4.3.2014 in
Appendix E.
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Comment Source

Comment

Response

question hinges upon the
existence of the adjacent Willow
Run Bomber Plant. It will likely
be necessary to reassess the
eligibility of the entire complex in
the near future depending on the
continued demolition activities at
the Bomber Plant.
We are concerned that while the
CRMP references past studies
by qualified historic preservation
professionals, the document
itself has no authorship credits
for
anyone
meeting
the
Secretary
of
Interior’s
Professional
Qualification
Standards.
7.

MI SHPO Letter dated:
April 24, 2014

Comment Noted. See
WCAA letter to FAA
dated 3.7.2014 in
Appendix E.

The FAA has made a new Comment Noted
finding that no historic properties
are affected by the removal of
Runway 14-32. The SHPO
concurs with the opinion that the
Willow run Historic District no
longer appears toi meet the
criteria for listing in the NRHP,
and we concur with the no
historic properties finding
The proposed MOA, which has Comment Noted.
not yet been executed, will be
disregarded.

WCAA believes that the Proposed Action is necessary to meet the purpose and need of
the project and will not materially impact operational flexibility. With only 2.5% of arrival
and departure operations currently using Runway 14-32, the runway is no longer needed
for safe and efficient flow of air traffic at the airport. As discussed in the EA, Runway 1432 is in need of expensive maintenance and rehabilitation that the airport can no longer
afford. Federal funding resources are not available for airfield maintenance projects.
The runway will continue to deteriorate and pose future risks for aircraft if the Proposed
Action is not completed.
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5.3

Degree of Controversy

Most of the impacts resulting from the Proposed Action will be a result of temporary
construction activity. Runway 14-32 is one of the original runways at the airport, and the
FAA determined that removing it will have an adverse effect on historic resources at
Willow Run Airport. The FAA, in cooperation with the SHPO and WCAA, approved a draft
Memorandum of Agreement to mitigate the adverse effect of the Proposed Action. A copy
of the approved MOA can be found in Appendix H: MOA (Memorandum of Agreement)
for SHPO. 2
During the course of the creation of this document, local citizens were informed of the
project and were given the opportunity to comment on the project. No comments were
received from the public regarding Historic Resources. The comments received regarding
the removal of Runway 14-32 are addressed in Section 5.2 above.

2

Due to the updated findings of ‘No Historic Properties affected’ by the FAA letter dated April 3, 2014, a
Memorandum of Agreement is no longer required for mitigation. See Appendix E for correspondence.
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6.0

Conclusion

Based on the findings and correspondence referenced in this Environmental Assessment
and coordination with the Federal, state and local regulatory agencies, it is anticipated
that this project would have minimal impact on the natural or human environment.
During the review process, discussion of the properties surrounding the airport and the
historic context of the airfield concluded with a finding of ‘no historic properties affected’
as determined by the FAA and agreed upon by the Michigan State Historic Preservation
Office. Review of previous studies and supporting documentation and comment by the
interested agencies support this determination.
As such, this EA is being forwarded to the Federal Aviation Administration with a request
that a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) be prepared and location / design
approval be granted.
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Forecast of Aviation Demand
INTRODUCTION
Aircraft operations data is a key input variable in the development of Noise Exposure Maps
(NEM) as required in the development of Part 150 Noise Compatibility Plans. Actual aircraft
operations data from the most recent year is used to develop the baseline or current year
NEM. And a forecast of aircraft operations for a period at least five years in the future is
used to develop the future year NEM. In the preparation of Willow Run Airport’s (YIP or
the Airport) NEMs, 2012 was established as the current year and 2018 was chosen as the
future year.
This report provides a review of the existing baseline year (2012) aircraft operations, as well
as the future forecast of operations from the FAA’s Terminal Area Forecast released January
2013 (2013 TAF) and determines the reasonableness of its use in developing the Airport’s
2018 future year noise exposure maps (NEM). In addition, to support NEM development,
this report provides existing aircraft type (fleet mix) information, as well as the anticipated
shifts in fleet mix between 2012 and 2018.

2012 BASELINE OPERATIONS
The aircraft operations used to develop the 2012 current year noise exposure map is based
on Airport Situational Display (ASD) data (IFR operations) and Airport management
records (VFR operations) for the period November 2011 through October 2012 (2012
Airport Data). The 2012 Airport Data was used because it was the most recent data available
and it provided the most accurate portrayal of existing Airport operations by aircraft type
(fleet mix).
According to 2012 Airport Data, there were 73,602 total aircraft operations at YIP compared
to 74,692 as reported in the 2013 TAF for fiscal year 2012 (the 12-month period ending
September 2012 (FY). This equates to a difference of 1,089 operations or a 1.5% variance
from the 2013 TAF. Based on the assumption that the 2012 Airport Data provides the most
accurate description of current Airport operations by fleet mix, and its minor variance from
the 2013 TAF, it was used to develop the 2012 current year NEM. The planned 2018 NEM
will be based on the 2013 TAF projections for 2018 of approximately 75,220 total aircraft
operations.

2013 TERMINAL AREA FORECAST
Background
Each year the FAA Office of Policy and Plans publishes a new Terminal Area Forecast
(TAF) for each of the nation’s active airports. The TAF includes historical and forecast
enplaned passengers, historical and forecast aircraft operations, the number of based aircraft,
and other related data. All data is reported on a FY basis unless otherwise noted.
________________________________________________________________________________________________
Willow Run Airport
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Forecast of Aviation Demand
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The TAF presents aircraft operations data organized by four specific FAA defined aircraft
categories based on the size and air service function of each aircraft. The four aircraft
categories are: air carrier, air taxi/commuter, general aviation and military. General aviation
and military aircraft operations are further subdivided into itinerant and local operations.
Itinerant operations include flights from one airport to another while local operations are
flights which generally occur within site of the airport such as pilot training or recreational
flights. In this report, military operations are presented as a single category because of the
relatively small number of operations (182 in 2012).
Presented below in Table 1 is a summary of YIP’s historical aircraft operations for the
period 2002 through 2012 and the forecast for the period 2013 to 2018 as presented in the
2013 TAF. As discussed above, 2012 Airport Data is the source for 2012 aircraft operations
presented on Table 1.
Table 1
Historical and Forecast Aircraft Operations
Willow Run Airport

Year

Commercial
Air Taxi/
Total
Air Carrier Commuter Commercial

General Aviation
Itinerant
Local
Total GA

Military

Total
Operations

2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012

4,584
4,366
5,838
4,904
3,537
4,682
2,997
1,274
3,099
4,402
3,372

16,419
17,105
18,595
20,219
16,016
15,875
12,325
8,724
9,850
10,331
12,621

21,003
21,471
24,433
25,123
19,553
20,557
15,322
9,998
12,949
14,733
15,993

47,393
46,458
48,286
44,139
37,742
32,143
33,223
25,610
26,384
24,730
23,777

49,453
45,187
42,224
37,804
31,745
26,831
34,513
28,240
27,613
26,751
33,650

96,846
91,645
90,510
81,943
69,487
58,974
67,736
53,850
53,997
51,481
57,427

72
98
74
42
99
90
212
524
199
1,061
182

117,921
113,214
115,017
107,108
89,139
79,621
83,270
64,372
67,145
67,275
73,602

Forecast
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018

3,556
3,577
3,598
3,619
3,640
3,661

10,106
10,285
10,465
10,649
10,836
11,026

13,662
13,862
14,063
14,268
14,476
14,687

26,850
26,955
27,061
27,167
27,273
27,380

32,479
32,577
32,675
32,773
32,872
32,971

59,329
59,532
59,736
59,940
60,145
60,351

182
182
182
182
182
182

73,173
73,576
73,981
74,390
74,803
75,220

Compound Annual Growth Rates
2002-2012
-3.0%
-2.6%
2007-2012
-6.4%
-4.5%
2009-2012
38.3%
13.1%

-2.7%
-4.9%
17.0%

-6.7%
-5.9%
-2.4%

-3.8%
4.6%
6.0%

-5.1%
-0.5%
2.2%

9.7%
15.1%
-29.7%

-4.6%
-1.6%
4.6%

2012-2018
2013-2018

-1.4%
1.5%

2.4%
0.4%

-0.3%
0.3%

0.8%
0.3%

0.0%
0.0%

0.4%
0.6%

1.4%
0.6%

-2.2%
1.8%

Sources:
2002-2011 and 2013-2018: Federal Aviation Administration Terminal Area Forecast, January 2013.
2012: Provided by BridgeNet International from ASD data and Airport management records for the period Nov. 2011 - Oct. 2012.
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Air Carrier Operations
Air carrier operations are defined as commercial operations provided by aircraft, when
configured for passenger service, which have greater than 60 seats. This category typically
includes scheduled airline service on passenger or all-cargo airlines, on-demand cargo service
and charter flights. Since there is no scheduled passenger service at YIP, all of its air carrier
operations are all-cargo flights.
Historical Operations. Air carrier operations at YIP decreased from approximately 4,600
in 2002 to 3,400 in 2012 at a compound annual growth rate (CAGR) of -3.0%. During the
period 2002 to 2012, air carrier operations displayed a significant amount of variability
reaching a peak of over 5,800 operations in 2004 before falling to a low of less than 1,300 in
2009 during the most recent national economic recession. The steep decline in 2009 air
carrier operations at YIP was the result of a fall-off in air cargo activity which was also
experienced on a national level. Since 2009, air carrier operations rebounded to
approximately 4,400 in 2011 and settled at slightly below 3,400 in 2012.
Forecast Operations. Air carrier operations are forecast to increase from approximately
3,400 annual operations in 2012 to nearly 3,700 operations in 2018 at a CAGR of 1.4%. The
forecast indicates that the recent decline in air carrier operations will level-off in 2012 and
then air carrier operations will begin to slowly increase over the forecast period.

Air Taxi/Commuter
Air taxi/commuter operations are defined as commercial operations on aircraft, when
configured to carry passengers that have 60 or fewer seats. The majority of air
taxi/commuter operations at YIP are by on-demand cargo operators and charter passenger
flights. The air taxi/commuter category includes aircraft operations by a wide range of
aircraft sizes including operations by multi-engine turboprops and business jets.
Historical Operations. Air taxi/commuter activity at YIP is similar to air carrier activity in
that it includes primarily all-cargo operations. Likewise, the number of the air taxi/commuter
operations displayed considerable variability from year to year. From 2002 to 2012, air
taxi/commuter operations declined from over 16,400 operations in 2002 to approximately
12,600 in 2012 at a CAGR of -2.6%. Air taxi/commuter operations peaked at over 20,200 in
2005 before falling to a low of about 8,700 in 2009, largely as a result of the most recent
economic recession and the decline in total air cargo tonnage. Since 2009, air taxi/commuter
activity has rebounded and reached approximately 12,600 aircraft operations in 2012.
Forecast Operations. Air taxi/commuter operations are forecast to decline from
approximately 12,600 annual operations in 2012 to over 10,100 operations in 2013.
Beginning in 2013, air taxi/commuter operations are projected to increase at a CAGR of
1.8% and reach over 11,000 operations by 2018.
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Commercial Operations
Commercial operations include the combined activity of air carrier and air taxi/commuter
aircraft operations.
Historical Operations. From 2002 to 2012, total commercial operations followed a trend
similar to its individual components. Commercial operations increased from just over 21,000
in 2002 to a peak of approximately 25,100 in 2005 before falling to under 10,000 operations
in 2009. Since 2009, commercial operations have rebounded to approximately 16,000
aircraft operations in 2012.
Forecast Operations. Total commercial operations are forecast to decline from
approximate 16,000 operations in 2012 to 13,700 operations in 2013. Beginning in 2013 total
commercial operations are projected to increase at an annual rate of 1.5% and reach
approximately 14,700 operations in 2018.

General Aviation
General aviation (GA) operations are typically defined as operations other than commercial
and military. GA operations typically range from small single-engine propeller aircraft used
for flight training and recreational use up to large jet aircraft used for business or corporate
purposes.
As presented in Table 2 below, GA operations are classified in the TAF as itinerant or local
operations. Itinerant operations include those flights that include travel between multiple
airports while local operations are those flights that takeoff and land at YIP and whose flight
paths generally remain within site of the Airport.
Over the 2002-2012 period, the percentage share of total GA operations represented by
itinerant and local operations has remained near 50% for each category, but has ranged from
approximately 45% to 55% for each category.
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Table 2
Historical and Forecast General Aviation Aircraft Operations
Willow Run Airport

Year

Itinerant GA
Aircraft
% of
Operations
Total GA

Local GA
Aircraft
% of
Operations
Total GA

Total
General
Aviation

2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012

47,393
46,458
48,286
44,139
37,742
32,143
33,223
25,610
26,384
24,730
23,777

48.9%
50.7%
53.3%
53.9%
54.3%
54.5%
49.0%
47.6%
48.9%
48.0%
41.4%

49,453
45,187
42,224
37,804
31,745
26,831
34,513
28,240
27,613
26,751
33,650

51.1%
49.3%
46.7%
46.1%
45.7%
45.5%
51.0%
52.4%
51.1%
52.0%
58.6%

96,846
91,645
90,510
81,943
69,487
58,974
67,736
53,850
53,997
51,481
57,427

Forecast
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018

26,850
26,955
27,061
27,167
27,273
27,380

45.3%
45.3%
45.3%
45.3%
45.3%
45.4%

32,479
32,577
32,675
32,773
32,872
32,971

54.7%
54.7%
54.7%
54.7%
54.7%
54.6%

59,329
59,532
59,736
59,940
60,145
60,351

Compound Annual Growth Rates
2002-2012
2007-2012
2009-2012

-6.7%
-5.9%
-2.4%

-3.8%
4.6%
6.0%

-5.1%
-0.5%
2.2%

2012-2018
2013-2018

2.4%
0.4%

-0.3%
0.3%

0.8%
0.3%

Sources:
2002-2011: Federal Aviation Administration Terminal Area Forecast, January 2013 for FY 2012.
2012: Provided by BridgeNet International from ADS data and Airport management records
for the period Nov. 2011 - Oct. 2012.
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Historical Itinerant Operations. From 2002 to 2012, itinerant GA operations declined by
approximately 50% from just under 47,400 operations in 2002 to approximately 23,800
operations in 2012 at a CAGR of -6.7%. This decline can be attributed to a number of
factors including a significant rise in fuel prices that occurred from approximately 2004 to
2007 and then a severe national economic recession which occurred between approximately
2007 and 2009. Between 2009 and 2012, the decline in itinerant operations has greatly
slowed with activity leveling off between approximately 24,000 and 26,000 annual
operations.
Forecast Itinerant Operations. GA operations are forecast to increase to approximately
27,400 operations in 2018 at an annual rate of 2.4%. The majority of this growth is expected
to occur from 2012 to 2013, and then from 2013 to 2018 the growth in itinerant operations
is expected to level-off at an annual rate of 0.4%.
Historical Local Operations. From 2002 to 2012, local GA operations declined by
approximately 32.0% from approximately 49,500 operations in 2002 to approximately 33,700
operations in 2012 at a CAGR of -3.8%. A significant portion of this decline can be
attributed to the affects of rising fuel prices during the middle of the last decade and the
national economic recession of 2007-2009. Local operations continued to decline through
2011, but in 2012 recorded an increase of nearly 26% as the result of improving economic
conditions and the growth of Eastern Michigan University’s Aviation Program based out of
the Eagle Flight Center located at YIP.
Forecast Local Operations. Local GA operations are forecast to remain essentially flat,
with a slight decline, from approximately 33,700 operations in 2012 to about 33,000
operations in 2018 at CAGR of -0.3%. Although this projection represents a small decline in
GA operations from 2012 to 2018, the forecast actually projects a modest decline from 2012
to 2013 followed by an increase at a CAGR of 0.3% from 2013 to 2018.
Military Operations
Historical Military Operations. Military operations include all aircraft operations
performed by military aircraft. Military operations at YIP are performed by a wide range of
aircraft sizes and types from small single engine propeller aircraft to F-18 fighter jets. Similar
to GA, military operations are typically classified as itinerant or local. However, due to the
small number of operations, the results are presented as a single category.
From 2002 to 2012, military operations averaged less than 0.3% of total operations at YIP
and only twice during this period have they accounted for more than 500 annual operations
(see Table 1). Because of the unique nature of military operations, largely determined by
classified U.S. Department of Defense objectives, they can vary significantly from year-toyear without any identifiable trend. Most of the Military Operations occur in conjunction
with the “Thunder over Michigan” annual air show.
Forecast Military Operations. Military operations are projected to remain at their 2012
level of 182 annual operations through 2018.
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Total Airport Operations
Total Airport operations are forecast to increase from approximately 73,600 annual
operations in 2012 to approximately 75,200 operations in 2018 at a CAGR of 0.4%. The
forecast indicates that the recent decline in total operations will level-off by 2013 and then
traffic will begin to slowly increase over the forecast period. From 2013 to 2018 total airport
operations are projected to increase at a CAGR of 0.6%.

2013 TERMINAL AREA FORECAST VALIDATION
The section below provides an evaluation of the 2013 TAF to determine the general
reasonableness of its aircraft operations projections. Specifically, it analyzes the use of the
year 2018 operations forecast in developing the 2018 future year noise exposure maps.
Commercial Operations
Commercial operations are the sum total of aircraft operations performed by aircraft
included in the air carrier and air taxi/commuter categories. Commercial operations have
historically accounted for approximately 20% of total YIP operations.
The 2013 TAF commercial operations forecast for the Airport appears reasonable given the
long-term trends at YIP and the recent recovery in traffic that has occurred since the trough
in 2009. The majority of the commercial operations at the Airport are performed by all-cargo
aircraft. YIP has long served as an air cargo facility for Southeast Michigan and according to
Airport management this situation is unlikely to change over the 2018 forecast horizon.
According to the FAA Aerospace Forecast 2012-2032 (FAA Aerospace Forecast), U.S. air
cargo tonnage is projected to increase at an annual rate of 5.6% during the 2012-2018
period. And the Boeing Market Outlook 2012-2031 forecast projects a CAGR for North
American air cargo tonnage of 4.5%. These forecasts suggest that it is reasonable to expect a
modest increase in commercial all-cargo aircraft operations at YIP over the 2012-2018
forecast period.
As demonstrated on Table 3, three key regional economic indicators are projected to show
significant improvement over the 2012-2018 forecast period. Employment levels are
expected to reverse course from annual job losses of -1.3% from 2000 to 2010 to annual job
growth of 0.6% from 2010 to 2020. Similarly, per capita personal income is expected to
grow at an annual rate of 1.3% up from an annual rate of 1.1%. Likewise, gross regional
product is projected to expand at a rate of 1.8% or approximately double its recent historical
rate of 0.9%. And while the recovery from the recent economic recession has been slow,
most economic forecasts expect it to continue which is likely to result in an increased
demand for air service.
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Ta
able 3
Socioecon
nomic Factors
s
Detro
oit Region

Historica
al
2000-2010

Foreca
ast
2010-2020

Em
mployment

-1.3%

%
0.6%

Pe
er Capita Perso
onal Income

1.1%

1.3%
%

Gross Regional Product

0.9%

1.8%
%

Detroit Reg
gion (a)(b)

So
ources:
SE
EMCOG, Southea
ast Michigan 2040
0 Forecast Summary Revised, April 2012
U.S. Bureau of Eco
onomic Analysis.
Wo
oods and Poole Economics,
E
Inc., 2012
2
Complete Ecconomic and Dem
mographic Data Source
S
(a)) Consolidated De
etroit-Warren-Livo
onia MSA (Wayne
e, Oakland, Macom
mb, St. Clair, Livin
ngston,
La
apeer), Ann Arbor MSA (Washtenaw
w), and Monroe MSA
M
(Monroe).
(b)) Compound annu
ual growth rates for respective periiods.

Geneeral Aviation
n Operation
ns
GA operations
o
include local an
nd itinerant operations
o
an
nd historicallly have accouunted for
appro
oximately 80%
% of total YIIP operation
ns.
The 2013
2
TAF GA
A operationss forecast app
pears reason
nable based on the long-teerm trends of
GA activity
a
at YIP
P. As demon
nstrated in Exxhibit 1 below
w, GA operaations experieenced a
steadyy decline from 2002 to 20009, but leveeled off in 2010 and 2011 and recordeed an increasee
of 11.6% in 2012.. GA operatio
ons at individdual airports tend to follo
ow national trends
t
and ass
presented on Exh
hibit 2, historrical GA operrations trendds for YIP weere similar to
o those for th
he
U.S.
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Histo
orically, GA activity
a
has been
b
closely tied
t to generaal economic conditions an
nd fuel pricees
and given
g
that thee local and naational econo
omies are exp
pected to con
ntinue a slow
w but steady
rate itt is reasonablle to assume that GA opeerations follo
ow this trendd.
According to the 2013 TAF, total GA opeerations at YIIP are projected to increaase at an
annuaal rate of 0.3%
% from 20133 to 2018 com
mpared to 0..4% for the total
t
U.S. Thiis indicates
that future
f
GA traaffic at YIP will
w continuee to mirror naational trends as it has hisstorically.

Concclusion on Use
U of 2013 TAF
T
for No
oise Modelin
ng Purposess
In ouur efforts to determine
d
thee reasonablen
ness of the 2013
2
TAF forr use in deveeloping the
2018 NEMs, Jaco
obsen/Daniells Associatess LLC (JDA), performed a thorough analysis
a
of th
he
2013 TAF aircraftt operations projections for
f YIP. In addition, we conducted
c
otther
indep
pendent analyyses includingg a survey off the Airport’s largest all-cargo operattors for their
outlook on likely future deman
nd, a review of other avaiilable aviation and socioeeconomic
forecasts (2013 TA
AF for State of Michigan
n and U.S., FA
AA Aerospacce Forecast, Boeing
Markket Outlook) and discussio
ons with Airp
port manageement.
Histo
orical aircraft operations at
a YIP have been
b
highly variable
v
over the historicaal period of
2002 to 2012 and exhibited a generally
g
dow
wnward trendd from 2002 to 2009 befo
ore
rebouunding from 2009 to 20122.
This general
g
declin
ne in activityy can be largeely explained by economiic factors succh a decline in
n
the auutomobile in
ndustry (the region’s largest employer), a spike in fuel
fu prices wh
hich
negattively influenced GA trafffic, a U.S. fin
nancial and banking crisis, and one of the nation’s
most severe econo
omic recessio
ons. While these
t
negative events have largely passsed, general
____________________
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economic conditions are improving, and air traffic at YIP has been generally increasing, it is
impossible to predict future events that may negatively influence air traffic at YIP and for
the nation.
Based on the growth in air traffic at YIP from 2009 through 2012, which has likely occurred
in response to improving regional and national economic conditions, the modest growth in
air traffic projected in the 2013 TAF for the period 2012 to 2018 is considered a reasonable
forecast of future aviation demand at YIP. Considering the information described above, in
concert with reviewing the 2013 TAF for the State of Michigan and the 2013 TAF for the
U.S., the FAA Aerospace Forecast, and the Boeing Market Outlook it was determined that
the 2013 TAF operations forecasts are reasonable estimates of future aviation demand at
YIP and appropriate for use in the development of the 2018 future year noise exposure
maps in support of the YIP Part 150 Noise Compatibility Study.
Sensitivity Analysis on Updated Baseline Year (2012) Operations from 2012 Airport
Data
Given the slight difference in 2012 operations when comparing the values provided in the
TAF and those derived from 2012 Airport Data, a sensitivity analysis was conducted to
ensure that this slight change in baseline operations would not influence the conclusion that
the 2018 TAF operations are appropriate for use in the development of the 2018 future year
noise exposure maps.
2012 Airport Data is approximately 1,090 operations or 1.5% lower than 2012 operations as
reported in the 2013 TAF. To evaluate the impact of this difference between the two data
sources, a sensitivity analysis was conducted where the 2013 TAF projected annual growth
rate for the period 2012 to 2018 was applied to the 2012 Airport Data and generated 2018
forecast operations. This approach produced a new 2018 forecast of 74,122 total operations
versus 75,220 total operations for 2018 as reported in 2013 TAF, which equates to a
difference of 1,098 total operations or 1.5%. This minor difference between the two
forecasts further supports our belief that the forecast for 2018 as presented in the 2013 TAF
is reasonable for use in developing the Airport’s 2018 NEMs.
In addition to the research and analysis described above, we reviewed the general approach,
logic and methodology used in the development of the 2013 TAF. We found the 2013 TAF
was prepared in a professional manner, employing a methodology that has been well tested
and evaluated by the FAA and the aviation industry and that meets generally accepted
industry practices for developing forecasts of aviation demand.
After a careful review of the analyses described above, we made a deliberate decision to use
the 2013 TAF to provide the 2018 forecast of total aircraft operations at YIP for use in
developing the Airport’s 2018 NEM. We realize that if actual results deviate significantly
from the forecast presented in the 2013 TAF, that the Authority accepts the responsibility to
revise the forecast and related analyses if necessary.
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EXISTING AND FUTURE FLEET MIX
The following section discusses the approach used to determine the existing and future
aircraft fleet mix at YIP. The allocation of aircraft operations by aircraft type was determined
from a variety of sources that include ASD Data, Airport management records, interviews
with key Airport tenants and the 2013 TAF.
The 2012 current year fleet mix was determined from an extensive review of the ASD Data
that included actual aircraft flight information for 2012. The fleet mix for the 2018 future
year was based on the actual 2012 fleet mix which was adjusted for 2018 based on expected
changes in the future aircraft fleet at YIP.
2012 Current Year Fleet Mix
The aircraft fleet mix for current year 2012 is provided below in Table 4.
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Table 4
Aircrraft Fleet Mix 2012
Wiillow Run Airport
Aircraft Type
Airbus A 319 &320
Beech Jet All Series
Beech Propeller All Series
Boeing 727 All Series
Boeing 737 All Series
Boeing 747 All Series
Boeing 757 All Series
Bombardier CRJ All Series
Bombardier Learjet All Series
Cessna Business Jets All Series
Cessna Propeller All Series
Convair CV-540/580/600/640
Dassault Falcon All Series
Douglas DC 8 All Series
Douglas DC 9 All Series
Douglas MD 82 & 83
Embraer ERJ All Series
Gulfstream Jets All Series
Hawker Business Jets All Series
Helicopters
Military Fighter Aircraft
Miscellaneous Propeller
Miscellaneous Business Jets
Miscellaneous Commuters
Mitsubishi All
Piper Propeller All Series
Sabreliner 80
Unknown

Arrivals

Departures

1
222
2,511
300
60
8
4
264
1,002
711
6,505
52
1,015
15
1,264
34
842
306
85
91
91
18,427
457
756
3
1,179
592

1
222
2,511
300
60
8
4
264
1,002
711
6,505
57
1,015
15
1,264
34
842
306
85
91
91
18,427
457
756
3
1,179
592

-

-

36,799

36,804

Total
Operations

Percentage
of Total

2
444
5,022
599
120
17
8
529
2,004
1,423
13,011
109
2,031
29
2,528
68
1,684
612
170
182
182
36,854
915
1,512
6
2,358
1,184
-

0.0%
0.6%
6.8%
0.8%
0.2%
0.0%
0.0%
0.7%
2.7%
1.9%
17.7%
0.1%
2.8%
0.0%
3.4%
0.1%
2.3%
0.8%
0.2%
0.2%
0.2%
50.1%
1.2%
2.1%
0.0%
3.2%
1.6%
0.0%

73,603

100.0%

Source: BridgeNet International, Willow Run Airport
A
(YIP) Aircraft Operations by INM Type, November 1, 2011 to
October 31, 2012
Prepared by: Jacobsen/Daniels Associates LL
LC
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Presented on Table 5 is a summary of the 2012 current year fleet mix sorted by aircraft
category. Single-engine propeller operations represented the largest category of aircraft
operations at YIP accounting for approximately 75.7% of total operations. The second
largest share was represented by business/corporate jets at approximately 11.1%, followed
by narrowbody jets with 4.6%.
Table 5
Operations by Aircraft Category
Willow Run Airport
Aircraft Category
Widebody Jets
Narrowbody Jets
Regional Jets
Business/Corporate Jets
Single Engine Prop
Multi-Engine Prop
Helicopter
Total Operations
26151

1

2012 Baseline

% of Total

17
3,398
2,151
8,174
55,719
3,963
182

0.0%
4.6%
2.9%
11.1%
75.7%
5.4%
0.2%

73,603

100.00%

1

Total Operations numbers provided from actual 2012 operations (November 1, 2011 to October 31, 2012)
as reported by BridgeNet International.
Source: BridgeNet International, Willow Run Airport (YIP) Aircraft Operations by INM Type, November 1,
2011 to October 31, 2012
Prepared by: Jacobsen/Daniels Associates LLC

2018 Future Year Fleet Mix
Through information gathered from tenant interviews some assumptions have been made
about changes to the fleet mix for 2018. Surveys were issued to on-airport tenants requesting
historical and anticipated changes in fleet mix, future flight activity, and facility needs.
Results from the tenant interviews are as follows:
x
x
x
x

Kalitta Charters plans to maintain their current fleet of 8-727-200, 2-DC-9’s, 8Falcon 20 and 10-Learjets;
USA Jet’s is going to maintain their current fleet of Falcon 20s, DC-9s and MD80s;
Ameristar Jet Charter is going to maintain their current fleet of Falcon 20s, DC-9s,
MD80s and 737s;
DC-8 activity will likely not continue in the future.

Based on the information gained through tenant interviews and additional industry analysis,
the following assumptions were made regarding changes in the Airport’s projected 2018 fleet
mix.
x

Based upon recent discussion with the current tenants, the Airport is projected to
have no widebody aircraft operations in 2018. Activity of these aircraft has declined
substantially in recent years. The Airport recorded only 16 widebody (B-747) aircraft
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x

x
x

x

operations in 2012 and that service is expected to be discontinued. Projecting future
widebody operations at the airport will be closely monitored as this could change
suddenly.
Narrowbody aircraft operations are expected to increase slightly from approximately
4.6% of total aircraft operations in 2012 to 4.7% in 2018. These projections are
based on interviews with current narrowbody operators at YIP and the FAA
Aerospace Forecast of domestic cargo operations.
Regional jet operations are expected to remain largely unchanged increasing from
2.9% of total aircraft operations in 2012 to 3.0% in 2018.
Business/Corporate Jet activity is projected to increase from 11.1% of total aircraft
operations in 2012 to approximately 14.0% in 2018. This assumption is based on
projected changes in long-term, national turbojet activity as presented in the FAA
Aerospace Forecast.
Single engine, piston-powered aircraft activity is expected to decline from 75.7% of
total aircraft operations in 2012 to 72.7% in 2018. This assumption is based on the
Airport’s historical trends and projected changes in long-term, national GA activity
as presented in the FAA Aerospace Forecast for similar type aircraft.
The Airport’s share of multi-engine propeller aircraft operations and helicopter
operations are expected to remain largely unchanged from 2012 at 5.4% and 0.3%
respectively in 2018.

Table 6 provides the estimated 2018 future year fleet mix. Only minor changes from the
2012 fleet mix are expected to occur by 2018. The allocation of aircraft operations by aircraft
type was based on the 2018 aircraft operations forecast from the 2013 TAF and the baseline
fleet mix for 2012 adjusted for anticipated changes to the current fleet mix.
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Table 6
Aircrraft Fleet Mix 2018
Wiillow Run Airport
Aircraft Type
Airbus A 319 &320
Beech Jet All Series
Beech Propeller All Series
Boeing 727 All Series
Boeing 737 All Series
Boeing 747 All Series
Boeing 757 All Series
Bombardier CRJ All Series
Bombardier Learjet All Series
Cessna Business Jets All Series
Cessna Propeller All Series
Convair CV-540/580/600/640
Dassault Falcon All Series
Douglas DC 8 All Series
Douglas DC 9 All Series
Douglas MD 82 & 83
Embraer ERJ All Series
Gulfstream Jets All Series
Hawker Business Jets All Series
Helicopters
Military Fighter Aircraft
Miscellaneous Propeller
Miscellaneous Business Jets
Miscellaneous Commuters
Mitsubishi All
Piper Propeller All Series
Sabreliner 80
Unknown

Arrivals

Departures

1
233
2,451
314
63
4
277
1,290
916
6,480
57
1,307
1,326
36
883
394
89
107
93
17,989
589
793
4
1,151
762

1
233
2,451
314
63
4
277
1,290
916
6,480
57
1,307
1,326
36
883
394
89
107
93
17,989
589
793
4
1,151
762

-

-

37,610

37,610

Total
Operations

Percentage
of Total

2
466
4,903
629
126
9
555
2,579
1,832
12,959
114
2,614
2,652
72
1,767
787
178
214
186
35,979
1,178
1,586
8
2,302
1,525
-

0.0%
0.6%
6.5%
0.8%
0.2%
0.0%
0.0%
0.7%
3.4%
2.4%
17.2%
0.2%
3.5%
0.0%
3.5%
0.1%
2.3%
1.0%
0.2%
0.3%
0.2%
47.8%
1.6%
2.1%
0.0%
3.1%
2.0%
0.0%

75,220

100.0%

Source: Jacobsen/Daniels Associates LLC

Presented in Table 7 is a summary of the 2018 future year fleet mix for YIP sorted by
aircraft category. Single-engine propeller operations are forecast to account for the largest
share of aircraft operations at approximately 72.7%, which is down from 75.7% in 2012. The
second largest share is projected to be business/corporate jets at approximately 14.0%,
which is up from 11.1% in 2012. The third largest share is projected as narrowbody aircraft
which is expected to remain near its 2012 level of approximately 4.7% of total aircraft
operations.
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Table 7
Operations by Aircraft Category
Willow Run Airport
Aircraft Category
Widebody Jets
Narrowbody Jets
Regional Jets
Business/Corporate Jets
Single Engine Prop
Multi-Engine Prop
Helicopter
Total Operations
26151

2018 Forecast

% of Total

0
3,532
2,256
10,523
54,653
4,042
214

0.0%
4.7%
3.0%
14.0%
72.7%
5.4%
0.3%

75,220

100.00%

Source: Jacobsen/Daniels Associates LLC
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Appendix B
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From: Dean.Smith@faa.gov [mailto:Dean.Smith@faa.gov]
Sent: Friday, October 26, 2012 7:16 AM
To: Sean Brosnan
Cc: Rick Taig; Joseph.Figliuolo@faa.gov; Ronald.D.Bazman@faa.gov; Michael.D.Dobbins@faa.gov;
yipnatca@gmail.com; kacotrell@gmail.com; Tom McCarthy; Theresa Samosiuk
Subject: Fw: YIP 14/32 Removal and Taxiway C Reconfiguration Construction Trips
October 26, 2012
Sean,
I am responding to the WCAA proposal for the removal of Willow Run's (YIP) runway 14/32 and how that
would be viewed by the YIP ATCT.
As I am sure you are aware air traffic control's primary purpose is the safe and expeditious flow of air
traffic. Whether or not the aircraft are airborne or on the ground the best way to accomplish those
objectives is using the tools of available space (on the ground or in the air) the safest and most efficient
way possible.
I will first address the issue of safety.
Removing runway 14/32 at YIP would eliminate one of the two hot spots on the airport currently which
would increase safety.
However, loosing it as an option when the winds would dictate it's use and the smaller aircraft would
prefer it offsets some of the safety gained by eliminating the hot spot.
Loosing it as a taxiway to exit aircraft from 5R/23L (or 5L/23R) would create a slow down effect for aircraft
lined up on final or waiting takeoff on the 5/23 runways. This also could induce safety concerns.
The second issue is expeditious flow of air traffic.
Again, though 14/32 is not used as much as the other runways it is a tool for air traffic control to use when
winds are favorable and the traffic is such that by utilizing it we can move more airplanes both to get in
the air, land or taxi.
Removing this runway would definitely take away a tool for air traffic control.
I would propose that if WCAA decides that they must move forward with considering the removal of
runway 14/32 that as air traffic control we would prefer that the south east portion of runway 32 where it
intersects 5R/23L and connects to taxiway HOTEL not be removed until such time that the parallel
taxiway for 5R/23L is put in and adequate taxiway connection from the 5R/23L parallel to taxiway HOTEL,
GOLF or directly to the east ramp is constructed to avoid aircraft having to roll out to the end of 23L or 5R
in order to taxi to the east ramp. It would be very inefficient for aircraft to have landed and slowed by mid
runway (5R/23L) and then have to taxi to either end of 5R/23L in order to exit the runway. This would also
decrease safety and create timing challenges for Detroit Approach and Willow Run tower.
I hope this clarifies the thoughts of YIP ATCT on this proposal.
Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions or concerns.
Dean W. Smith
Air Traffic Manager
Willow Run (YIP) ATCT
Belleville, MI 48111
734-482-5825 (W)
989-284-6913 (C)
(Willow Run produced 8,685 B-24's during WWII, half of all total B-24 production)

From: Dean.Smith@faa.gov [mailto:Dean.Smith@faa.gov]
Sent: Friday, November 30, 2012 9:00 AM
To: Sean Brosnan
Cc: Rick Taig; Ronald.D.Bazman@faa.gov; Joseph.Figliuolo@faa.gov
Subject: RY 14/32 Removal Proposal

Sean,
I reviewed my email to you on October 26, 2012 regarding the proposal to remove runway 14/32. I have
had lengthy discussions with YIP ATCT personnel and the facility NATCA representative.
I appreciate the economic factors you have explained in this proposal. The perspective from YIP ATCT is
a runway is one of our most valuable tools and assets to move aircraft safely and efficiently. Runway
14/32 represents 25% of our remaining runways and is also currently a principle taxiway when not used
for arrivals or departures. We are limited in our use of runway 9 as a departure runway or runway 27 as
an arrival runway due to proximity to DTW. Runway 14/32 offers departures and arrivals that mostly do
not conflict with DTW.
As mentioned in my previous email the use of runway 14/32 is most critical to the smaller aircraft when
the winds are aligned. Removing it creates a 50 degree crosswind for those aircraft when the wind is
either 320 or 140. When winds are light it also a valuable tool for us to use to expedite traffic flows during
peak periods.
One of our principle customers is EMU using small / light aircraft, along with the light general aviation
aircraft based here. There is a current and projected professional pilot shortage and I would expect that
EMU's program may expand as a result. Another customer, Yankee Air Museum has numerous vintage
tail wheel aircraft that are sensitive to cross wind operations.
You mentioned in a phone conversation a few days ago you were looking for new customers such as the
UAS / drone market. Since these are light aircraft having more runways might be a factor for them to
lesson large crosswind situations.
Besides loosing it as a runway YIP also has a shortage of efficient taxiways and at least a portion of
14/32 is often used to taxi aircraft or move vehicles. If the decision is made to remove runway 14/32 I
would hope that before it is removed a new taxiway system is in place to efficiently handle the demand for
movement of traffic on the ground.
A redesign of taxiway CHARLEY could eliminate the hot spot where it intersects 14/32 to enhance safety.
Thank you for the opportunity to provide input to this proposal.
Dean W. Smith
Air Traffic Manager
Willow Run (YIP) ATCT
NOTICE: This electronic mail message and any files
transmitted with it are intended exclusively for the individual or
entity to which it is addressed. The message, together with
any attachment, may contain confidential and/or privileged
information. Any unauthorized review, use, printing, saving,
copying, disclosure or distribution is strictly prohibited. If you
have received this message in error, please immediately
advise the sender by reply email and delete all copies.
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March 5, 2013
Ernest Gubry
Federal Aviation Administration
Detroit Airports District Office
11677 S. Wayne Road, Suite 107
Romulus, MI 48174
Ref:

Proposed Runway 14-32 Decommission and Removal at Willow Run Airport
Van Buren Township, Wayne County, Michigan

Dear Mr. Gubry:
The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) has received your notification and supporting
documentation regarding the adverse effects of the referenced undertaking on a property or properties
listed or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. Based upon the information
provided, we have concluded that Appendix A, Criteria for Council Involvement in Reviewing Individual
Section 106 Cases, of our regulations, “Protection of Historic Properties” (36 CFR Part 800), does not
apply to this undertaking. Accordingly, we do not believe that our participation in the consultation to
resolve adverse effects is needed. However, if we receive a request for participation from the State
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, affected Indian tribe, a
consulting party, or other party, we may reconsider this decision. Additionally, should circumstances
change, and it is determined that our participation is needed to conclude the consultation process, please
notify us.
Pursuant to 36 CFR §800.6(b)(1)(iv), you will need to file the final Memorandum of Agreement (MOA),
developed in consultation with the Michigan State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), and any other
consulting parties, and related documentation with the ACHP at the conclusion of the consultation
process. The filing of the MOA, and supporting documentation with the ACHP is required in order to
complete the requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.
Thank you for providing us with the notification of adverse effect. If you have any questions or require
further assistance, please contact Ms. Najah Duvall-Gabriel at 202-606-8585 or at ngabriel@achp.gov.
Sincerely,

LaShavio Johnson
Historic Preservation Technician
Office of Federal Agency Programs
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L.C. Smith Terminal x Mezzanine
Detroit, MI 48242
ph 734 942 3550
fax 734 942 3793
www.metroairport.com

Notice of Availability and Public Hearing
Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) and Notice of Public Hearing Addressing
the Proposed Closure of Runway 14-32 at Willow Run Airport, Ypsilanti,
Michigan
Wayne County Airport Authority has completed, and Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) has approved for
public distribution, a Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) for the Closure of Runway 14-32 at Willow Run
Airport (YIP). The Draft EA describes the alternatives considered and the probable economic, social, and
environmental effects of the proposed project. The Draft EA is available for review at the following locations:
x
x
x
x
x
x

Willow Run Airport Administration Office (801 Willow Run Airport, Ypsilanti)
Jacobsen/Daniels Associates (121 S. Pearl St., Ypsilanti)
Fred C. Fischer Library (167 Fourth St., Belleville)
Ypsilanti District Library (229 West Michigan Ave., Ypsilanti)
Ypsilanti District Library (5577 Whittaker Road, Ypsilanti)
www.wcaa.us

The Wayne County Airport Authority will hold a Public Hearing on the proposed project at the Willow
Run Airport, Hangar 1, located at 801 Willow Run Airport, in Ypsilanti, Michigan, in the third floor
conference room, from 6 p.m. to 8 p.m. on August 21, 2013. The Hearing will be a formal open house
format, allowing citizens to stop by anytime between from 6 p.m. to 8 p.m. The purpose of this hearing
is to provide the public with information about the proposed project and answer questions about the
environmental, economic, and social effects of the proposed project currently scheduled.
Written comments or questions on the proposed project will be accepted through Friday, September 6,
2013 and may be sent to:
Mr. Ernest Gubry
Environmental Specialist
Federal Aviation Administration
Detroit Airports District Office
11677 South Wayne Road. Suite 107
Romulus, MI 48174
E-mail: ernest.gubry@faa.gov
Reasonable auxiliary aids and services, such as signers for the hearing impaired will be provided upon three (3)
days notice to Kristy Exner, Wayne County Airport Authority at (734) 247-2223 or by e-mail to
kristy.exner@wcaa.us
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L.C. Smith Terminal Mezzanine
Detroit, MI 48242
ph 734-942-3550
fax 734-942-3793
www.metroairport.com

Notice of Publication
Issuance of Environmental Decision
Final Environmental Assessment (EA) and
Finding of No Significant Impact
Closure of Runway 14-32 at Willow Run Airport (YIP)
Ypsilanti, Michigan
Wayne County Airport Authority (WCAA) has completed, and Federal Aviation Administration
(FAA) has approved for public distribution, a Final Environmental Assessment (EA) and Finding of
No Significant Impact (FONSI) for the closure of Runway 14-32 at Willow Run Airport. The EA
considered several alternatives as well as the probable economic, social, and environmental effects of
the proposed project.
On the basis of the evaluation of the Final EA, dated June 2014, the FAA has issued a FONSI for the
closure and removal Runway 14-32 and reconfiguration of the eastern portion of Taxiway C. The
section of Taxiway C located between the primary parallel runways (Runways 5R-23L and 5L-23R)
will be removed and reconstructed in an alignment which is perpendicular to the primary runways to
meet current FAA Standards.
The decision documents, background reports, Final EA and FONSI are available for review through
August 15, 2014 at the following locations:
•
•
•
•
•

Willow Run Airport Administration Office (801 Willow Run Airport, Ypsilanti)
Fred C. Fischer Library (167 Fourth St., Belleville)
Ypsilanti District Library (229 West Michigan Ave., Ypsilanti)
Ypsilanti District Library (5577 Whittaker Road, Ypsilanti)
http://www.wcaa.us/About/PublicNotices.aspx

Agency Notification
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Willow Run Airport: Closure & Removal of Runway 14-32
Last Updated on Wednesday, 24 July 2013 14:19

The Federal Aviation Administration has recently completed the Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) for the removal and closure of runway 14-32 at Willow Run
Airport in Ypsilanti, Mi. The document is available at this time for review and public comment. The draft EA will be issued and available for public review for 30
days (until August 19, 2013) starting July 21, 2013. The document can be viewed and/or copied at the following loactions:

Willow Run Administration Office
801 Willow Run Airport, Ypsilanti

Jacobsen/Daniels Associates
121 Pearl St., Ypsilanti

Fred C. Fischer Library
167 Fourth St., Belleville

Ypsilanti District Library
229 West Michigan Ave., Ypsilanti

Ypsilanti District Library
5577 Whittaker Rd., Ypsilanti

An electronic copy of the EA may be downloaded from the Wayne County Airport Authority website.

The project involves the closure and removal of Runway 14-32 on the existing airport over the next two years. The purpose of this notice is to inform the public,
local, state, and federal agencies that a draft EA has been prepared, and to provide those interested in doing so with an opportunity to present their views,
comments, information, data or other relevant observations concerning the environmental effects related to the implementation of this proposal.
In order to be considered for public participation, written comments must be received by 5:00pm September 6, 2013. Questions concerning the EA or process
being applied by the FAA in connection with this project should be directed to Theresa L. Samosiuk, P.E .
Comments may be submitted by:

Mail or Fax

http://ytown.org/index.php/ytown-news/452-willow-run-airport-closure-removal-of-runway... 8/7/2013

Willow Run Airport: Closure & Removal of Runway 14-32

Page 2 of 2

Mr. Ernest Gubry - Environmental Specialist
Federal Aviation Adminitration
Detroit Airports District Office, DET-ADO-600
11677 South Wayne Rd., Suite 107
Romulus, MI 48174
Fax: (734) 229 - 2950

Hand
Jacobsen Daniels Associates, LLC
Attn: YIP Environmental Assessment
121 Pearl St.
Ypsilanti, MI 48197
Phone: (734) 961 - 3204

Email
Electronic comments may be submitted online or via email to Ernest Gubry indicating "YIP EA Comments" in the subject line. Electronic appeals must be
submitted in MS Word, WordPerfect, or Rich Text Format (RTF).

Removal of Runway 14-32 was concluded in the 2006 Willow Run Airport Master Plan update and an airspace analysis for the closure was evaluated by the FAA
as part of the Airport Layout Plan (ALP) approval during the Master Plan Review. The removal of Runway 14-32 is intended to improve airfield safety by
eliminating the confusing and expansive pavement intersections caused by Runway 14-32 and to minimize capital and operational costs. Runway 14-32 is used
less than 2.5% of the time. The removal of Runway 14-32 will result in a small percentage of runway reutilization of aircraft operations and will not impact airfield
capacity at Willow Run for current or future aircraft operations. The closure is estimated to save $150,000 annually in operational costs.
Citizens are welcome to attend a Public Hearing on August 21, 2013 from 6:00pm - 8:00pm at 801 Willow Run Airport, third-floor conference room. The hearing
will be a formal open house format, allowing citizens to stop by anytime from 6:00pm - 8:00pm. The purpose of this hearing is to provide the public with
information about the proposed project and answer questions about the environmental, economic, and social effects of the proposed project currently scheduled.
Runway 14-32 Map

Thank you for taking the time to be involved in this environmental review process.
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Ypsilanti Charter Township
7200 S. Huron River Dr. Ypsilanti, Mi 48197
(734) 544 - 4000
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Detroit Metropolitan Wayne County Airport
07/25/2013 | Press release

Public Hearing for Runway Closure scheduled at Willow Run Airport
distributed by noodls on 07/25/2013 13:23

News
Release
Contact: Michael Conway 734-942-3558
Scott Wintner 734-955-3745
Public Hearing scheduled at Willow Run Airport
--Little used runway topic of session
YPSILANTI, Mich. (July 25, 2013) --A little-used runway at Willow Run Airport (YIP) will be
permanently closed and removed to enhance safety and save on maintenance costs. Less than
2.5 percent of all flights use Runway 14-32, which runs diagonally across the airfield from
northwest to southeast. Willow Run will still have plenty of airfield capacity with three
available runways.
"The proposed closure of Runway 14-32 eliminates two runway intersections, which will
improve airfield safety," said Tom Naughton, Wayne County Airport Authority (WCAA) CEO.
"The closure also saves an estimated $150,000 annually in operational costs."
Citizens are welcome to attend a Public Hearing on August 21, 2013, from 6 p.m. to 8 p.m.
at 801 Willow Run Airport, third-floor conference room. The hearing will be an open house
format, allowing citizens to stop by anytime between 6 p.m. and 8 p.m. The purpose of this
hearing is to provide the public with information about the proposed project and answer
questions about the environmental, economic, and social effects of the proposed project.
Wayne County Airport Authority has completed--and Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) has
approved for public distribution--a Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) for the Closure of
Runway 14-32 at Willow Run. The Draft EA describes the alternatives considered and the
probable economic, social, and environmental effects of the proposed project. The Draft EA
is available for review at the following locations:
• Willow Run Airport Administration Office (801 Willow Run Airport, Ypsilanti)
• Jacobsen/Daniels Associates (121 S. Pearl St., Ypsilanti)
• Fred C. Fischer Library (167 Fourth St., Belleville)
• Ypsilanti District Library (229 West Michigan Ave., Ypsilanti)
• Ypsilanti District Library (5577 Whittaker Road, Ypsilanti)
• The Airport Authority's website (http://www.wcaa.us)
(more)
(Page 2)
Written comments or questions on the proposed project will be accepted through Friday,
September 6, 2013, and may be sent to:
Mr. Ernest Gubry
Environmental Specialist
Federal Aviation Administration
Detroit Airports District Office
11677 South Wayne Road. Suite 107
Romulus, MI 48174
E-mail: ernest.gubry@faa.gov
Reasonable auxiliary aids and services, such as signers for the hearing impaired, will be
provided upon three (3) days notice to Kristy Exner, Wayne County Airport Authority, at
(734) 247-2223 or by e-mail to kristy.exner@wcaa.us.
# # #
About Willow Run Airport

http://www.noodls.com/view/12A371AFF466B5FDB7217FF51A5DC81A60847C72
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Willow Run Airport (YIP), located seven miles west of Detroit Metropolitan Airport (DTW)
along the I-94 corridor, is a major air cargo, corporate, charter, and general aviation
airport. Originally constructed in 1941 to field-test B-24 bombers for World War II as they
rolled off Henry Ford's assembly line, Willow Run Airport became home to what was then the
largest bomber plant in the world. In less than four years, Ford's Willow Run plant
produced a remarkable 8,685 B-24 bombers, securing the airport's place in history. Today's
Willow Run continues to be a critical component of the state economy, having stimulated,
directly or indirectly, more than 2,300 Michigan jobs representing a payroll of $65
million. Businesses at the airport also generated $9 million
in local taxes during 2006. Although scheduled passenger service is prohibited at Willow
Run Airport, the airport is home to several major charter and cargo airlines - making it
one of Michigan's busiest in terms of flight operations and the second-busiest cargo
airport in the U.S. without scheduled passenger service. For more information regarding
Willow Run Airport, visit www.willowrunairport.com. Willow Run is operated by Wayne County
Airport Authority, which also operates DTW. The Airport Authority is entirely selfsustaining and does not receive any tax dollars to support airport operations. For more
information about the Airport Authority, visit www.wcaa.us.
DETROIT METROPOLITAN WAYNE COUNTY AIRPORT
L.C. Smith Terminal • Mezzanine • Detroit, Michigan 48242 ph 734 942 3550 fax 734 942 3793
www.metroairport.com
Taxiway C Removal
7.
')7'\j>
";.
o
<9/
Sm artlinks | Detroit Metropolitan Wayne County Airport | Local News | Travel and Tourism | Airport
Management and Service Companies | Private Companies
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The Voice of Downriver

Opinion

POLI-TICKER: Closing of Willow Run runway to
be discussed
Published: Monday, July 29, 2013

0

1
VAN BUREN TWP. — The Federal Aviation Administration will hold a public hearing Aug. 21 to discuss the
permanent closure of a little-used runway at Willow Run Airport.
Less than 3 percent of flights departing or arriving at Willow Run use runway 14-32, which runs diagonally
across the airfield. Its closure would leave the airport with three runways.
"The proposed closure of Runway 14-32 eliminates two runway intersections, which will improve airfield
safety," Wayne County Airport Authority CEO Tom Naughton said. "The closure also saves an estimated
$150,000 annually in operational costs."
The hearing, which begins at 6 p.m. in the airport’s third-floor conference room, will allow visitors to see plans
for the project and learn how it will affect airport operations. It’s open to the public.
Learn more at the authority’s website, wcaa.us.
State approves hockey arena bonds
LANSING — The city of Detroit is in bankruptcy court, but that
didn’t stop the Michigan Strategic Fund from approving bonds to
fund construction of a new arena for the Detroit Red Wings.
The proposed $450 million arena will sit along Woodward Avenue
across I-75 from the Hockeytown Cafe and is part of a $650 plan
for a 45-acre district that will include retail, residential, office and
restaurant space.

http://www.thenewsherald.com/articles/2013/07/29/opinion/doc51f2cf814b9c2110508616.txt 8/7/2013
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Officials are planning to close a little-used runway at Willow Run
Airport to improve safety and save on maintenance costs.
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A public hearing is scheduled for 6 p.m. to 8 p.m. on Aug. 21.
Officials say less than 2.5 percent of flights use Runway 14-32,
which runs diagonally across the airfield. Willow Run says it will still
have plenty of capacity with three available runways.
The Wayne County Airport Authority, which runs the airport, says
the closure will save an estimated $150,000 annually in operational
costs.
Willow Run is in Van Buren Township, about 25 miles west of
Detroit. The airport is planning a number of upgrades and
expansions in the next decade.
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VAN BUREN TOWNSHIP, Mich. (AP) - Officials are
planning to close a little-used runway at Willow Run
Airport to improve safety and save on maintenance
costs.
A public hearing is scheduled for 6 p.m. to 8 p.m. on
Aug. 21. Officials say less than 2.5 percent of flights
use Runway 14-32, which runs diagonally across the
airfield. Willow Run says it will still have plenty of
capacity with three available runways.
The Wayne County Airport Authority, which runs the airport, says the closure
will save an estimated $150,000 annually in operational costs.

Advertisement

Willow Run is in Van Buren Township, about 25 miles west of Detroit. The
airport is planning a number of upgrades and expansions in the next decade.
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Willow Run Airport (YIP)
Runway14-32 Closure and Removal Draft Environmental Assessment
Public Hearing Summary
Location: Willow Run Airport, Hangar 1, 3rd Floor Conference Room
Date: Wednesday, August 21, 2013, 6PM – 8PM.
A power point presentation was set up in the 3rd floor conference room, with seating at the back
and along one wall of the room. Six presentation boards were set up in the staff break room
across the hall from the conference room for public review. The sign in, comment forms,
instructions for submitting comments and comment box were placed at a table with a member of
the Mead & Hunt design team outside the conference room door.
Attendees related to the project included:
FAA: Ernie Gubry
WCAA: Tom McCarthy, Michael Conway, Sean Brosnan, Kevin Clark, Theresa Samosiuk, Scott
Roberts
Mead & Hunt Design Team: Ron Engel (Mead & Hunt), Matt Johnson, Heather Hasper, Courtney
Miller (JDA)
The public began to arrive at approximately 5:45. All public attendees and attendees related to
the project signed in. Two members of the public perused the presentation boards; one public
comment was submitted in the comment box. Matt Johnson began the power point presentation
began at 6:15, with the intention of presenting again between 7 and 7:30, based on the number
of attendees at that time. The presentation/ hearing portion ended at approximately 6:45. At this
time attendees related to the project and public attendees moved across the hall to view the
presentation boards. The Design team staff and members of the WCAA team were available to
respond to one-on-one comments related to the project. Two members of the public commented
orally immediately following the presentation and one submitted a written comment. Three
members of the public arrived between the hours of 7pm and 8 pm, and were given time to
review presentation boards and ask questions of project related attendees. A total of eight
members of the public attended between the hours of 6pm and 8pm. Proceedings concluded at
8:00pm.
All attendees were dispersed by 8:15.
A copy of the presentation materials is provided on the following pages, along with the sign in
sheet. This information, along with the records of notification will also be included in Appendix
G, Public Notification in the Final Environmental Assessment.
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Willow Run Airport
Runway 14-32 Removal
Draft Environmental Assessment

Public Hearing August 21, 2013

4
4
4
4
4
4

Background
Purpose and Need
EA Process
Evaluation Conclusions
Schedule
Public Comments

Agenda

Background: Existing Airport Facilities

Background Project Description

4

 Closure and Removal
of Runway 14-32
 Realignment of
Taxiway Charlie

4As outlined in the
approved 2006
Willow Run Airport
Master Plan Update,
the Proposed Action
includes:

4Safety
• Remove non-standard pavement to address existing
Hotspot at the intersection of Runway 14-32, 5L-23R
and Taxiway C.
4Removal of Runway 14-32 will not increase or decrease
annual aircraft operations.
4Runway 14-32 is used for less than 2.5 percent of all
annual flights. Majority are small single engine
propeller aircraft.

Purpose and Need

4Minimize operations and maintenance costs
• Removal will eliminate the need for maintenance
and snow removal, saving an estimated $150,000
annually.
• Removal will eliminate extensive rehabilitation
required due to pavement conditions (pavement
rehabilitation, if the runway were to remain open,
has been estimated to cost up to $20 million).

Purpose and Need

Water Quality

Air Quality

Construction
Impacts

Wetlands

Compatible
Land Use

Coastal
Resources

Wild and
Scenic
Rivers

Fish, Wildlife,
and Plants
Threatened &
Endangered
Species

Department of
Transportation Act,
Section 4f

Noise

Natural
Resources
and Energy
Supply

NEPA
ENVIRONMENTAL
CATEGORIES

Farmlands

EA Process: NEPA Categories

Historical,
Architectural,
Archeological,
and Cultural
Resources

Secondary
(Induced)
Impacts

Socioeconomic
Impacts,
Environmental
Health and
Safety Risks

Light Emissions and
Visual Impacts

Floodplains

Hazardous
Materials,
Pollution
Prevention and
Solid Waste

Evaluation Conclusions: Noise

Sound Level (dB)

DNL: Yearly Day Night Average

65 DNL Noise Contour 2018
No Action vs. Proposed
Action Alternative

Source: FAA Order 5050.4b

DNL: Yearly Day Night Average Sound Level (dB)

4No 1.5 DNL noise increase over noise sensitive land
uses.
4No new noise sensitive land use impacts.
4No impacts to non compatible land uses.

Evaluation Conclusions: Noise

4Previous archaeological surveys indicate “a low
potential for identifying archaeological and aboveground resources of significance to the regional
history” within the project area.
4The FAA, in consultation with the Michigan State
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), determined that,
based on historic resource guidelines, the Proposed
Action would have an effect.
4A Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) is being
developed between the FAA and SHPO to mitigate
the effect.

Evaluation Conclusions: Historical, Architectural,
Archeological, and Cultural Resources

July 22, 2013 – September 6, 2013
September 2013
October 2013

Public Review

Address Public
Comments

FAA
Determination

Schedule

4 Comments can be mailed or faxed to:
Mr. Ernest Gubry, Environmental Specialist
Federal Aviation Administration
Detroit Airports District Office
11677 South Wayne Road, Suite 107
Romulus, MI 48174
E-mail: ernest.gubry@faa.gov
Fax: (734) 229-2950
4 Comments must be received by:
Close of Business (5:00PM) , Friday September 6, 2013
4 Responses to comment received will be presented in the Final EA.

Public Comments

Thank You
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From: Bobby Pruchnik [mailto:yipnatca@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, September 6, 2013 2:46 PM
To: ernest.gubry@faa.gov; Theresa Samosiuk
Subject: Runway 32/14 Closure

Dear Ernest Gubry/ Theresa Samosiuk,

I would like to officially state that the National Air Traffic Controllers Association at
Willow Run Airport is against the closure of runway 32/14.
This closure is based off numbers that apparently were supplied to WCAA in 2006. Wayne
County Airport Authority claims that less than 2.5% of all traffic uses runway 32/14. That
number doesn't include VFR traffic that uses 32/14. A majority of all traffic that uses this runway
is VFR. There has never been a procedure in place to count traffic off specific runways so any
number given is simply a guesstimate. I'm at a loss for words how WCAA can place smaller
aircraft safety at risk. Its a safety hazard for smaller aircrafts to not use a runway with
corresponding wind. WCAA is using deceiving numbers to justify the closure of a runway. The
closure of this crossing runway will drive many users away to other airports in the area.
Another reason stated for closure is the reduction in confusion on the airfield. Since the
WCAA has already removed taxiway Charlie in-between runways 23L/23R a majority of the
confusion in the area has been fixed. Additionally, I don't see how it possibly costs WCAA
$150,000 per year to operate 32/14 as its not normally plowed in the winter time.

Sincerely and Respectfully,
Bobby Pruchnik
Willow Run National Air Traffic Controllers Association President

From: "Galanis,Sam"<Sam.Galanis@opco.com>

AGLDETADO,Detroit,MI
To: ErnestGubry/AGL/FAA@FAA,
Date: 09/03/201311:57AM
Subject:
RWY1432



Mr.Gubry,IstronglyfeelthatRWY1432shouldbekeptopen.It’salready
there,andIhavemanytimesaskedcontrollerstogivemethatrunwaybecauseof
windconditionswhenthey’veoriginallyassignedme523.
ItwouldhelptheYankeeAirMuseumairplanes;theirB17’scrosswindcomponent
is,Ibelieve,only13knots.ItwouldhelpEagleFlightSchool’soperationson
certainwindydays.Itshouldbekeptopenasamatterofsafetyonthosewindy
dayswhenit’sblowingrightdown1432.
Itreducespollutionwhenanairplanecantaxifromtheeasthangarsandtakeoff
fromRWY32,ratherthantaxiallthewaytoRWY5.Thefigureof2.5%usageis
verydeceptive,ascontrollersseemtoalwaysassignyouto
523evenwhenthewindsareblowingrightdown1432,whichviolatesthesafety
preceptthatyoushouldalwaysbeassignedtotherunwayclosestalignedwiththe
wind.Therunwayisthere,it’suseful,let’suseit.
PleasefeelfreetocontactmeonmypersonalmobileifIcanbeofany
assistance:734.552.3396.Regards,Sam
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NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY AND PUBLIC HEARING
Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) and Notice of Public
Hearing Addressing the Proposed Closure of Runway 14-32
at Willow Run Airport, Ypsilanti, Michigan

________________________________________

The above-mentioned hearing
Taken at Willow Run Airport,
Ypsilanti, Michigan,
Commencing at 6:00 p.m.,
Wednesday, August 21, 2013,
Before Rhonda M. Taylor, CRR, RPR, CSR-4664

2

3

Ypsilanti, Michigan
August 21, 2013
6:00 p.m.
>> MR. JOHNSON: Everybody, thank you for coming tonight. My
name is Matt Johnson. I'm part of the Mead & Hunt design team working on
behalf of the Airport Authority doing design services for this project. You're
here for the Willow Run Airport removal of Runway 14-32 at this airport. On
August 21, 2013 is our public hearing for our environmental assessment for
this project.
The E.A., environmental assessment, has been prepared -- the draft
E.A., I should say, has been prepared in accordance with the National
Environmental Protection Act requirements. It is an F.A.A. document.
They're the federal agency responsible for the E.A. and the findings of the
E.A.
>> MR. GALANIS: A point of information? You need E.P.A. approval
to remove a runway?
>> MR. JOHNSON: We need approval of our E.A. document, yes. The
Airport Authority does do that. I'll get to a couple -- to address these
comments to let you know how to form them in a minute. The agenda
tonight is intended to brief -- give a brief presentation on the project, the
purpose and need, the findings of the E.A. We'll give that in probably a five
or ten minute presentation. We ask you to hold all questions and comments
during that time.
Afterward, we'll give you the ability to comment in this public forum by
submitting your name on a comment card. Because we have a smaller

4

group of people, we can allow you to stand up, have a time to provide your
comment. We won't be addressing comments at this time. That's how the
process works.
We have a stenographer here, Rhonda, recording those. That will get
it in the public record. There are also other opportunities to provide your
comments. We have boards set up in the room next door that kind of
summarize the same information that's going to be presented on the screen.
We have a number of people from the Mead & Hunt team and from the
Airport Authority who will be milling about to help clarify things and answer
questions.
If at that time you want to comment, you can fill out on a written
comment card which we have on the table outside. You can give your
comment to the stenographer to capture in the record. We have other ways
via e-mail to the F.A.A. and other opportunities to submit your comments at
a later time which you can write down and do so with that.
After this presentation, I'll call forward any individuals who want to
comment for the stenographer at that time, and we'll close that portion of
the public hearing. Then you can go look at the boards. We'll be there to
answer questions. We'll give the presentation, depending on how many
people are here, multiple times in the same forum to allow anybody who
comes to understand what's going on. Okay?
With that, we have a few slides here. We're going to touch on the
background, the airport environs, purpose and need for the project, and give
a brief summary of the E.A. process itself, what are the things we're
required to analyze. And then we'll talk about some of the evaluation
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conclusions for certain categories that we think would be of interest, some of
the future schedule in terms of the comment period. There are set durations
after this meeting where you will be able to continue to submit comments to
the F.A.A. Then we'll close the hearing allowing anybody to speak who
wants to speak and then go next door. Okay?
Some of you may be familiar. Some may not. This is our airport. For
reference, we're located in this area. Currently the airport has the four
runway system, two parallel 5-23 runways and a 9-27 and a 14-32 runway.
What is our project? Our project that this environmental assessment
is being submitted for includes the closure and removal primarily of Runway
14-32. This project was identified and approved as part of the 2006 master
plan that the Authority conducted. It's something that's been in plans for a
little while. We're realigning some taxiways in this area that are included in
what's called a hotspot. There are certain guidelines that the F.A.A. has
regarding taxiway geometry. Those have changed over time.
In this project, we have the opportunity to kind of realign some of
those things to minimize potential for confusion and bring some of those
geometries in line with what the F.A.A. currently likes to see and really
requires the Authority to design and lay out. We're taking away Taxiway
Charlie and realigning it in a perpendicular fashion. That's the extent of this
project that we're talking about today.
Why are we doing this? I mentioned reducing the potential for
confusion that falls into the category of safety. Removing some of these
pavement areas, in essence, will address the existing hotspot. The hotspot
is a recognized area that the F.A.A. has said has high potential for confusion
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for pilots. They flag that. The intention is we want to try and remedy that.
By cleaning up some of that area where those pavements come together, we
can do that.
Removal of this runway will not increase or decrease annual
operations. This will not have an effect on the number and types of aircraft
of people who will fly here. The use of Runway 14-32 is very minimal at
2.5% of all annual flights. The majority of those are small single engine
aircraft. They'll be utilizing other runways quite simply. Okay?
Another aspect of the removal is it's going to eliminate the need for
operational maintenance. The Airport Authority estimates about $150,000
annually to maintain the pavement, remove snow, and all those things.
More importantly, the pavement is in need of replacement if it were to
remain open long term. That's quite an expensive project, estimated up to
$20 million to rebuild that runway. It was scheduled to be closed as part of
the master plan anyways. That's another driver as to why this project is
being conducted.
Our process for this E.A. and this document that this document is
hearing about includes looking at a number of environmental categories that
are defined by the National Environmental Protection Act and evaluated.
They include everything from scenic rivers to wetlands to noise,
socioeconomic, floodplains, all the categories. There are exhibits next door
if you want to look at it very carefully. We're going to touch on a couple of
them. Primarily those are the ones where the analysis, most of the analysis
was done and what we tend to find people are most interested in.
The first is noise. We have a graphic here showing the noise contour.
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For any of you who have been involved in studies in the airports around
here, this is a contour that represents the levels of noise that anybody will
hear around the airport. The solid line is representing the noise contour
after our project. What this outer contour represents is what is called the 65
D.N.L. That's the yearly day/night average sound level. That's a metric that
we use, that everybody uses to measure noise.
So with the project -- we're considering 2018 for the purpose -- 2018
is the year we picked to model because that's when we believe that will be
the first year of operation without the runway given the construction
schedule and all the approvals. It's anticipated in 2018 that the runway will
be non-operational. The dashed light blue or dashed blue is the differences
with the runway in use. The community can look at this and understand
how those noise levels will shift.
There is no 1.5 D.N.L. noise increase over any noise sensitive land
uses. What that means is there is criteria that says if there's an increase for
any noise sensitive land uses, communities, schools, things like that -airport property doesn't count -- then that triggers other actions. We have
not -- we will not pass that threshold.
We have another graphic that's more detailed in the next room that
you can look at if you want to ask more questions about that. We're not
introducing any new noise sensitive land use impacts. The community isn't
growing to encompass a new school or park or things of that nature. There
are no other incompatible land uses that will increase the noise level.
Next we get into our historical, archaeological, architectural, and
cultural resources. I wish we had an acronym for that one. There's been a
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number of archaeological surveys done over the year. They've indicated a
low potential for identifying archaeological and above-ground resources of
significance to the regional history within the project area.
I know you can read. I'm saying this for Rhonda here,
>> MR. GALANIS: That says the proposed action would have an
effect, the second one there?
>> MR. JOHNSON: If you don't mind, let me finish the presentation
and keep the comments and questions to the end. So the second one ->> MR. GALANIS: It's a point of information. I want to make sure I
get it as we go along.
>> MR. JOHNSON: The F.A.A. in consultation with the Michigan State
Historical Preservation Office has determined that based on the historic
resources guidelines -- that's the guidelines we use to analyze these
things -- the proposed action would have an effect. That's simply stating
removal of the runway, because of the facility's age, could have an effect.
The Airport Authority is currently working with the SHPO to identify what
actions need to take place to allow that to happen. Okay?
>> MR. GALANIS: Thank you.
>> MR. JOHNSON: That's the MOA. That's currently in process. The
State Historic Preservation Office has provided comments and instructed the
Airport Authority to the type of things they want to see happen, and those
are what's being put in place as part of this.
Our schedule. We're in our public review period. So we've had the
document available to the public via websites, libraries, this office here since
July 22nd. The comment period will close September 6th. After this
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meeting, there are a couple weeks to continue to comment. Some time over
the course of September we will address those comments in the document.
The process is that all comments are received. The Authority addresses
those comments in writing. Those are included in the document and then
submitted to the F.A.A. for final consideration. Again, it is their document,
so they have the ownership and authority to approve. They will do that, we
hope, some time in October.
Finally, I mentioned the comments themselves. You have the ability
to comment here, either via our stenographer or handwritten comments.
Those are the only two ways comments given here will be put into the
official record. You may also send comments to Mr. Ernie Gubry. That
information is on the handout that's on the table out there, the meeting
summary. You have it at your fingertips. You can contact him via that.
Again, by close of business Friday, September 6th, will be the close of that
comment period and responses to comments will then be packaged up and
presented to the F.A.A. for final determination on the document as a whole.
Okay?
With that, as I mentioned earlier, if anybody would like to provide a
verbal comment in this forum for everybody to hear, you may do so. The
matter in which it will be recorded is via the stenographer. If you choose
not to do that but choose to comment once we close this portion of the
hearing, you can sit one on one with Rhonda.
Do you mind stating your name?
>> MR. GALANIS: I'm Sam Galanis from Southgate, Michigan. What
if you just have no feeling or knowledge about the environmental and you
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want to say, I'm against the closure of the runway, who would you contact
for that?
>> MR. JOHNSON: Ernie. You may comment on any pertinent aspect
of this project. There are no rules as long as it applies to this project.
>> MR. GALANIS: May I say what I want to say now or later?
>> MR. JOHNSON: This is the time to take public comments. State
your name one more time.
>> MR. GALANIS: Sam Galanis, 12869 Ward Street, Southgate,
Michigan. I'm against the closure of the runway. There are a lot of airports
in the country that wish they had enough land to have a second cross
country runway which 14-32 is. I've been flying here for many years. I own
an airplane at the airport here. Many, many times the winds are such that
the wind is blowing strongly right down Runway 14 or runway 32 and it's
made a lot safer landing. I'm wondering if some of the facts you presented,
they may be true but may be misleading, the 2.5% of operations. Even
when the wind is blowing right down Runway 14 or 32, the controllers
usually utilize the 23s or the 5s because you have eagle flights over using
the right and the others using the left. There are times that eagle flights
would want 14-32 if the wind is strong enough when they're flying Cessna
172s, et cetera.
Regarding the cost $150,000 a year, yep, it costs money to plow the
snow off the runway, but the $20 million, that's obviously not going to be
paid in one year. That's going to be amortized over a long period of time.
The other thing is -- I hope I can put this in a positive way -- but all of
us who live in Wayne County are aware of the governance problems you had
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with budgetary considerations. $20 million amortized over many years is
not a huge cost. I personally would very much like to keep the runway
open. That's just my opinion. Thank you.
>> MR. JOHNSON: Thank you. Anybody else? Raising a hand is fine.
>> MR. PRUSCHNIK: I know you guys did studies on this.
>> MR. JOHNSON: State your name.
>> MR. PRUSCHNIK: Robert Pruschnik (phonetic), Belleville,
Michigan. I represent the National Air Traffic Controllers Association at
Willow Run. I agree some of this 2.5% is probably misleading -- that's not
counting our eagle flight guys or low flying pilots. Is there a way we can
find out where we got $150,000 per year something like that? Also the $20
million? I'm sure $20 million sounds great. I know 23 left costs the county
an arm and a leg. $150,000 sounds high.
>> MR. BROSNAN: 23 left is going to be about 4 million, and it's not
that much longer.
>> MR. PRUSCHNIK: I know you got a lot of federal money. Can you
get federal money for this project?
>> MR. BROSNAN: We've been told no.
>> MR. PRUSCHNIK: I believe you.
>> MR. BROSNAN: Because it's not used that much.
>> MR. JOHNSON: If you want to pose that as a question, I would
like to see justification for the 150, please do it that way. We can respond in
the comments.
>> MR. PRUSCHNIK: I would like to see justification for the $150,000
per year.

12

>> MR. GALANIS: Can I add something?
>> MR. JOHNSON: Yes.
>> MR. GALANIS: Can I add something to my comment or am I out
of luck?
>> MR. BROSNAN: We're here until 8 o'clock.
>> MR. GALANIS: Regarding the 2.5% that land on Runway 14-32,
that could be deceiving from the point of view when the cross-wind justifies
using 14-32, the controllers are assigning 23 right or 23 left because of the
dual operation. If you request it, they'll usually give it to you. Winds dictate
to use that runway more often. Unless it's a stiff gusty wind and they're
assigning 23, you're going to try to take 23 unless you feel it's a factor.
Thank you.
>> MR. JOHNSON: Any others? Okay. At this time I'm going to
announce the close of the comments. Time is 6:24 and we're closing the
public hearing portion of this meeting. Again, we have boards here. We
have a number of people you can talk to. We want to talk to you to make
sure you understand the project and what's in the E.A. It may be easier to
do the talking around the board instead of when we're making sure to record
it. You can comment any time tonight. We'll be here until 8:00.
>> ATTENDEE: Are we doing this again?
>> MR. JOHNSON: We will do this again. We'll do it as many times
as we need to based on the amount of people and when they come in to
make sure they get the same opportunity to hear this and comment. Quite
possibly, yes, we'll do it again depending on how many people had to work
late.
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>> MR. BROSNAN: We may do this again at 7:00 or 7:30 giving the
whole presentation another time.
>> MR. JOHNSON: Thank you very much for your time.
(Break)
(Proceedings concluded at 8:00 p.m.)
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CERTIFICATE OF REPORTER

STATE OF MICHIGAN

)
) SS

COUNTY OF LIVINGSTON

)

I hereby certify that I reported stenographically the
foregoing proceedings at the time and place hereinbefore set forth; that
thereafter the same was reduced to computer transcription under my
supervision; and that this is a full, true, complete and correct transcription of
said proceedings.

______________________________
RHONDA M. TAYLOR, CRR, RPR, CSR-4664
Notary Public
Livingston County, Michigan
My commission expires: April 3, 2018

Errata Sheet
Re: Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) and Notice of Public Hearing Addressing the
Proposed Closure of Runway 14-32 at Willow Run Airport, Ypsilanti, MI_
Dated: _Wednesday, August 21, 2013_______
If any corrections to this transcript are necessary, indicate them on this sheet of paper,
giving the change, the page number, line number, and reason for the change.
Reasons for making changes are:
1) To clarify the record;
2) To conform to the facts;
3) To correct transcription errors
Page No. Line No.
Change
10
5
Addition of the word “want” between
“I” and “to”
11
1
Addition of suffix “itized” to “amor”
11

14

Change “about 4 million” to “about
33 million”

Reason
(3) To correct
transcription error
(3) To correct
transcription error
(1) To clarify the record
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MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT
BETWEEN
THE FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION
AND THE MICHIGAN STATE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY - HISTORIC
PRESERVATION OFFICE
CONCERNING THE DECOMMISSION AND REMOVAL OF RUNWAY 14/32
WILLOW RUN AIRPORT, SECTION 13, T3S, R7E
YPSILANTI TOWNSHIP, WASHTENAW COUNTY, MICHIGAN
SUBMITTED TO THE ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORICAL PRESERVATION
PURSUANT TO 36 CFR § 800.6(b)(1)

This Memorandum of Agreement (“Agreement”) is entered into this ____ day of ________ 2013
by and between the Federal Aviation Administration, located at ___________________
(hereinafter the “FAA”) and the Michigan State Housing Development Authority, State Historic
Preservation Office, located at ___________________ (hereinafter “SHPO”), and concurred
with by the Wayne County Airport Authority, located at the Detroit Metropolitan Wayne County
Airport, L.C. Smith Building – Mezzanine, Detroit, Michigan 48242 (hereinafter the “WCAA”).
The signatories to this Agreement are the FAA and SHPO, and may be referred to singularly as
a “Party” or collectively as the “Parties.”
WHEREAS, the FAA has the jurisdiction to allocate funds and approve undertakings involving
the implementation of the Capital Improvement Program (hereinafter “CIP”) for the WCAA; and
WHEREAS, pursuant to Act 90 of 2002 of the laws of the State of Michigan, MCL 259.1a et.
seq., the WCAA has full operational jurisdiction over the Willow Run Airport in Ypsilanti,
Michigan (hereinafter “Airport”) with the power to lease premises and facilities and to grant
rights, privileges, and concessions with respect to the Airport; and
WHEREAS, the CIP includes plans to decommission and remove Runway 14/32 (hereinafter
“Runway”) at the Airport, a property which may meet the criteria for inclusion in the National
Register of Historic Places, but does not currently have any designation as an historic property;
and
WHEREAS, the FAA has determined, in consultation with the SHPO, that the decommissioning
and removal of the Runway will have an adverse effect upon the Runway;
WHEREAS, the FAA has consulted with SHPO regarding the decommissioning and removal of
the Runway in accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C.
4701) and implementing regulations (36 CFR Part 800) to resolve the adverse affect; and
WHEREAS, the WCAA has participated in the FAA’s consultation with SHPO, and the WCAA
acknowledges the stipulations in this Agreement as evidenced by the WCAA’s concurrence with
this Agreement; and
WHEREAS, the public was given an opportunity to comment on the decommissioning and
removal of the Runway in a notice published on ________, 2013 in the ______________; and
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NOW, THEREFORE, the FAA and SHPO agree as follows:
I.

INTERIM MAINTENANCE
At all times prior to the decommissioning and removal of the Runway, the FAA will
ensure the WCAA protects and secures the Runway in accordance with the FAA’s rules
and regulations regarding the care and maintenance of runways.

II.

RECORDATION
The FAA will ensure the WCAA, prior to the decommissioning and removal of the
Runway, documents the Runway in accordance with this Agreement. The WCAA’s
documentation of the Runway will create a permanent record inclusive of a historical
narrative of the Runway. The entire original documentation package compiled pursuant
to this Agreement shall be transmitted to SHPO for deposit in to the State Archives.
The historical narrative shall include the following:
1. A brief, two page history of the Runway. This brief history will include a chain of
title history, township and US surveys, construction date and architect’s name, if
available, and any available information regarding the current and past uses of
the Runway; and
2. A description of the Runway, including the building materials, overall dimensions
and features of the Runway, as well as any alterations to the Runway since its
original construction.
Additionally, the WCAA will gather any original, historic parcel maps, plats, photographs
or other documentation in the possession of the WCAA and related to the Runway, and
deposit the same with the State Archives of Michigan for permanent curation.
Lastly, the WCAA will acquire an historical plaque and thereafter display the same in
Hanger 1 at the Airport to provide recognition of the history of the Runway.

III.

POST-REVIEW DISCOVERIES
If unanticipated archaeological artifacts or human remains are encountered, the Parties
shall consult with the WCAA to address any concerns regarding any concerns regarding
unanticipated and encountered archaeological artifacts or human remains.

IV.

REPORTING AND MONITORING
A. Once the tasks set forth in Section II of this Agreement have been completed, the
FAA will obtain a brief written report from the WCAA of the completion of the tasks
set forth in Section II of this Agreement, and the FAA will provide this written report to
SHPO.
B. Should the FAA or SHPO be unsatisfied with the progress of the WCAA in
completing the tasks set forth in Section II of this Agreement, the FAA and SHPO
shall consult with the WCAA to address any perceived deficiencies.

V.

AMENDMENT
Page 2

The FAA or SHPO may propose an amendment to this Agreement in accordance with
36 CFR Part 800.6(c)(7).
VI.

DISPUTE RESOLUTION
Should any Party to this Agreement or the WCAA object within thirty (30) days to any of
the proposed actions pursuant to this Agreement, the FAA shall consult with the objector
to resolve the objection. If the FAA determines that the objection cannot be resolved
pursuant to 36 CFR Part 800.7(b), the FAA shall forward all documentation relevant to
the dispute to the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (hereinafter “Council”).
Within forty-five (45) days after receipt of all pertinent documentation, the Council will
either:
A. Provide the FAA with recommendations, which the FAA will take into account in
reaching a final decision regarding the dispute (36 CFR Part 800.7(b); or
B. Notify the FAA that it will comment pursuant to 36 CFR Part 800.7(c) and proceed to
comment. Any Council comment provided in response to such a request will be
taken into account by the head of the FAA in accordance with 36 CFR Part
800.7(c)(4) with reference to the subject of the dispute.
Any recommendation or comment provided by the Council will be understood to pertain
only to the Runway.

VII.

TERMINATION
A. If the FAA determines that it cannot implement the terms of this Agreement, or if
SHPO determines the obligations of this Agreement are not being properly
implemented, the FAA or SHPO may propose a termination of this Agreement.
B. The Party proposing to terminate this Agreement shall so notify the other Party and
the WCAA, explaining the reasons for termination and affording them at least sixty
(60) days to consult and seek alternatives to termination. The Parties shall then
consult.
C. Should such consultation fail, the FAA or SHPO may terminate this Agreement by so
notifying the other Party and the WCAA.
D. Should this Agreement be terminated, the FAA shall either:
1. Consult in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800.6 to develop a new Agreement.
2. Request the comments of the Council pursuant to 36 CFR 800.7.

VIII.

DURATION
If the Project has not begun within three (3) years of the execution of this Agreement by
the Parties and the WCAA, then this Agreement will be null and void. In such an event,
the FAA shall so notify SHIPO and the WCAA, and if it chooses to continue with the
Project, the FAA shall re-initiate consultation, in accordance with 36 CFR 800.6(c)(7).
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IX.

ENTIRE AGREEMENT
This Agreement contains the entire understanding between the Parties and may not be
changed, modified or altered except by an agreement in writing signed by all Parties.
The recitals stated above are incorporated herein by reference as if fully restated herein.
Each Party hereto represents and warrants, by the execution of this Agreement, that is
duly authorized to enter into it and every part of it, including, but not limited to, its release
of liability. This Agreement shall be effective on the date set forth on page 1, and
following the execution of this Agreement by all Parties.

EXECUTION of this Agreement by the FAA and SHPO, and the implementation of its terms,
evidences that the FAA has afforded the Council an opportunity to comment on this Agreement
and its effects on potentially historic properties.
FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION
____________________________________________
Authorized Official:

_________________________
Date

MICHIGAN STATE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY - HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE
____________________________________________
Authorized Official:

_________________________
Date

Concur:
WAYNE COUNTY AIRPORT AUTHORITY
_____________________________________________
Chief Executive Officer
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_________________________
Date

ATTACHMENT A
SHPO DOCUMENTATION GUIDELINES

MICHIGAN STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE
DOCUMENTATION GUIDELINES
The following guidelines provide instruction for producing permanent documentation of historic properties
following submittal to the State Historic Preservation Office, the photos produced will be transferred to the State
Archives, where they will be maintained and made available to the public for research purposes. In many cases,
this documentation will constitute the only visual public record of a resource. It is therefore important that
reports, drawings and photographs adequately depict the salient visual characteristics of the resource, and that
they be produced using archivally stable materials and procedures.
The specifications outlined in this memorandum are intended to ensure that the material will be of high quality
and remain in usable condition for many years to come. The guidelines were adapted from those used for
submitting nominations to the National Register of Historic Places, as described in National Register Bulletin
16: Guidelines for Completing National Register of Historic Places Forms. The complete text of this and other
National Register Bulletins may be found on the web at http://www.nps.gov/history/nr/publications/.
I.

REPORTS - GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS

Reports should be printed on archival paper and be 8½ by 11 inches in size.
II.

DESCRIPTIVE AND HISTORICAL NARRATIVES

The report should contain a descriptive and historical narrative about the resource(s). The descriptive overview
should concisely but thoroughly describe the resource, including discussion of its site and setting; overall design
and form, dimensions, structural character, materials, decorative or other details, and alterations. The historical
narrative should provide an account of the resource's history and explain its significance in terms of the national
register criteria (information about the criteria for listing a resource in the national register may be found on the
web at http://www.nps.gov/history/nr/publications/bulletins/nrb15/nrb15_2.htm ). Published and unpublished
sources should be used as needed to document the resource's significance. For bridges and public structures,
public records and newspapers should be used for information concerning the historical background and
construction of the resource and to identify those involved in its design and construction. All sources of
information (including author, title, publisher, date of publication, volume and page number) should be listed in
a bibliography.
III.

MAPS

Documentation for the historical narrative must include one or more maps that encompass the whole
development, including:
x

USGS Map – an original United States Geological Survey (USGS) topographical map indicating the
location of the subdivision and listing its UTM coordinates.

x

Other Map(s) - The maps must show the locations of all historic and non-historic features of districts and
complexes. If more than one map is required to cover the entire district, a key map should illustrate the
entire district and its boundaries.
Information District Maps Must Provide
x

District or property name

x

Name of community, county, and state

x

Significant natural features such as lakes and rivers, with names

x

All streets, railroad lines, old railroad grades, and any other transportation rights of way, labeled in
bold print with their names

x

Lot or property lines

x

Outlines or representations for all surveyed properties

x

Patterned coding of footprints or representations of all buildings to indicate whether they are
contributing or non-contributing to the district’s or complex’s historic character and significance.
The outlines or representations of contributing resources must be darkened, while they are left light
for non-contributing resources.

x

For districts, street addresses for all properties listed in the description’s inventory section; if the
properties have numbered street addresses, no other form of identification may appear on the map.

x

Boundary of the property associated with the district or complex property.

x

Key identifying any symbols used

x

North directional arrow

x

Scale bar (in case map is copied in larger or smaller format)

Do Not:
xUse color coding. Photocopying in black and white will render color coding unreadable.

Map Standards
The final copies of maps must be printed on white paper meeting the national register’s standards for archival
stability – 20 pound acid-free paper with a two percent alkaline reserve. Tape, staples, and adhesive labels may
not be used. Maps should be in 8 ½” X 11” format, if possible. Map sheets larger than 11” X 17” are not
acceptable.
The district map should show both the lot lines and the outlines of the buildings. For business districts
containing buildings that occupy most of their lots, the maps must show the building outlines. Outside of
business districts, surveyed buildings can be shown by square boxes if maps showing building outlines are not
available. Monuments and other objects may be represented by circles or dots.
IV.

DRAWINGS - GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS

Drawings should be drawn or printed on archival paper and folded to fit an archival folder approximately 8½ by
11 inches. Use coding, crosshatching, numbering, transparent overlays, or other standard graphic techniques to'
indicate the information. Do not use color because it cannot be reproduced by microfilming or photocopying.
Drawings should be used to document the existing condition of the resource, the evolution of a resource,
alterations to a building or complex .of buildings, floor plans of interior spaces. - Site plans should have a
graphic north arrow and include locations and types of trees, shrubs and planting beds. All architectural and site
plans should include dimensions indicating the overall size of buildings, sizes of major interior spaces and
distances between major site features. If original drawings of the resource(s) exist, add a graphic scale the
drawings and reproduce them to fit on 8½ by 11 inch archival paper. Photographic reductions are permissible
provided they meet the photographic requirements specified in these guidelines.
V.

PHOTOGRAPHS - GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS

Submit clear and descriptive photographs and negatives in acid-free envelopes. Photographs should provide a
clear visual representation of the historic integrity and significant features of the resource. The number of
photographs needed will vary according to the project and the nature of the resource. The article by David
Ames, A Primer on Architectural Photography and the Photo Documentation of Historic Structures (Vernacular

Architecture Forum News, no date) provides helpful information for photographing buildings and structures.
This article is available on the web at:
http://dspace.udel.edu:8080/dspace/bitstream/19716/2831/1/A%20primer%20on.pdf.
GUIDELINES FOR PHOTOGRAPHIC COVERAGE
Photography should include at least two general views of each building to be demolished, each if possible
showing two sides, so that all four sides are photographed, plus at least one streetscape view looking in each
direction of the part of the street in which each building is located. Thus, for each building, four to six views,
unless several buildings are in one short stretch of the same street. If there are any examples left of any of the
same building form that retain a high state of integrity, photos should be taken of one sample building for each
building form, two views of each together showing all four sides.
Buildings, Structures and Objects
x

Submit one or more views to show the principal facades and the environment or setting in which the
resource is located;

x

Additions, alterations, intrusions, and dependencies should appear in the photographs;

x

Include views of interiors, outbuildings, landscaping, or unusual details if the significance of the
resource is entirely or in part based on them.

Historic and Archaeological Sites
x

Submit one or more photographs to depict the condition of the site and any aboveground or surface
features and disturbances;

x

If they are relevant to the site's significance, include drawings or photographs that illustrate artifacts
that have been removed from the site;

x

At least one photograph should show the physical environment and configuration of the land
making up the site.

BASIC TECHNICAL REQUIREMENTS
Photographs must be:
x

at least 5 x 7 inches, preferably 8 x 10 inches, unmounted (do not affix the photographs to paper,
cards, or any other material); photographs with borders are preferred;

x

submitted in acid free envelopes; the envelopes should be labeled in pencil (see labeling instructions
below).

Envelope Labeling Instructions
Neatly print the following information on the upper right corner of the envelope in soft lead pencil:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Name of the resource;
Street Address, township, county, and state where the resource is located;
Name of photographer;
Date of photograph;

5. Description of view indicating direction of camera;
6. Photograph number.
Do not use adhesive labels for this information.
Film Photography
x

Photographs must be printed on double or medium-weight black-and-white paper having a matte,
glossy, or satin finish; fiber-based papers are preferred; resin-coated papers that have been
processed automatically will be accepted provided they have been properly processed and
thoroughly washed; we recommend the use of a hypo-clearing or neutralizing agent, and toning in
selenium or sepia to extend the useful life of the photographs;

x

The negatives must be submitted with the prints. Each strip of negatives should be submitted in acid
free envelopes that have the following information submitted in soft lead pencil in the upper right
comer of the envelope.
1.
2.
3.
4.

Name of the resource;
Name of the photographer;
Date of photograph;
Negative numbers

Digital Photography
Camera:
BEST: At Least 6 megapixel digital SLR Camera
Acceptable: Minimum 6 megapixel point-and-shoot digital camera
Acceptable: 2 – 5 megapixel SLR or point-and-shoot digital camera
Not acceptable:
x Camera phones
x Disposable or single-use digital cameras
x Digital cameras with fewer than 2 megapixels of resolution
Image format:
BEST: First generation Tag image file format (TIFF) or RAW
Acceptable:
x Joint Photographic Experts Group (JPEG) converted to TIFF
x JPEG must not be altered in any way prior to conversion
x After the image has been saved as a TIFF, use the guidelines outlined in the section titled
“Labeling the Image.
Capturing the Image:
BEST: Minimum 6 megapixels (2000 x 3000 pixel image) at 300 dpi
Acceptable: Minimum 2 megapixels (1200 x 1600 pixel image) at 300 dpi
Printer paper and inks1:
BEST Inks: Manufacturer recommended pigmented ink for photograph printing
x Some examples:
1

The list below includes products known at this time to meet the minimum documentation specifications established for the compilation of
National Register nomination documents. The list is not intended to be restrictive or comprehensive, and does not constitute, and shall not be
taken as, endorsement by the State Historic Preservation Office of any of the specific products or manufacturers identified.

-Epson UltraChrome K3
-Kodak No. 10 Pigmented Inks
-HP Vivera Pigment Inks
-Epson Claria “Hi-Definition Inks”
-Epson DuraBrite Ultra Pigmented Inks
-HP Vivera 95 dye-based inks
BEST Papers: Photographic Matte Paper
Not acceptable:
x Regular copy or printer papers
x Glossy photographic paper papers
x Paper or ink not equivalent to the examples listed above
x Disk only, without prints
The Disk:
BEST: CD-R - with patented Phthalocyanine dye and 24 Karat gold reflective layer.
x Examples:
-Delkin's Archival Gold™ (also referred to as eFilm® Archival Gold)
-MAM-A Gold ™(also know as Gold-On-Gold™)
-Verbatim UltraLife™ Gold Archival Grade CD and DVD-R
Acceptable: CD-R or DVD-R
Not acceptable: CD-RW or DVD- RW
Labeling the Disk
BEST: Labels printed directly on the disk by way of inkjet or laser printers
Acceptable: Labeled using CD/DVD safe markers,
x Examples:
-Sharpies™
-Prismacolor®
Not acceptable: Ammonia or solvent based markers
VI.

ADDITIONAL ITEMS

In addition to the items described in these guidelines, the SHPO may request additional documentation,
depending on the nature and significance of a particular resource.
If you have any questions, please contact the Environmental Review Coordinator at 517-335-2721.
State Historic Preservation Office
Michigan Historical Center
702 West Kalamazoo Street
PO Box 30740
Lansing, MI 48909-8240
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