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Appendix A – Agency Coordination 
This appendix contains copies of the coordination materials for this EA. Copies of the following documentation are 
included: 

• Initial coordination letters sent to resource agencies 
Copies of exhibits included with and referenced in these letters are included following all letters. 
Note that coordination with the Ohio State Historic Preservation Office is included in Appendix C, 
coordination with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers is included in Appendix D, and coordination with the 
United States Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service is included in 
Appendix F.  

• Copies of agency responses 

• Agency distribution of the Draft EA (to be included in the Final EA) 

• Agency comments on the Draft EA (to be included in the Final EA) 

• Reponses to agency comments (to be included in the Final EA) 

  



Columbus Regional Airport Authority  Environmental Assessment for Cargo Campus Development 
   Final – June 2021 

A-2 | Landrum & Brown 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This page intentionally left blank 



Columbus Regional Airport Authority  Environmental Assessment for Cargo Campus Development 
Final – June 2021 
 

   Appendix A - – Agency Coordination 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Agency Coordination Letters 

  



Columbus Regional Airport Authority  Environmental Assessment for Cargo Campus Development 
   Final – June 2021 

Landrum & Brown 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This page intentionally left blank 

  



 
4445 Lake Forest Drive 
Suite 700. 
Cincinnati, OH 45242 
USA 
T +1 513 530 5333 
F +1 513 530 1278 
landrum-brown.com 

 

August 13, 2020 
 

Mr. Kenneth Westlake 
Deputy Director 
NEPA Implementation Section 
U.S. EPA Region 5 
77 W. Jackson Blvd. 
Chicago, IL 60604 

Re:  Agency Scoping for Cargo Campus Development Project Environmental Assessment at the 
Rickenbacker Global Logistics Park 

Dear Mr. Westlake, 

This letter is sent to inform you that the Columbus Regional Airport Authority (CRAA) is preparing an 
Environmental Assessment (EA) for the proposed Rickenbacker Global Logistics Park (RGLP) Cargo Campus 
development (the Proposed Action). The Proposed Action would occur on an approximately 330-acre site located 
to the south of Rickenbacker International Airport (LCK). The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is the lead 
Federal agency that will review the EA. The EA will investigate, analyze, and disclose any potential environmental 
impacts associated with the Proposed Action. 

The Proposed Action consists of the development of several commercial cargo and warehouse structures, as well 
as extension of Rickenbacker Parkway to provide access to the site. Exhibit 1, Project Site, shows the general 
project area along with the location of the project site at LCK. The Proposed Action, which is shown on 
Exhibit 2, Proposed Action, includes the following activities: 

 Site preparation of the Cargo Campus site which measures approximately 330 acres in size and is 
located south of LCK; 

 Extension of Rickenbacker Parkway Phases: 3b, and 4; 

 Construction and operation of five commercial bulk distribution warehouse buildings totaling 
approximately 4.2 million square feet in area on the Cargo Campus;  

 Construction of paved parking and internal vehicle circulation roads;   

 Extension of utilities to and within the site; and  

 Development of stormwater mitigation areas. 

The Project Site is surrounded by commercial and aviation land uses to the north and east and a former golf 
course to the south. Project site features include undeveloped land that is leased for agriculture, a former golf 
course clubhouse, and a former U.S. Air Force firing range. 
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The Proposed Action, when fully operational, would include bulk distribution warehouse facilities that are not 
dependent upon air travel. As such, the facilities would have no access to the airfield. Therefore, the proposed 
facilities would not cause an increase or decrease in aircraft operations and would not result in changes to the 
aircraft fleet at LCK.   

A Wetland and Waters of the US Delineation has been conducted in accordance with the US Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE) guidance. The site contains both jurisdictional and isolated wetlands. There are ten wetlands 
and six streams within the Project Site that would be impacted. Additional coordination will be conducted to obtain 
the necessary permits per Section 401 and 404 of the Clean Water Act. 

The EA document will be prepared in accordance with FAA Order 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts: Policies and 
Procedures and FAA Order 5050.4B, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Implementing Instructions for 
Airport Actions. As part of the coordination process for this EA, the CRAA and the FAA are respectfully seeking 
your comments and identification of any specific areas of concern related to this Proposed Action. We would 
appreciate your assistance and request that your comments are returned within 30 days or at your earliest 
convenience. If you would like additional information on this project, or would like to speak with me directly, 
please do not hesitate to contact me at (513) 530-1256 or by email at csandfoss@landrum-brown.com.  

Please send any written comments to the following address: 

Landrum & Brown 
Attn: Chris Sandfoss 
4445 Lake Forest Drive 
Suite 700 
Cincinnati, OH 45242 

Your prompt response is appreciated so that the project may proceed as scheduled. Thank you for your 
consideration of this request. 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Chris Sandfoss, AICP 
Managing Consultant 
 
cc: Ernest Gubry, Federal Aviation Administration 

Mark Kelby, Columbus Regional Airport Authority 

Enclosure 

 



 
4445 Lake Forest Drive 
Suite 700. 
Cincinnati, OH 45242 
USA 
T +1 513 530 5333 
F +1 513 530 1278 
landrum-brown.com 

 

August 13, 2020 
 

Mr. James K. Joseph 
Regional Administrator 
Federal Emergency Management Agency 
536 South Clark Street 
6th Floor 
Chicago, IL 60605 

Re:  Agency Scoping for Cargo Campus Development Project Environmental Assessment at the 
Rickenbacker Global Logistics Park 

Dear Mr. Joseph, 

This letter is sent to inform you that the Columbus Regional Airport Authority (CRAA) is preparing an 
Environmental Assessment (EA) for the proposed Rickenbacker Global Logistics Park (RGLP) Cargo Campus 
development (the Proposed Action). The Proposed Action would occur on an approximately 330-acre site located 
to the south of Rickenbacker International Airport (LCK). The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is the lead 
Federal agency that will review the EA. The EA will investigate, analyze, and disclose any potential environmental 
impacts associated with the Proposed Action. 

The Proposed Action consists of the development of several commercial cargo and warehouse structures, as well 
as extension of Rickenbacker Parkway to provide access to the site. Exhibit 1, Project Site, shows the general 
project area along with the location of the project site at LCK. The Proposed Action, which is shown on 
Exhibit 2, Proposed Action, includes the following activities: 

 Site preparation of the Cargo Campus site which measures approximately 330 acres in size and is 
located south of LCK; 

 Extension of Rickenbacker Parkway Phases: 3b, and 4; 

 Construction and operation of five commercial bulk distribution warehouse buildings totaling 
approximately 4.2 million square feet in area on the Cargo Campus;  

 Construction of paved parking and internal vehicle circulation roads;   

 Extension of utilities to and within the site; and  

 Development of stormwater mitigation areas. 

The Project Site is surrounded by commercial and aviation land uses to the north and east and a former golf 
course to the south. Project site features include undeveloped land that is leased for agriculture, a former golf 
course clubhouse, and a former U.S. Air Force firing range. 
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According to Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs), published by the Federal Emergency Management Agency 
(FEMA), the Project Site is not located within a designated floodplain as shown on Exhibit 3, Floodplain Map. 

The EA document will be prepared in accordance with FAA Order 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts: Policies and 
Procedures and FAA Order 5050.4B, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Implementing Instructions for 
Airport Actions. As part of the coordination process for this EA, the CRAA and the FAA are respectfully seeking 
your comments and identification of any specific areas of concern related to this Proposed Action. We would 
appreciate your assistance and request that your comments are returned within 30 days or at your earliest 
convenience. If you would like additional information on this project, or would like to speak with me directly, 
please do not hesitate to contact me at (513) 530-1256 or by email at csandfoss@landrum-brown.com.  

Please send any written comments to the following address: 

Landrum & Brown 
Attn: Chris Sandfoss 
4445 Lake Forest Drive 
Suite 700 
Cincinnati, OH 45242 

Your prompt response is appreciated so that the project may proceed as scheduled. Thank you for your 
consideration of this request. 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Chris Sandfoss, AICP 
Managing Consultant 
 
cc: Ernest Gubry, Federal Aviation Administration 

Mark Kelby, Columbus Regional Airport Authority 

Enclosure 

 



 
4445 Lake Forest Drive 
Suite 700. 
Cincinnati, OH 45242 
USA 
T +1 513 530 5333 
F +1 513 530 1278 
landrum-brown.com 

 

August 13, 2020 
 

Mike Pettigrew, Administrator 
Environmental Services Section 
Ohio Department of Natural Resources 
2045 Morse Road 
Building E-2 
Columbus, OH 43229 

Re:  Agency Scoping for Cargo Campus Development Project Environmental Assessment at the 
Rickenbacker Global Logistics Park 

Dear Mr. Pettigrew, 

This letter is sent to inform you that the Columbus Regional Airport Authority (CRAA) is preparing an 
Environmental Assessment (EA) for the proposed Rickenbacker Global Logistics Park (RGLP) Cargo Campus 
development (the Proposed Action). The Proposed Action would occur on an approximately 330-acre site located 
to the south of Rickenbacker International Airport (LCK). The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is the lead 
Federal agency that will review the EA. The EA will investigate, analyze, and disclose any potential environmental 
impacts associated with the Proposed Action. 

The Proposed Action consists of the development of several commercial cargo and warehouse structures, as well 
as extension of Rickenbacker Parkway to provide access to the site. Exhibit 1, Project Site, shows the general 
project area along with the location of the project site at LCK. The Proposed Action, which is shown on 
Exhibit 2, Proposed Action, includes the following activities: 

 Site preparation of the Cargo Campus site which measures approximately 330 acres in size and is 
located south of LCK; 

 Extension of Rickenbacker Parkway Phases: 3b, and 4; 

 Construction and operation of five commercial bulk distribution warehouse buildings totaling 
approximately 4.2 million square feet in area on the Cargo Campus;  

 Construction of paved parking and internal vehicle circulation roads;   

 Extension of utilities to and within the site; and  

 Development of stormwater mitigation areas. 

The Project Site is surrounded by commercial and aviation land uses to the north and east and a former golf 
course to the south. Project site features include undeveloped land that is leased for agriculture, a former golf 
course clubhouse, and a former U.S. Air Force firing range. 
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The Proposed Action, when fully operational, would include bulk distribution warehouse facilities that are not 
dependent upon air travel. As such, the facilities would have no access to the airfield. Therefore, the proposed 
facilities would not cause an increase or decrease in aircraft operations and would not result in changes to the 
aircraft fleet at LCK.   

A Wetland and Waters of the US Delineation has been conducted in accordance with the US Army Corp of 
Engineers (USACE) guidance. There are 10 wetlands and six streams within the Project Site that would be 
impacted. The Proposed Action is expected to impact approximately 64 acres of wooded areas as shown in 
Exhibit 3. An approximately 10-acre wooded area would be avoided by the development. 

A list of threatened and endangered species that may be present at the project site, obtained from U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS) and Ohio Division of Natural Resources (ODNR) records, is shown in Attachment A, 
Table 1. An initial habitat survey was conducted at the site in October 2019. That survey identified suitable habitat 
for the Indiana bat and the northern long-eared bat. No other State or Federal protected species or habitat has 
been identified at the site.  

A passive acoustic survey was conducted in July 2020 to confirm absence or presence of Indiana bats and/or 
northern long-eared bats. The results of that survey determined that no Indiana bats or northern long-eared bats 
were found to be present within the project site. Therefore, it is not expected that these species would be 
adversely affected. The results of that survey are included in Attachment B. 

The EA document will be prepared in accordance with FAA Order 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts: Policies and 
Procedures and FAA Order 5050.4B, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Implementing Instructions for 
Airport Actions. As part of the coordination process for this EA, the CRAA and the FAA are respectfully seeking 
your comments and identification of any specific areas of concern related to this Proposed Action. We would 
appreciate your assistance and request that your comments are returned within 30 days or at your earliest 
convenience. If you would like additional information on this project, or would like to speak with me directly, 
please do not hesitate to contact me at (513) 530-1256 or by email at csandfoss@landrum-brown.com.  

Please send any written comments to the following address: 

Landrum & Brown 
Attn: Chris Sandfoss 
4445 Lake Forest Drive 
Suite 700 
Cincinnati, OH 45242 

Your prompt response is appreciated so that the project may proceed as scheduled. Thank you for your 
consideration of this request. 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Chris Sandfoss, AICP 
Managing Consultant 
 
cc: Ernest Gubry, Federal Aviation Administration 

Mark Kelby, Columbus Regional Airport Authority 

Enclosure 



 
4445 Lake Forest Drive 
Suite 700. 
Cincinnati, OH 45242 
USA 
T +1 513 530 5333 
F +1 513 530 1278 
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August 13, 2020 
 

Ms. Laurie A. Stevenson 
Director 
Ohio Environmental Protection Agency 
50 West Town Street 
Suite 700 
Columbus, OH 43215 

Re:  Agency Scoping for Cargo Campus Development Project Environmental Assessment at the 
Rickenbacker Global Logistics Park 

Dear Ms. Stevenson, 

This letter is sent to inform you that the Columbus Regional Airport Authority (CRAA) is preparing an 
Environmental Assessment (EA) for the proposed Rickenbacker Global Logistics Park (RGLP) Cargo Campus 
development (the Proposed Action). The Proposed Action would occur on an approximately 330-acre site located 
to the south of Rickenbacker International Airport (LCK). The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is the lead 
Federal agency that will review the EA. The EA will investigate, analyze, and disclose any potential environmental 
impacts associated with the Proposed Action. 

The Proposed Action consists of the development of several commercial cargo and warehouse structures, as well 
as extension of Rickenbacker Parkway to provide access to the site. Exhibit 1, Project Site, shows the general 
project area along with the location of the project site at LCK. The Proposed Action, which is shown on 
Exhibit 2, Proposed Action, includes the following activities: 

 Site preparation of the Cargo Campus site which measures approximately 330 acres in size and is 
located south of LCK; 

 Extension of Rickenbacker Parkway Phases: 3b, and 4; 

 Construction and operation of five commercial bulk distribution warehouse buildings totaling 
approximately 4.2 million square feet in area on the Cargo Campus;  

 Construction of paved parking and internal vehicle circulation roads;   

 Extension of utilities to and within the site; and  

 Development of stormwater mitigation areas. 

The Project Site is surrounded by commercial and aviation land uses to the north and east and a former golf 
course to the south. Project site features include undeveloped land that is leased for agriculture, a former golf 
course clubhouse, and a former U.S. Air Force firing range. 
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The Proposed Action, when fully operational, would include bulk distribution warehouse facilities that are not 
dependent upon air travel. As such, the facilities would have no access to the airfield. Therefore, the proposed 
facilities would not cause an increase or decrease in aircraft operations and would not result in changes to the 
aircraft fleet at LCK.   

A Wetland and Waters of the US Delineation has been conducted in accordance with the US Army Corp of 
Engineers (USACE) guidance. The site contains both jurisdictional and isolated wetlands. There are ten wetlands 
and six streams within the Project Site that would be impacted. Additional coordination will be conducted to obtain 
the necessary permits per Section 401 and 404 of the Clean Water Act. 

The EA document will be prepared in accordance with FAA Order 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts: Policies and 
Procedures and FAA Order 5050.4B, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Implementing Instructions for 
Airport Actions. As part of the coordination process for this EA, the CRAA and the FAA are respectfully seeking 
your comments and identification of any specific areas of concern related to this Proposed Action. We would 
appreciate your assistance and request that your comments are returned within 30 days or at your earliest 
convenience. If you would like additional information on this project, or would like to speak with me directly, 
please do not hesitate to contact me at (513) 530-1256 or by email at csandfoss@landrum-brown.com.  

Please send any written comments to the following address: 

Landrum & Brown 
Attn: Chris Sandfoss 
4445 Lake Forest Drive 
Suite 700 
Cincinnati, OH 45242 

Your prompt response is appreciated so that the project may proceed as scheduled. Thank you for your 
consideration of this request. 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Chris Sandfoss, AICP 
Managing Consultant 
 
cc: Ernest Gubry, Federal Aviation Administration 

Mark Kelby, Columbus Regional Airport Authority 

Enclosure 
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Suite 700. 
Cincinnati, OH 45242 
USA 
T +1 513 530 5333 
F +1 513 530 1278 
landrum-brown.com 

 

August 13, 2020 

 

James Bryant 
Aviation Administrator 
Ohio Department of Transportation Office of Aviation 
2829 W. Dublin-Granville Road 
Columbus, OH 43235 

Re:  Agency Scoping for Cargo Campus Development Project Environmental Assessment at the 
Rickenbacker Global Logistics Park 

Dear Mr. Bryant, 

This letter is sent to inform you that the Columbus Regional Airport Authority (CRAA) is preparing an 
Environmental Assessment (EA) for the proposed Rickenbacker Global Logistics Park (RGLP) Cargo Campus 
development (the Proposed Action). The Proposed Action would occur on an approximately 330-acre site located 
to the south of Rickenbacker International Airport (LCK). The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is the lead 
Federal agency that will review the EA. The EA will investigate, analyze, and disclose any potential environmental 
impacts associated with the Proposed Action. 

The Proposed Action consists of the development of several commercial cargo and warehouse structures, as well 
as extension of Rickenbacker Parkway to provide access to the site. Exhibit 1, Project Site, shows the general 
project area along with the location of the project site at LCK. The Proposed Action, which is shown on 
Exhibit 2, Proposed Action, includes the following activities: 

 Site preparation of the Cargo Campus site which measures approximately 330 acres in size and is 
located south of LCK; 

 Extension of Rickenbacker Parkway Phases: 3b, and 4; 

 Construction and operation of five commercial bulk distribution warehouse buildings totaling 
approximately 4.2 million square feet in area on the Cargo Campus;  

 Construction of paved parking and internal vehicle circulation roads;   

 Extension of utilities to and within the site; and  

 Development of stormwater mitigation areas. 

The Project Site is surrounded by commercial and aviation land uses to the north and east and a former golf 
course to the south. Project site features include undeveloped land that is leased for agriculture, a former golf 
course clubhouse, and a former U.S. Air Force firing range. 
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The Proposed Action, when fully operational, would include bulk distribution warehouse facilities that are not 
dependent upon air travel. As such, the facilities would have no access to the airfield.  Therefore, the proposed 
facilities would not cause an increase or decrease in aircraft operations and would not result in changes to the 
aircraft fleet at LCK.   

The EA document will be prepared in accordance with FAA Order 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts: Policies and 
Procedures and FAA Order 5050.4B, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Implementing Instructions for 
Airport Actions. As part of the coordination process for this EA, the CRAA and the FAA are respectfully seeking 
your comments and identification of any specific areas of concern related to this Proposed Action. We would 
appreciate your assistance and request that your comments are returned within 30 days or at your earliest 
convenience. If you would like additional information on this project, or would like to speak with me directly, 
please do not hesitate to contact me at (513) 530-1256 or by email at csandfoss@landrum-brown.com.  

Please send any written comments to the following address: 

Landrum & Brown 
Attn: Chris Sandfoss 
4445 Lake Forest Drive 
Suite 700 
Cincinnati, OH 45242 

Your prompt response is appreciated so that the project may proceed as scheduled. Thank you for your 
consideration of this request. 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Chris Sandfoss, AICP 
Managing Consultant 
 
cc: Ernest Gubry, Federal Aviation Administration 

Mark Kelby, Columbus Regional Airport Authority 

Enclosure



 
4445 Lake Forest Drive 
Suite 700. 
Cincinnati, OH 45242 
USA 
T +1 513 530 5333 
F +1 513 530 1278 
landrum-brown.com 

 

August 13, 2020 

 

Lydia Mihalik 
Director 
Ohio Development Services Agency 
77 S. High Street, 28th Floor 
Columbus, OH 43215 

Re:  Agency Scoping for Cargo Campus Development Project Environmental Assessment at the 
Rickenbacker Global Logistics Park 

Dear Ms. Mihalik, 

This letter is sent to inform you that the Columbus Regional Airport Authority (CRAA) is preparing an 
Environmental Assessment (EA) for the proposed Rickenbacker Global Logistics Park (RGLP) Cargo Campus 
development (the Proposed Action). The Proposed Action would occur on an approximately 330-acre site located 
to the south of Rickenbacker International Airport (LCK). The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is the lead 
Federal agency that will review the EA. The EA will investigate, analyze, and disclose any potential environmental 
impacts associated with the Proposed Action. 

The Proposed Action consists of the development of several commercial cargo and warehouse structures, as well 
as extension of Rickenbacker Parkway to provide access to the site. Exhibit 1, Project Site, shows the general 
project area along with the location of the project site at LCK. The Proposed Action, which is shown on 
Exhibit 2, Proposed Action, includes the following activities: 

 Site preparation of the Cargo Campus site which measures approximately 330 acres in size and is 
located south of LCK; 

 Extension of Rickenbacker Parkway Phases: 3b, and 4; 

 Construction and operation of five commercial bulk distribution warehouse buildings totaling 
approximately 4.2 million square feet in area on the Cargo Campus;  

 Construction of paved parking and internal vehicle circulation roads;   

 Extension of utilities to and within the site; and  

 Development of stormwater mitigation areas. 

The Project Site is surrounded by commercial and aviation land uses to the north and east and a former golf 
course to the south. Project site features include undeveloped land that is leased for agriculture, a former golf 
course clubhouse, and a former U.S. Air Force firing range. 
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The Proposed Action, when fully operational, would include bulk distribution warehouse facilities that are not 
dependent upon air travel. As such, the facilities would have no access to the airfield.  Therefore, the proposed 
facilities would not cause an increase or decrease in aircraft operations and would not result in changes to the 
aircraft fleet at LCK.   

The EA document will be prepared in accordance with FAA Order 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts: Policies and 
Procedures and FAA Order 5050.4B, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Implementing Instructions for 
Airport Actions. As part of the coordination process for this EA, the CRAA and the FAA are respectfully seeking 
your comments and identification of any specific areas of concern related to this Proposed Action. We would 
appreciate your assistance and request that your comments are returned within 30 days or at your earliest 
convenience. If you would like additional information on this project, or would like to speak with me directly, 
please do not hesitate to contact me at (513) 530-1256 or by email at csandfoss@landrum-brown.com.  

Please send any written comments to the following address: 

Landrum & Brown 
Attn: Chris Sandfoss 
4445 Lake Forest Drive 
Suite 700 
Cincinnati, OH 45242 

Your prompt response is appreciated so that the project may proceed as scheduled. Thank you for your 
consideration of this request. 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Chris Sandfoss, AICP 
Managing Consultant 
 
cc: Ernest Gubry, Federal Aviation Administration 

Mark Kelby, Columbus Regional Airport Authority 

Enclosure



 
4445 Lake Forest Drive 
Suite 700. 
Cincinnati, OH 45242 
USA 
T +1 513 530 5333 
F +1 513 530 1278 
landrum-brown.com 

 

August 13, 2020 

 

David Jacob 
National Park Service 
Environmental Planning and Compliance Branch 
Curtis Building 
601 Riverfront Drive 
Omaha, NE 68102 

Re:  Agency Scoping for Cargo Campus Development Project Environmental Assessment at the 
Rickenbacker Global Logistics Park 

Dear Mr. Jacob, 

This letter is sent to inform you that the Columbus Regional Airport Authority (CRAA) is preparing an 
Environmental Assessment (EA) for the proposed Rickenbacker Global Logistics Park (RGLP) Cargo Campus 
development (the Proposed Action). The Proposed Action would occur on an approximately 330-acre site located 
to the south of Rickenbacker International Airport (LCK). The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is the lead 
Federal agency that will review the EA. The EA will investigate, analyze, and disclose any potential environmental 
impacts associated with the Proposed Action. 

The Proposed Action consists of the development of several commercial cargo and warehouse structures, as well 
as extension of Rickenbacker Parkway to provide access to the site. Exhibit 1, Project Site, shows the general 
project area along with the location of the project site at LCK. The Proposed Action, which is shown on 
Exhibit 2, Proposed Action, includes the following activities: 

 Site preparation of the Cargo Campus site which measures approximately 330 acres in size and is 
located south of LCK; 

 Extension of Rickenbacker Parkway Phases: 3b, and 4; 

 Construction and operation of five commercial bulk distribution warehouse buildings totaling 
approximately 4.2 million square feet in area on the Cargo Campus;  

 Construction of paved parking and internal vehicle circulation roads;   

 Extension of utilities to and within the site; and  

 Development of stormwater mitigation areas. 

The Project Site is surrounded by commercial and aviation land uses to the north and east and a former golf 
course to the south. Project site features include undeveloped land that is leased for agriculture, a former golf 
course clubhouse, and a former U.S. Air Force firing range. 
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The Proposed Action, when fully operational, would include bulk distribution warehouse facilities that are not 
dependent upon air travel. As such, the facilities would have no access to the airfield.  Therefore, the proposed 
facilities would not cause an increase or decrease in aircraft operations and would not result in changes to the 
aircraft fleet at LCK.   

The EA document will be prepared in accordance with FAA Order 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts: Policies and 
Procedures and FAA Order 5050.4B, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Implementing Instructions for 
Airport Actions. As part of the coordination process for this EA, the CRAA and the FAA are respectfully seeking 
your comments and identification of any specific areas of concern related to this Proposed Action. We would 
appreciate your assistance and request that your comments are returned within 30 days or at your earliest 
convenience. If you would like additional information on this project, or would like to speak with me directly, 
please do not hesitate to contact me at (513) 530-1256 or by email at csandfoss@landrum-brown.com.  

Please send any written comments to the following address: 

Landrum & Brown 
Attn: Chris Sandfoss 
4445 Lake Forest Drive 
Suite 700 
Cincinnati, OH 45242 

Your prompt response is appreciated so that the project may proceed as scheduled. Thank you for your 
consideration of this request. 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Chris Sandfoss, AICP 
Managing Consultant 
 
cc: Ernest Gubry, Federal Aviation Administration 

Mark Kelby, Columbus Regional Airport Authority 

Enclosure



 
4445 Lake Forest Drive 
Suite 700. 
Cincinnati, OH 45242 
USA 
T +1 513 530 5333 
F +1 513 530 1278 
landrum-brown.com 

 

August 13, 2020 

 

Thomas H. Leach 
Field Office Director 
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 
200 North High St., 7th Floor 
Columbus, OH 43215 

Re:  Agency Scoping for Cargo Campus Development Project Environmental Assessment at the 
Rickenbacker Global Logistics Park 

Dear Mr. Leach, 

This letter is sent to inform you that the Columbus Regional Airport Authority (CRAA) is preparing an 
Environmental Assessment (EA) for the proposed Rickenbacker Global Logistics Park (RGLP) Cargo Campus 
development (the Proposed Action). The Proposed Action would occur on an approximately 330-acre site located 
to the south of Rickenbacker International Airport (LCK). The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is the lead 
Federal agency that will review the EA. The EA will investigate, analyze, and disclose any potential environmental 
impacts associated with the Proposed Action. 

The Proposed Action consists of the development of several commercial cargo and warehouse structures, as well 
as extension of Rickenbacker Parkway to provide access to the site. Exhibit 1, Project Site, shows the general 
project area along with the location of the project site at LCK. The Proposed Action, which is shown on 
Exhibit 2, Proposed Action, includes the following activities: 

 Site preparation of the Cargo Campus site which measures approximately 330 acres in size and is 
located south of LCK; 

 Extension of Rickenbacker Parkway Phases: 3b, and 4; 

 Construction and operation of five commercial bulk distribution warehouse buildings totaling 
approximately 4.2 million square feet in area on the Cargo Campus;  

 Construction of paved parking and internal vehicle circulation roads;   

 Extension of utilities to and within the site; and  

 Development of stormwater mitigation areas. 

The Project Site is surrounded by commercial and aviation land uses to the north and east and a former golf 
course to the south. Project site features include undeveloped land that is leased for agriculture, a former golf 
course clubhouse, and a former U.S. Air Force firing range. 
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The Proposed Action, when fully operational, would include bulk distribution warehouse facilities that are not 
dependent upon air travel. As such, the facilities would have no access to the airfield.  Therefore, the proposed 
facilities would not cause an increase or decrease in aircraft operations and would not result in changes to the 
aircraft fleet at LCK.   

The EA document will be prepared in accordance with FAA Order 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts: Policies and 
Procedures and FAA Order 5050.4B, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Implementing Instructions for 
Airport Actions. As part of the coordination process for this EA, the CRAA and the FAA are respectfully seeking 
your comments and identification of any specific areas of concern related to this Proposed Action. We would 
appreciate your assistance and request that your comments are returned within 30 days or at your earliest 
convenience. If you would like additional information on this project, or would like to speak with me directly, 
please do not hesitate to contact me at (513) 530-1256 or by email at csandfoss@landrum-brown.com.  

Please send any written comments to the following address: 

Landrum & Brown 
Attn: Chris Sandfoss 
4445 Lake Forest Drive 
Suite 700 
Cincinnati, OH 45242 

Your prompt response is appreciated so that the project may proceed as scheduled. Thank you for your 
consideration of this request. 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Chris Sandfoss, AICP 
Managing Consultant 
 
cc: Ernest Gubry, Federal Aviation Administration 

Mark Kelby, Columbus Regional Airport Authority 

Enclosure



 
4445 Lake Forest Drive 
Suite 700. 
Cincinnati, OH 45242 
USA 
T +1 513 530 5333 
F +1 513 530 1278 
landrum-brown.com 

 

August 13, 2020 

 

Timothy Hill 
Administrator 
Ohio Department of Transportation Office of Environmental Services 
1980 West Broad Street 
Mail Stop 4170 
Columbus, OH 43223 

Re:  Agency Scoping for Cargo Campus Development Project Environmental Assessment at the 
Rickenbacker Global Logistics Park 

Dear Mr. Hill, 

This letter is sent to inform you that the Columbus Regional Airport Authority (CRAA) is preparing an 
Environmental Assessment (EA) for the proposed Rickenbacker Global Logistics Park (RGLP) Cargo Campus 
development (the Proposed Action). The Proposed Action would occur on an approximately 330-acre site located 
to the south of Rickenbacker International Airport (LCK). The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is the lead 
Federal agency that will review the EA. The EA will investigate, analyze, and disclose any potential environmental 
impacts associated with the Proposed Action. 

The Proposed Action consists of the development of several commercial cargo and warehouse structures, as well 
as extension of Rickenbacker Parkway to provide access to the site. Exhibit 1, Project Site, shows the general 
project area along with the location of the project site at LCK. The Proposed Action, which is shown on 
Exhibit 2, Proposed Action, includes the following activities: 

 Site preparation of the Cargo Campus site which measures approximately 330 acres in size and is 
located south of LCK; 

 Extension of Rickenbacker Parkway Phases: 3b, and 4; 

 Construction and operation of five commercial bulk distribution warehouse buildings totaling 
approximately 4.2 million square feet in area on the Cargo Campus;  

 Construction of paved parking and internal vehicle circulation roads;   

 Extension of utilities to and within the site; and  

 Development of stormwater mitigation areas. 

The Project Site is surrounded by commercial and aviation land uses to the north and east and a former golf 
course to the south. Project site features include undeveloped land that is leased for agriculture, a former golf 
course clubhouse, and a former U.S. Air Force firing range. 
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The Proposed Action, when fully operational, would include bulk distribution warehouse facilities that are not 
dependent upon air travel. As such, the facilities would have no access to the airfield.  Therefore, the proposed 
facilities would not cause an increase or decrease in aircraft operations and would not result in changes to the 
aircraft fleet at LCK.   

The EA document will be prepared in accordance with FAA Order 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts: Policies and 
Procedures and FAA Order 5050.4B, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Implementing Instructions for 
Airport Actions. As part of the coordination process for this EA, the CRAA and the FAA are respectfully seeking 
your comments and identification of any specific areas of concern related to this Proposed Action. We would 
appreciate your assistance and request that your comments are returned within 30 days or at your earliest 
convenience. If you would like additional information on this project, or would like to speak with me directly, 
please do not hesitate to contact me at (513) 530-1256 or by email at csandfoss@landrum-brown.com.  

Please send any written comments to the following address: 

Landrum & Brown 
Attn: Chris Sandfoss 
4445 Lake Forest Drive 
Suite 700 
Cincinnati, OH 45242 

Your prompt response is appreciated so that the project may proceed as scheduled. Thank you for your 
consideration of this request. 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Chris Sandfoss, AICP 
Managing Consultant 
 
cc: Ernest Gubry, Federal Aviation Administration 

Mark Kelby, Columbus Regional Airport Authority 

Enclosure



 
4445 Lake Forest Drive 
Suite 700. 
Cincinnati, OH 45242 
USA 
T +1 513 530 5333 
F +1 513 530 1278 
landrum-brown.com 

 

August 13, 2020 

 

Kerstin Carr 
Director of Planning & Sustainability 
Mid Ohio Regional Planning Commission 
111 Liberty Street 
Suite 100 
Columbus, OH 43215 

Re:  Agency Scoping for Cargo Campus Development Project Environmental Assessment at the 
Rickenbacker Global Logistics Park 

Dear Dr. Carr, 

This letter is sent to inform you that the Columbus Regional Airport Authority (CRAA) is preparing an 
Environmental Assessment (EA) for the proposed Rickenbacker Global Logistics Park (RGLP) Cargo Campus 
development (the Proposed Action). The Proposed Action would occur on an approximately 330-acre site located 
to the south of Rickenbacker International Airport (LCK). The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is the lead 
Federal agency that will review the EA. The EA will investigate, analyze, and disclose any potential environmental 
impacts associated with the Proposed Action. 

The Proposed Action consists of the development of several commercial cargo and warehouse structures, as well 
as extension of Rickenbacker Parkway to provide access to the site. Exhibit 1, Project Site, shows the general 
project area along with the location of the project site at LCK. The Proposed Action, which is shown on 
Exhibit 2, Proposed Action, includes the following activities: 

 Site preparation of the Cargo Campus site which measures approximately 330 acres in size and is 
located south of LCK; 

 Extension of Rickenbacker Parkway Phases: 3b, and 4; 

 Construction and operation of five commercial bulk distribution warehouse buildings totaling 
approximately 4.2 million square feet in area on the Cargo Campus;  

 Construction of paved parking and internal vehicle circulation roads;   

 Extension of utilities to and within the site; and  

 Development of stormwater mitigation areas. 

The Project Site is surrounded by commercial and aviation land uses to the north and east and a former golf 
course to the south. Project site features include undeveloped land that is leased for agriculture, a former golf 
course clubhouse, and a former U.S. Air Force firing range. 
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The Proposed Action, when fully operational, would include bulk distribution warehouse facilities that are not 
dependent upon air travel. As such, the facilities would have no access to the airfield.  Therefore, the proposed 
facilities would not cause an increase or decrease in aircraft operations and would not result in changes to the 
aircraft fleet at LCK.   

The EA document will be prepared in accordance with FAA Order 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts: Policies and 
Procedures and FAA Order 5050.4B, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Implementing Instructions for 
Airport Actions. As part of the coordination process for this EA, the CRAA and the FAA are respectfully seeking 
your comments and identification of any specific areas of concern related to this Proposed Action. We would 
appreciate your assistance and request that your comments are returned within 30 days or at your earliest 
convenience. If you would like additional information on this project, or would like to speak with me directly, 
please do not hesitate to contact me at (513) 530-1256 or by email at csandfoss@landrum-brown.com.  

Please send any written comments to the following address: 

Landrum & Brown 
Attn: Chris Sandfoss 
4445 Lake Forest Drive 
Suite 700 
Cincinnati, OH 45242 

Your prompt response is appreciated so that the project may proceed as scheduled. Thank you for your 
consideration of this request. 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Chris Sandfoss, AICP 
Managing Consultant 
 
cc: Ernest Gubry, Federal Aviation Administration 

Mark Kelby, Columbus Regional Airport Authority 

Enclosure



 
4445 Lake Forest Drive 
Suite 700. 
Cincinnati, OH 45242 
USA 
T +1 513 530 5333 
F +1 513 530 1278 
landrum-brown.com 

 

August 13, 2020 

 

James Schimmer 
Director 
Franklin County Economic Development and Planning 
150 South Front Street 
FSL Suite 10 
Columbus, OH 43215 

Re:  Agency Scoping for Cargo Campus Development Project Environmental Assessment at the 
Rickenbacker Global Logistics Park 

Dear Mr. Schimmer, 

This letter is sent to inform you that the Columbus Regional Airport Authority (CRAA) is preparing an 
Environmental Assessment (EA) for the proposed Rickenbacker Global Logistics Park (RGLP) Cargo Campus 
development (the Proposed Action). The Proposed Action would occur on an approximately 330-acre site located 
to the south of Rickenbacker International Airport (LCK). The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is the lead 
Federal agency that will review the EA. The EA will investigate, analyze, and disclose any potential environmental 
impacts associated with the Proposed Action. 

The Proposed Action consists of the development of several commercial cargo and warehouse structures, as well 
as extension of Rickenbacker Parkway to provide access to the site. Exhibit 1, Project Site, shows the general 
project area along with the location of the project site at LCK. The Proposed Action, which is shown on 
Exhibit 2, Proposed Action, includes the following activities: 

 Site preparation of the Cargo Campus site which measures approximately 330 acres in size and is 
located south of LCK; 

 Extension of Rickenbacker Parkway Phases: 3b, and 4; 

 Construction and operation of five commercial bulk distribution warehouse buildings totaling 
approximately 4.2 million square feet in area on the Cargo Campus;  

 Construction of paved parking and internal vehicle circulation roads;   

 Extension of utilities to and within the site; and  

 Development of stormwater mitigation areas. 

The Project Site is surrounded by commercial and aviation land uses to the north and east and a former golf 
course to the south. Project site features include undeveloped land that is leased for agriculture, a former golf 
course clubhouse, and a former U.S. Air Force firing range. 
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The Proposed Action, when fully operational, would include bulk distribution warehouse facilities that are not 
dependent upon air travel. As such, the facilities would have no access to the airfield.  Therefore, the proposed 
facilities would not cause an increase or decrease in aircraft operations and would not result in changes to the 
aircraft fleet at LCK.   

The EA document will be prepared in accordance with FAA Order 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts: Policies and 
Procedures and FAA Order 5050.4B, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Implementing Instructions for 
Airport Actions. As part of the coordination process for this EA, the CRAA and the FAA are respectfully seeking 
your comments and identification of any specific areas of concern related to this Proposed Action. We would 
appreciate your assistance and request that your comments are returned within 30 days or at your earliest 
convenience. If you would like additional information on this project, or would like to speak with me directly, 
please do not hesitate to contact me at (513) 530-1256 or by email at csandfoss@landrum-brown.com.  

Please send any written comments to the following address: 

Landrum & Brown 
Attn: Chris Sandfoss 
4445 Lake Forest Drive 
Suite 700 
Cincinnati, OH 45242 

Your prompt response is appreciated so that the project may proceed as scheduled. Thank you for your 
consideration of this request. 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Chris Sandfoss, AICP 
Managing Consultant 
 
cc: Ernest Gubry, Federal Aviation Administration 

Mark Kelby, Columbus Regional Airport Authority 

Enclosure



 
4445 Lake Forest Drive 
Suite 700. 
Cincinnati, OH 45242 
USA 
T +1 513 530 5333 
F +1 513 530 1278 
landrum-brown.com 

 

August 13, 2020 

 

Tim McGinnis 
Director 
Pickaway County Planning and Development 
139 West Franklin Street 
Circleville, OH 43113 

Re:  Agency Scoping for Cargo Campus Development Project Environmental Assessment at the 
Rickenbacker Global Logistics Park 

Dear Mr. McGinnis, 

This letter is sent to inform you that the Columbus Regional Airport Authority (CRAA) is preparing an 
Environmental Assessment (EA) for the proposed Rickenbacker Global Logistics Park (RGLP) Cargo Campus 
development (the Proposed Action). The Proposed Action would occur on an approximately 330-acre site located 
to the south of Rickenbacker International Airport (LCK). The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is the lead 
Federal agency that will review the EA. The EA will investigate, analyze, and disclose any potential environmental 
impacts associated with the Proposed Action. 

The Proposed Action consists of the development of several commercial cargo and warehouse structures, as well 
as extension of Rickenbacker Parkway to provide access to the site. Exhibit 1, Project Site, shows the general 
project area along with the location of the project site at LCK. The Proposed Action, which is shown on 
Exhibit 2, Proposed Action, includes the following activities: 

 Site preparation of the Cargo Campus site which measures approximately 330 acres in size and is 
located south of LCK; 

 Extension of Rickenbacker Parkway Phases: 3b, and 4; 

 Construction and operation of five commercial bulk distribution warehouse buildings totaling 
approximately 4.2 million square feet in area on the Cargo Campus;  

 Construction of paved parking and internal vehicle circulation roads;   

 Extension of utilities to and within the site; and  

 Development of stormwater mitigation areas. 

The Project Site is surrounded by commercial and aviation land uses to the north and east and a former golf 
course to the south. Project site features include undeveloped land that is leased for agriculture, a former golf 
course clubhouse, and a former U.S. Air Force firing range. 
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The Proposed Action, when fully operational, would include bulk distribution warehouse facilities that are not 
dependent upon air travel. As such, the facilities would have no access to the airfield.  Therefore, the proposed 
facilities would not cause an increase or decrease in aircraft operations and would not result in changes to the 
aircraft fleet at LCK.   

The EA document will be prepared in accordance with FAA Order 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts: Policies and 
Procedures and FAA Order 5050.4B, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Implementing Instructions for 
Airport Actions. As part of the coordination process for this EA, the CRAA and the FAA are respectfully seeking 
your comments and identification of any specific areas of concern related to this Proposed Action. We would 
appreciate your assistance and request that your comments are returned within 30 days or at your earliest 
convenience. If you would like additional information on this project, or would like to speak with me directly, 
please do not hesitate to contact me at (513) 530-1256 or by email at csandfoss@landrum-brown.com.  

Please send any written comments to the following address: 

Landrum & Brown 
Attn: Chris Sandfoss 
4445 Lake Forest Drive 
Suite 700 
Cincinnati, OH 45242 

Your prompt response is appreciated so that the project may proceed as scheduled. Thank you for your 
consideration of this request. 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Chris Sandfoss, AICP 
Managing Consultant 
 
cc: Ernest Gubry, Federal Aviation Administration 

Mark Kelby, Columbus Regional Airport Authority 

Enclosure



 
4445 Lake Forest Drive 
Suite 700. 
Cincinnati, OH 45242 
USA 
T +1 513 530 5333 
F +1 513 530 1278 
landrum-brown.com 

 

August 13, 2020 

 

Mitch Blackford 
District 6 Deputy Director 
Ohio Department of Transportation 
400 E. William Street 
Delaware, OH 43015 

Re:  Agency Scoping for Cargo Campus Development Project Environmental Assessment at the 
Rickenbacker Global Logistics Park 

Dear Mr. Blackford, 

This letter is sent to inform you that the Columbus Regional Airport Authority (CRAA) is preparing an 
Environmental Assessment (EA) for the proposed Rickenbacker Global Logistics Park (RGLP) Cargo Campus 
development (the Proposed Action). The Proposed Action would occur on an approximately 330-acre site located 
to the south of Rickenbacker International Airport (LCK). The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is the lead 
Federal agency that will review the EA. The EA will investigate, analyze, and disclose any potential environmental 
impacts associated with the Proposed Action. 

The Proposed Action consists of the development of several commercial cargo and warehouse structures, as well 
as extension of Rickenbacker Parkway to provide access to the site. Exhibit 1, Project Site, shows the general 
project area along with the location of the project site at LCK. The Proposed Action, which is shown on 
Exhibit 2, Proposed Action, includes the following activities: 

 Site preparation of the Cargo Campus site which measures approximately 330 acres in size and is 
located south of LCK; 

 Extension of Rickenbacker Parkway Phases: 3b, and 4; 

 Construction and operation of five commercial bulk distribution warehouse buildings totaling 
approximately 4.2 million square feet in area on the Cargo Campus;  

 Construction of paved parking and internal vehicle circulation roads;   

 Extension of utilities to and within the site; and  

 Development of stormwater mitigation areas. 

The Project Site is surrounded by commercial and aviation land uses to the north and east and a former golf 
course to the south. Project site features include undeveloped land that is leased for agriculture, a former golf 
course clubhouse, and a former U.S. Air Force firing range. 
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The Proposed Action, when fully operational, would include bulk distribution warehouse facilities that are not 
dependent upon air travel. As such, the facilities would have no access to the airfield.  Therefore, the proposed 
facilities would not cause an increase or decrease in aircraft operations and would not result in changes to the 
aircraft fleet at LCK.   

The EA document will be prepared in accordance with FAA Order 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts: Policies and 
Procedures and FAA Order 5050.4B, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Implementing Instructions for 
Airport Actions. As part of the coordination process for this EA, the CRAA and the FAA are respectfully seeking 
your comments and identification of any specific areas of concern related to this Proposed Action. We would 
appreciate your assistance and request that your comments are returned within 30 days or at your earliest 
convenience. If you would like additional information on this project, or would like to speak with me directly, 
please do not hesitate to contact me at (513) 530-1256 or by email at csandfoss@landrum-brown.com.  

Please send any written comments to the following address: 

Landrum & Brown 
Attn: Chris Sandfoss 
4445 Lake Forest Drive 
Suite 700 
Cincinnati, OH 45242 

Your prompt response is appreciated so that the project may proceed as scheduled. Thank you for your 
consideration of this request. 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Chris Sandfoss, AICP 
Managing Consultant 
 
cc: Ernest Gubry, Federal Aviation Administration 

Mark Kelby, Columbus Regional Airport Authority 

Enclosure
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Recycled/Recyclable • Printed with Vegetable Oil Based Inks on 100% Recycled Paper (100% Post Consumer) 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 5 

77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD 
CHICAGO, IL 60604-3590 

September 8, 2020 
REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF: 

  Mail Code RM-19J 

Chris Sandfoss, Managing Consultant 
Landrum & Brown 
4445 Lake Forest Drive, Suite 700 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45242 

Re:  Scoping Comments for the Rickenbacker Global Logistics Park Cargo Campus 
Development Project, Franklin and Pickaway Counties, Ohio 

Dear Mr. Sandfoss: 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency received the request for comments to inform 
development of a Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) for the project referenced above. Our 
comments are provided pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Council 
on Environmental Quality’s NEPA Implementing Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), and 
Section 309 of the Clean Air Act. The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is the lead agency 
under NEPA, and the Columbus Regional Airport Authority is the project proponent. 

The Proposed Action includes developing an approximately 330-acre site with several 
commercial cargo and warehouse structures and extending Rickenbacker Parkway. Please find 
EPA’s scoping recommendations within the enclosed (1) Detailed Scoping Comments and (2) 
Construction Emission Control Checklist. We offer comments to assist the project team in 
efficiently and effectively protecting natural resources and human health. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review this project. When the NEPA document becomes 
available, please send an electronic copy to Jen Tyler, the lead reviewer for this project, at 
tyler.jennifer@epa.gov. Ms. Tyler is also available at 312-886-6394.  

Sincerely, 

Kenneth A. Westlake 
Deputy Director 
Office of Tribal and Multi-media Programs 

Enclosures:  (1) Detailed Scoping Comments, (2) Construction Emission Control Checklist 

CC Via Email: Ernest Gubry, FAA – Detroit Office 
 Mark Kelby, Columbus Regional Airport Authority 
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ENCLOSURE 1: SCOPING COMMENTS FOR THE RICKENBACKER GLOBAL LOGISTICS PARK CARGO 
CAMPUS DEVELOPMENT PROJECT, FRANKLIN AND PICKAWAY COUNTIES, OHIO 

Project Description 
The scoping request states that the proposed facilities would not cause an increase in aircraft 
operations nor result in fleet changes because the new warehouse facilities (1) would not be 
dependent upon air travel and (2) would have no access to the airfield. It is, however, unclear if 
the presence of the proposed 4.2 million new square feet of bulk distribution warehouse space 
might increase demands for flights at the airport and induce changes to the frequency at which 
cargo planes use the airport. In addition, the distribution of goods from the new cargo campus, 
via truck or rail, would result in environmental impacts, which should be discussed in the NEPA 
document to inform project decision-making. A complete project description that clearly 
connects proposed physical changes to any operational changes would enable a clear analysis of 
impacts.  
 

Recommendations for the NEPA Document:  
• Describe and visually depict the project footprint, including all staging areas and 

access roads. 
• Describe how the new warehouses would receive and distribute goods. Consider 

likely patterns of truck trips and associated community impacts.  
• Describe potential changes to Rickenbacker International Airport (LCK) operations 

that could result from the proposed project. Consider the potential for new demands 
for cargo planes into and out of LCK. If the proposed project is likely to induce 
changes at LCK, then consider the associated health and environmental implications 
related to air quality, noise, and environmental justice.  

• If the proposed project would not impact air cargo traffic, then provide the rationale 
for locating it adjacent to LCK. 

 
Air Quality 
The proposed project would result in emissions from construction equipment. Temporary 
construction emissions have the potential to impact human health, especially in sensitive 
populations, such as elderly people, children, and those with impaired respiratory systems. It’s 
unclear whether long-term LCK operational emissions could potentially change because of this 
project; changes would depend on how the new cargo campus impacts flight demands on the 
airport. Further, the cargo campus would likely increase truck traffic, and associated emissions, 
from the arrival and distribution of goods. 
 

 Recommendations for the NEPA Document: 
• Discuss the project area’s attainment status under the National Ambient Air Quality 

Standards, and describe applicable Conformity requirements under the Clean Air Act 
Section 176(c). If you’d like to discuss the Conformity analysis with EPA while 
developing the NEPA document, please notify Jen Tyler at tyler.jennifer@epa.gov. 

• Discuss potential emissions sources from the construction phase of the proposed 
project. Consider: truck trips, demolition, and use of construction equipment. 

• Identify and commit to specific measures to reduce construction emissions. Options 
include: (1) requiring dust suppressant strategies, such as use of tarps and watering 
soils, (2) limiting idling time for construction trucks and heavy equipment, and (3) 
soliciting bids that require zero-emission technologies or advanced emission control 
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systems. See additional best practices in the enclosed Construction Emission Control 
Checklist. 

• Assess potential project-induced changes to annual operational emissions at LCK. 
Consider potential changes to the types and quantity of aircraft that could use LCK 
after the new cargo campus is operational. 

• Consider the long-term emissions from trucks serving the cargo campus. Consider 
numbers of trips, types of trucks, and communities that may be impacted. 

• Discuss whether emissions (associated with construction, any induced changes to 
airport operations, and operation of the cargo campus including truck trips) could 
impact nearby people. If so, consider potential health effects, including childhood 
asthma and other respiratory illnesses. 

• Consider measures to reduce operational emissions from the cargo campus, such as 
requiring, incentivizing, or otherwise promoting the use trucks with cleaner engine 
technologies.  

 
Children’s Health and Safety  
Executive Order 13045 on Children’s Health and Safety directs each federal agency to make it a 
high priority to identify and assess environmental health and safety risks that may 
disproportionately affect children and to ensure that its policies, programs, activities, and 
standards address these risks.  
 

 Recommendations for the NEPA Document:  
Require construction contractors to establish material hauling routes away from places 
where children live, learn, and play, to the extent feasible. Consider homes, schools, 
daycare centers, and playgrounds. For operational emissions, partnering with local 
authorities to designate truck routes away from such areas. In additional to air quality 
benefits, careful routing may protect children from vehicle-pedestrian accidents. 

 
Contamination  
Past uses of the project area, including use as a U.S. Air Force firing range, have the potential to 
leave behind hazardous materials. The proposed project would require earthwork activity. For 
the safety of the public and project construction workers, it is important to investigate possible 
contamination in the construction area upfront. Investigating and addressing potential challenges 
early in the process can avoid future project delays or accidental exposures or releases.  
 

 Recommendations for the NEPA Document: 
• Disclose the study area used for the analysis of soil and groundwater contamination 

and provide a rationale to support the study area boundary.  
• Consider performing a Phase I site assessment. This includes background and 

historical investigations and preliminary property inspections. For guidance, see 
ASTM International Standard E1527-13, “Standard Practice for Environmental Site 
Assessments: Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Process.” Include a map in the 
NEPA document indicating any potential areas of concern and discuss findings.  

• If the Phase I site assessment indicates potential contamination, consider conducting a 
Phase II assessment. Phase II assessments include sampling activities to identify the 
types and concentrations of contaminants and the areas of contamination. If Phase II 
assessments are conducted, summarize findings in the NEPA document. 
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• Describe any plans for future soil and groundwater testing in the NEPA document.  
• If sampling is deemed necessary by FAA, then coordinate sampling plans with the 

Ohio Environmental Protection Agency; summarize coordination in the NEPA 
document.  

• Describe how contaminated soils would be handled and stored on-site, if applicable. 
Include details on covering materials for protection from wind and rain.  

 
Environmental Justice (EJ) and Community Impacts  
Executive Order 12898 directs federal agencies to identify and address disproportionately high 
and adverse human health or environmental effects of their actions on minority and low-income 
populations. EPA’s EJSCREEN1 is a publicly available mapping tool designed to screen for 
potential impacts to communities living with or vulnerable to EJ concerns.  

 
Recommendations for the NEPA Document:   
• Describe existing community characteristics and potential community impacts.  
• Identify low income and/or minority populations that may be impacted by the 

proposed project. If present, compare percentages of low income and/or minority 
residents that would be affected to an appropriate reference community to determine 
whether the project could have disproportionately high and adverse effects. Include 
clear maps and summary tables.  

• Provide specific measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate any anticipated adverse 
impacts to communities, if needed. For example, consider minimizing construction 
emissions and routing trucks to avoid impacts.  

 
Noise Impacts 
The proposed project may or may not alter noise levels in the surrounding area. EPA’s website 
explains that there are direct links between noise and health.2 Upfront assessment of noise 
impacts could inform alternative selection and mitigation measures, if needed. 
 
 Recommendations for the NEPA Document:  

• Assess noise impacts from both project construction and long-term operations.  
• Compare noise levels between the no-action alternative and all action alternatives.  
• Consider whether any schools, medical facilities, nursing homes, or other facilities 

with sensitive populations would experience an increase in noise levels.  
• Consider opportunities to minimize and mitigate increases in noise levels, if 

applicable. For example, if the project would have permanent adverse noise impacts, 
then consider insulation and window treatments at affected buildings and modifying 
flight patterns, among other opportunities.  

 
Aquatic Resources  
The scoping request explains that the project team conducted a Wetland and Waters of the U.S. 
(Waters) Delineation in accordance with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers guidance. As 
proposed, the project would impact ten wetlands and six streams. To inform project decision 
making, the NEPA document should assess impacts to Waters, describe efforts to avoid, 

 
1 EPA’s EJSCREEN Environmental Justice and Mapping Tool, available at: https://www.epa.gov/ejscreen 
2 https://www.epa.gov/clean-air-act-overview/clean-air-act-title-iv-noise-pollution 
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minimize, and mitigate impacts, and detail plans for complying with the Clean Water Act 
(CWA). 
 

 Recommendations for the NEPA Document: 
• Describe the quality, size, and location of aquatic resources present within or adjacent 

to the proposed project, and state whether they may be impacted.  
• Include a robust discussion on the CWA Section 401 water quality certification and 

Section 404 permitting requirements for dredging and filling of Waters.  
• Discuss efforts that the project team has taken or will take to first avoid and then 

minimize potential impacts to Waters, in line with the CWA Section 404(b)(1) 
Guidelines.  

• Discuss how cost, logistical, or technological constraints preclude avoidance and 
minimization of any known impacts to Waters. 

• Discuss proposed mitigation types, ratios, and potential locations. Include mitigation 
sequencing per the CWA Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines and describe how mitigation 
would comply with the 2008 Mitigation Rule. 

 
Threatened and Endangered Species Impacts  
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) directs all federal agencies to ensure that any 
action they authorize, fund, or carry-out does not jeopardize the continued existence of a 
threatened or endangered species or proposed or designated critical habitat. Implementing 
regulations found at 50 CFR Part 402 specify how federal agencies are to fulfill their ESA 
Section 7 consultation requirements.  
 
 Recommendations for the NEPA Document:  

• Use the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) “Information for Planning and 
Conservation” tool to obtain a list of trust resources in the project area. The list would 
include species that are threatened or endangered under ESA, candidate species for 
listing, critical habitat, and migratory birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty 
Act.3  

• Determine whether the proposed action may affect trust resources. If trust resources 
may be affected, engage in consultation with FWS. Document coordination and 
formal consultation in the NEPA document with the goal of aligning NEPA and ESA 
Section 7 consultation processes. 

• Coordinate with the Ohio Department of Natural Resources to determine whether any 
state-listed species could be impacted by the proposed project, and document 
coordination.   

• Consider voluntarily mitigating for tree losses, if any, by planting trees nearby, safely 
away from the airfield safety zone. 

 
Native and Invasive Plant Species  
Executive Order 13112 on Invasive Species calls for the restoration of native plant and tree 
species. The proposed project could introduce non-native invasive plant species. Early 
recognition and control of infestations is essential to stopping the spread of invasive plants and 

 
3 FWS Information for Planning and Conservation (IPaC) tool is available at: https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/ 
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avoiding future widespread use of herbicides, which could have adverse impacts on biodiversity 
and water quality.  

Recommendations for the NEPA Document: 
• Describe how the project would meet the requirements of Executive Order 13112.
• Revegetate all disturbed green spaces after the project is complete. Use native species

and pollinator friendly plants whenever feasible, with consideration of airport-specific
needs to not attract wildlife.

Climate Resiliency 
The National Climate Assessment4 finds that in the Midwest, extreme heat, heavy downpours, 
and flooding will affect infrastructure.  

Recommendations for the NEPA Document: 
• Include a discussion of reasonably foreseeable effects that changes in the climate may

have on the project area and the proposed project, including its long-term
infrastructure. This could help inform the development of measures to improve the
resilience of the proposed project.

• Consider resiliency and adaptation measures or plans to ensure that the proposed
facilities would maintain their structural integrity and safe operating conditions under
changing heat and precipitation conditions.  For example, consider recent trends and
anticipated future frequencies of severe precipitation events when sizing stormwater
control features. Green infrastructure features, such as permeable pavements where
applicable, may also help manage stormwater without attracting wildlife. See EPA’s
Adaptation Resource Center5 for assistance.

Energy Efficiency & Environmental Best Practices   
Energy efficient design and material selection could reduce operations costs and promote a high-
quality workspace, while also better protecting the environment.  

Recommendations for the NEPA Document: 
• Consider best practices for energy efficiency and sustainable building design for the

new warehouses. Examples include south-facing skylights and windows, motion-
sensored lighting, and use of Energy Star certified products. Consider incorporating
solar power into the project design. Given the proximity to the project to the airport,
consider FAA’s Technical Guidance for Evaluating and Selecting Solar Technologies
on Airports.6

• Consider Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) and other green
building programs, as well as designing for net-zero energy usage. In addition to
reducing the overall environmental footprint, green building certification programs
promote health by encouraging practices that protect indoor air quality.

• Consider incorporating electric vehicle charging stations in new parking areas.

4 U.S. Global Change Research Program, 2017 Climate Science Special Report: Fourth National Climate Assessment, 
Volume 1, available at: https://www.globalchange.gov/browse/reports 
5 EPA’s Climate Adaptation Resource Center, available at: https://www.epa.gov/arc-x 
6 FAA’s “Technical Guidance for Evaluating and Selecting Solar Technologies on Airports” is available at: 
https://www.faa.gov/airports/environmental/ 
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Appendix B – Biological Resources 
This appendix contains copies of the coordination materials related to the analysis of biological resources and 
Endangered Species Act Section 7 consultation.  
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Detroit Airports District Office 
Metro Airport Center 
11677 South Wayne Road, Ste. 107 
Romulus, MI  48174 

 
September 10, 2020 
 
 
Ms. Patrice Ashfield 
Field Office Supervisor 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
Fish and Wildlife Service, Ecological Services 
4625 Morse Road 
Suite 104 
Columbus, OH 43230 
 
Re:  Section 7 Consultation for Proposed Cargo Campus Development Project at 

Rickenbacker Global Logistics Park 
 
Dear Ms. Ashfield: 

This letter is sent to inform you that the Columbus Regional Airport Authority (CRAA) is 
preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) for the proposed Cargo Campus 
development (the Proposed Action) at the Rickenbacker Global Logistics Park (RGLP) 
south of Rickenbacker International Airport (LCK). The Federal Aviation Administration 
(FAA) is the lead Federal agency that will review the EA. The EA will investigate, 
analyze, and disclose any potential environmental impacts associated with the Proposed 
Action. The FAA is requesting your concurrence with the assessment and determination 
of potential effects of the Proposed Action on Federally listed threatened and endangered 
species, as described in the enclosed attachments, in accordance with Section 7 of the 
Endangered Species Act. 

Based on the enclosed information, the FAA is prepared to make a determination that the 
Proposed Action is “Not Likely to Adversely Affect” Federally-listed threatened or 
endangered species. I am seeking your concurrence with this determination and any other 
comments you may have on the project. Thank you for your assistance in this matter.  
 
Sincerely, 
  

 
Ernest P. Gubry 
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Project Description  

The Proposed Action consists of the development of several commercial bulk cargo distribution 
warehouse structures, as well as extension of Rickenbacker Parkway to provide access to the 
site. Exhibit 1, Project Site, shows the general project area along with the location of the project 
site. The Proposed Action, which is shown on Exhibit 2, Proposed Action, includes the following 
activities: 

 Site preparation of the Cargo Campus site which measures approximately 330 acres in 
size and is located south of LCK; 

 Extension of Rickenbacker Parkway Phases: 3b, and 4; 

 Construction and operation of five commercial bulk distribution warehouse buildings 
totaling approximately 4.2 million square feet in area on the Cargo Campus;  

 Construction of paved parking and internal vehicle circulation roads;   

 Extension of utilities to and within the site; and  

 Development of on-site stormwater mitigation areas. 

The Project Site is surrounded by commercial and aviation land uses to the north and west and a 
former golf course to the south. Project site features include undeveloped land that is leased for 
agriculture, a former golf course clubhouse, and a former U.S. Air Force firing range. 

The Proposed Action, when fully operational, would include bulk distribution warehouse facilities 
that are not dependent upon air travel. As such, the facilities would have no access to the airfield.  
Therefore, the proposed facilities would not cause an increase or decrease in aircraft operations 
and would not result in changes to the aircraft fleet at LCK.   

A Wetland and Waters of the US Delineation has been conducted in accordance with the US 
Army Corp of Engineers (USACE) guidance. There are 10 wetlands and six streams within the 
Project Site that would be impacted. The Proposed Action is expected to impact approximately 64 
acres of wooded areas as shown in Exhibit 3. An approximately 10-acre wooded area would be 
avoided by the development. 

Federally Threatened and Endangered Species 

A list of threatened and endangered species that may be present at the project site, obtained 
from U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and Ohio Division of Natural Resources (ODNR) 
records, is shown in Table 1.   
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Table 1 
STATE AND FEDERAL THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 

Common Name Scientific Name 
Federal 
Status 

State 
Status 

American bittern Botaurus lentiginosus E 

American black duck Anas rubripes SI 

American coot Fulica americana SC 

Badger Taxidea taxus SC 

Barn owl Tyto alba T 

Bell's vireo Vireo bellii SI 

Big brown bat Eptesicus fuscus SC 

Bigeye shiner Notropis boops E 

Bison Bison X 

Black bear Ursus americanus E 

Black sandshell Ligumia recta T 

Black-billed Cuckoo Coccyzus erythropthalmus  SC 

Blackburnian warbler Setophaga fusca SI 

Black-crowned night-heron Nycticorax T 

Blacknose shiner Notropis heterolepis X 

Blue catfish Ictalurus furcatus SC 

Blue sucker Cycleptus elongatus T 

Bobolink Dolichonyx oryzivorus SC 

Brown creeper Certhia americana SI 

Butterfly mussel Ellipsaria lineolata E 

Cattle egret Bubulcus ibis E 

Cerulean warbler Setophaga cerulea SC 

Clubshell mussel Pleurobema clava E E 

Common gallinule Gallinula galeata SC 

Common gray fox Urocyon cinereoargenteus  SC 

Common nighthawk Chordeiles minor SC 

Creek heelsplitter Lasmigona compressa SC 

Dark-eyed Junco Junco hyemalis SI 

Deer mouse Peromyscus maniculatus SC 

Deertoe mussel Truncilla truncata SC 

Eastern cricket frog Acris crepitans SC 

Eastern whip-poor-will Antrostomus vociferus SC 

Ebonyshell mussel Reginaia ebenus E 

Elephant-ear Elliptio crassidens E 

Elktoe mussel Alasmidonta marginata SC 

Ermine Mustela erminea SC 

Evening bat Nycticeius humeralis SI 

Fanshell mussel Cyprogenia stegaria E 
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Table 1, (Continued) 
STATE AND FEDERAL THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 

Common Name Scientific Name 
Federal 
Status 

State 
Status 

Fawnsfoot mussel Truncilla donaciformis T 

Four-toed salamander Hemidactylium scutatum SC 

Golden-crowned kinglet Regulus satrapa SI 

Golden-winged warbler Vermivora chrysoptera SI 

Goldeye Hiodon alosoides E 

Grasshopper sparrow Ammodramus savannarum  SC 

Great egret Ardea alba SC 

Green-winged teal Anas crecca SI 

Henslow's sparrow Ammodramus henslowii SC 

Hermit thrush Catharus guttatus SI 

Hoary bat Lasiurus cinereus SC 

Indiana bat Myotis sodalis E E 

Iowa darter Etheostoma exile E 

Kidneyshell mussel Ptychobranchus fasciolaris  SC 

Lake chubsucker Erimyzon sucetta T 

Lark sparrow Chondestes grammacus E 

Least bittern Ixobrychus exilis T 

Least darter Etheostoma microperca SC 

Least flycatcher Empidonax minimus SI 

Little brown bat Myotis lucifugus SC 

Loggerhead Shrike Lanius ludovicianus E 

Longhead darter Percina macrocephata X 

Longsolid Fusconaia subrotunda E 

Magnolia warbler Setophaga magnolia SI 

Mucket Actinonaias ligamentina  X 

Muskellunge Esox masquinongy SC 

Nashville warbler Oreothlypis ruficapilla SI 

none Agroperina lutosa SC 

none Chimarra socia E 

Northern bobwhite Colinus virginianus SC 

Northern brook lamprey Ichthyomyzon fossor E 

Northern harrier Circus hudsonius E 

Northern long-eared bat Myotis septentrionalis T T 

Northern madtom Noturus stigmosus E 

Northern riffleshell mussel Epioblasma torulosa rangiana E 

Northern shoveler Anas clypeata SI 

Northern waterthrush Parkesia noveboracensis SI 

Ohio pigtoe mussel Pleurobema cordatum E 
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Table 1, (Continued) 
STATE AND FEDERAL THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 

Common Name Scientific Name 
Federal 
Status 

State 
Status 

Ouachita Map Turtle Graptemys ouachitensis SC 

Paddlefish Polyodon spathula T 

Pink Mucket mussel Lampsilis abrupta E 

Plains Clubtail Gomphus externus E 

Pocketbook mussel Lampsilis ovata E 

Pondhorn Uniomerus tetralasmus T 

Popeye Shiner Notropis ariommus E 

Precious underwing moth Catocala pretiosa SC 

Prothonotary Warbler Protonotaria citrea SC 

Purple Cat's Paw mussel Epioblasma obliquata E E 

Purple Wartyback mussel Cyclonaias tuberculata SC 

Pyramid Pigtoe mussel Pleurobema rubrum E 

Rabbitsfoot mussel Quadrula cylindrica T E 

Rayed Bean mussel Villosa fabalis E E 

Red Bat Lasiurus borealis SC 

Red-breasted Nuthatch Sitta canadensis SI 

Redhead Aythya americana SI 

Red-headed Woodpecker Melanerpes erythrocephalus  SC 

Rough Pigtoe Pleurobema plenum X 

Round Pigtoe Pleurobema sintoxia SC 

Ruddy Duck Oxyura jamaicensis SI 

Running Buffalo Clover Trifolium stoloniferum E 

Salamander Mussel Simpsonaias ambigua SC 

Sandhill Crane Grus canadensis T 

Scioto Madtom Noturus trautmani E E 

Sedge Wren Cistothorus platensis SC 

Sharp-shinned Hawk Accipiter striatus SC 

Shortnose Gar Lepisosteus platostomus E 

Shovelnose Sturgeon Scaphirhynchus platorynchus  E 

Slender Clearwing Hemaris gracilis SI 

Smoky Shrew Sorex fumeus SC 

Smooth Greensnake Opheodrys vernalis E 

Snowshoe Hare Lepus americanus SC 

Snuffbox Epioblasma triquetra E E 

Sora Rail Porzana carolina SC 

Southern Bog Lemming Synaptomys cooperi SC 

Spotted Darter Etheostoma maculatum E 

Star-nosed Mole Condylura cristata SC 
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Table 1, (Continued) 
STATE AND FEDERAL THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 

Common Name Scientific Name 
Federal 
Status 

State 
Status 

Threehorn Wartyback Obliquaria reflexa T 

Tippecanoe Darter Etheostoma tippecanoe T 

Tonguetied Minnow Exoglossum laurae E 

Tri-colored Bat Perimyotis subflavus SC 

Two-spotted Skipper Euphyes bimacula SC 

Upland Sandpiper Bartramia longicauda E 

Veery Catharus fuscescens SI 

Vesper Sparrow Pooecetes gramineus SC 

Virginia Rail Rallus limicola SC 

Washboard Megalonaias nervosa E 

Wavy-rayed Lampmussel Lampsilis fasciola SC 

Western Creek Chubsucker Erimyzon claviformis SC 

Wilson's Snipe Gallinago delicata SI 

Winter Wren Troglodytes hiemalis SI 

Woodland Vole Microtus pinetorum SC 

Yellow-bellied Sapsucker Sphyrapicus varius SI 

Yellow-crowned Night-heron Nyctanassa violacea SI 

E = Endangered: A native species or subspecies threatened with extirpation from the state. The danger may 
result from one or more causes, such as habitat loss, pollution, predation, interspecific competition, or 
disease.  

T = Threatened: A species or subspecies whose survival in Ohio is not in immediate jeopardy, but to which a 
threat exists. Continued or increased stress will result in its becoming endangered.   

SC = Species of Concern: A species or subspecies which might become threatened in Ohio under continued 
or increased stress. Also, a species or subspecies for which there is some concern, but for which 
information is insufficient to permit an adequate status evaluation. This category may contain species 
designated as a furbearer or game species, but whose statewide population is dependent on the 
quality and/or quantity of habitat and is not adversely impacted by regulated harvest.  

SI = Special Interest: A species that occurs periodically and is capable of breeding in Ohio. It is at the edge 
of a larger, contiguous range with viable population(s) within the core of its range. These species have 
no federal endangered or threatened status, are at low breeding densities in the state, and have not 
been recently released to enhance Ohio’s wildlife diversity. With the exception of efforts to conserve 
occupied areas, minimal management efforts will be directed for these species because it is unlikely to 
result in significant increases in their populations within the state.  

X = Extirpated: A species or subspecies that occurred in Ohio at the time of European settlement and that has since 
disappeared from the state. 

Source: US Fish & Wildlife Service, Midwest Region Endangered Species, Franklin and Pickaway Counties, 
Ohio, Online at: https://www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/lists/ohio-cty.html and Ohio Department 
of Natural Resources, State Listed Wildlife Species By County, Online at: 
https://ohiodnr.gov/wps/portal/gov/odnr-core/documents/wildlife-documents/state-listed-wildlife-
county, Accessed: July 22, 2020. 
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A review of the USFWS Information for Planning and Consultation (IPAC) database was 
conducted within the proposed project site. That search indicated that the following species are 
known or expected to be on or near the project area. 

 Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis) 

 Clubshell (Pleurobema clava) 

 Northern long-eared bat (Myotis septentrionalis) 

 Northern riffleshell (Epioblasma torulosa rangiana) 

 Rabbitsfoot mussel (Quadrula cylindrica) 

 Rayed bean mussel (Villosa fabalis) 

 Running buffalo clover (Trifolium stoloniferum) 

 Scioto madtom (Noturus trautmani) 

 Snuffbox (Epioblasma triquetra). 

The Proposed Action would impact approximately 64 acres of wooded areas that are potentially 
suitable summer habitat for the Indiana bat and northern long-eared bat as shown in Exhibit 3. 
An initial habitat survey was conducted at the site in October 2019. That survey identified suitable 
habitat for the Indiana bat and the northern long-eared bat. No other State or Federal protected 
species or habitat has been identified at the site.  

A passive acoustic survey was conducted in July 2020 to confirm absence or presence of Indiana 
bats and/or northern long-eared bats. The results of that survey determined that no Indiana bats 
or northern long-eared bats were found to be present within the project site. The results of that 
survey are included in Attachment B.  

Determination of Effects 

Indiana bat and northern long-eared bat 

Based on the results of the passive acoustic survey, which identified no Indiana bats or northern 
long eared bats within the site of the Proposed Action, the FAA has concluded that the Proposed 
Action warrants a determination of Not Likely to Adversely Affect for the Indiana bat (Myotis 
sodalis) and northern long-eared bat (Myotis septentrionalis). 

Other Federally Listed Species 

No other Federally endangered, threatened, or candidate species or critical habitat has been 
identified within the site of the Proposed Action.  Therefore, the FAA has concluded that the 
Proposed Action warrants a determination of No Affect for the clubshell (Pleurobema clava), 
northern riffleshell (Epioblasma torulosa rangiana), rabbitsfoot (Quadrula cylindrical), rayed bean 
(Villosa fabalis), Running buffalo clover (Trifolium stoloniferum), Scioto madtom (Noturus 
trautmani), and the snuffbox (Epioblasma triquetra). 
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TranSystems Phase 2 Acoustic Survey Results 
Columbus Regional Airport Authority  

LCK Cargo Campus Development Area 
Project Description  

The Columbus Regional Airport Authority (CRAA) proposes to develop the 330- acre property known as the Cargo 
Campus Development Area located around the Rickenbacker International Airport in Franklin and Pickaway 
Counties. The area will be developed with multiple bulk distribution warehouses and the necessary infrastructure to 
support these warehouses. Suitable wooded habitat for the endangered Indiana bat and Northern Long-eared bat 
would be impacted by the project. Based on current guidance from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), a 
summer acoustic bat survey is proposed to be conducted on the project site to determine the presence or absence of 
endangered bat species  

Previous Habitat Assessment 

The initial habitat assessment for the project was completed in October, 2019 by Jessica Deeds and Brian Metz, 
Environmental Scientists. There are four plots of land within the study area that were deemed to have suitable habitat 
for both the Indiana bat and Northern Long-eared bat, totaling approximately 63.27 acres. The habitat was assessed 
using the USFWS April 2019 Range-Wide Indiana Bat Summer Survey Guidance (USFWS, 2019). For the Indiana 
bat, the guidance defines suitable habitat as including forests and woodlots containing potential roosts (i.e. live trees, 
and/or snags greater than 5” dbh (diameter at breast height) that have exfoliating bark, cracks, crevices, and/or 
hollows) as well as linear features such as fencerows, riparian forests, and other wooded corridors. For the Northern 
long-eared bat, the guidance defines suitable habitat as areas that include forests and woodlots containing potential 
roosts (i.e. live trees and/or snags greater than 3” dbh that have exfoliating bark, cracks, crevices, and/or cavities) as 
well as linear features such as fencerows, riparian forests, and other wooded corridors. The guidance defines 
maternity roost trees as having the following characteristics: live or standing dead trees or snags over 16” diameter at 
breast height (dbh) with exfoliating, peeling or loose bark, split trunks and/or branches, or cavities. These trees must 
be part of a forested area or within a fence row of trees at least two trees wide or connected to a travel corridor or 
larger forested area.  

Based on the October 2019 field assessment and the likelihood of this project resulting in an adverse effect to suitable 
Indiana Bat habitat, a Passive Acoustic Survey Plan was developed and approved by the USFWS. The acoustic survey 
followed the USFWS March 2020 Range-Wide Indiana Bat Summer Survey Guidance (USFWS, 2020).  

Acoustic Detector 

Detector Specifications & Weatherproofing 
Two acoustic detectors were used in this study, both Titley Scientific Anabat SD2 meters. These detectors were 
equipped with a directional Hi frequency microphone attached to a 5 meter microphone extension cable. The 
microphone was weatherproofed using a 45-degree polyvinyl chloride (PVC) elbow that was two inches in diameter. 
This PVC elbow was attached to a connector and affixed to 12-foot tall pole. The microphone was then attached to the 
5 meter long extension cable that was fed into a weatherproofed box that contained the Anabat SD2 meter.  
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Detector Settings 
The sensitivity of the detector was determined in the field nightly. For both survey locations, the sensitivity of the 
detector was set at a sensitivity of 5. An audio and data division ratio of 8 was selected.  The detector was checked 
each night for proper functioning.  This was performed by producing ultrasound (finger rubs) in front of the microphone 
at the survey start and survey finish.  
 
Site Characteristics  
One large tract of suitable wooded habitat was broken down into two respective detector locations. Each detector 
location was sampled for two consecutive nights with two AnaBat meters, resulting in eight total detector nights of 
sampling. Each location is described below.  
 
Location 1  
Location 1 was surveyed for two consecutive nights, July 15th and 16th, 2020 from 8:30 PM to 6:30 AM. Two detectors 
were deployed in this location for both survey nights. One detector was placed along the north eastern edge of the plot, 
with the microphone facing west. The second detector was placed along the western limits of the survey plot, with the 
microphone facing northeast. This location can be found on the east side of Firing Range Road (closed to thru traffic). 
The habitat surrounding the detector can be described as vacant agricultural land to the north, south, and west and a 
wooded stream corridor connected to a larger wooded plot to the east. 
 
Vegetation within the 300-feet radius of the acoustic detectors is best described as herbaceous ground cover in a 
vacant agricultural field. This area provided the best opportunity for low clutter, ensuring high call quality. While Firing 
Range Road is closed to thru traffic, it is currently being utilized as a construction route for the Rickenbacker Airport 
Runway. Various dump trucks, heavy equipment, and personal vehicles were observed utilizing the road during 
detector deployment. Based on general construction work days, it was assumed that during the hours of data collection 
for the acoustic survey the road was not being utilized and did not contribute to any excessive noise or disturbances 
within the survey area.  
 
Location 2 
Location 2 was surveyed for two consecutive nights, July 20th and 21st, 2020 from 8:30PM to 6:30AM. Two detectors 
were deployed in this location for both survey nights. One detector was placed in the southeast corner of a vacant 
agricultural field behind the Rickenbacker Firing Range with the microphone oriented to the northwest. The second 
detector was placed further north in the same agricultural field, along the eastern side of the field adjacent to a wooded 
lot with the microphone oriented to the west. The habitat surrounding both detectors can be described as vacant 
agricultural land to the north, west, and south and a wooded stream corridor to the east followed by a large wooded 
lot. The Rickenbacker firing range is also located to the south of the detector locations.  
 
Vegetation within the 300-feet radius of the acoustic detectors is best described as herbaceous ground cover in a 
vacant agricultural field. This area provided the best opportunity for low clutter, ensuring high call quality. While Firing 
Range Road is closed to thru traffic, it is currently being utilized as a construction route for the Rickenbacker Airport 
Runway. Various dump trucks, heavy equipment, and personal vehicles were observed utilizing the road during 
detector deployment. Based on general construction work days, it was assumed that during the hours of data collection 
for the acoustic survey the road was not being utilized and did not contribute to any excessive noise or disturbances 
within the survey area.  
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Table 1: GPS Location 

GPS Coordinates of Survey Location 
Survey Location  Latitude Longitude  
Location 1 Meter 1 39.798720˚W -82.923591˚N 
Location 1 Meter 2 39.800176˚W -82.922218˚N 
Location 2 Meter 1 39.797868˚W -82.922866˚N 
Location 2 Meter 2  39.798828˚W -82.923072˚N 

 

Results  

Call Analysis Summary 
The bat calls were processed through two auto identification programs, BCID East (Bat Call Identification) ran with the 
Ohio species list and EchoClass V3.1 ran with species set 1.  The results of the analysis are listed below in Tables 2-
17.  
 
Discrepancies in identifiable call numbers as well as species are expected between the two auto-identification 
programs. Within Location 1 (surveyed on nights 1 and 2), the auto-identification software BCID identified a total of 637 
calls from seven different species while the EchoClass software identified a total of 553 calls from seven different 
species. The only discrepancy in species identified was observed on Survey Night 2 from Meter 2 where BCID identified 
a Little Brown Bat and EchoClass identified a Gray Bat. Both of these bat species belong to the myotis family; although, 
neither are high-frequency nor are they endangered species. High-frequency calls can be defined as those calls that 
have a frequency of 35 kilo-hertz or above. Each bat species has calls that resonate at different frequencies. Both the 
Indiana Bat call and the Northern long-eared bat call have a typical frequency of 40 kHz. It should be noted that call 
frequency rates can vary from the characteristic value based on how far away the bat is from the detection meter.  
 
Within Location 2 (surveyed on nights 3 and 4), the auto-identification software BCID identified a total of 660 calls from 
six different species while the EchoClass software identified a total of 543 calls from four different species. The two 
species BCID identified that EchoClass did not include the Evening Bat and the Tri-Colored Bat. Both instances of 
identification of these two bat species occurred on Survey Night 3 only.  
 
No high-frequency myotis calls were detected on any of the four survey nights in either location. While calls from the 
Little Brown Bat and the Gray Bat were detected during survey nights, these calls are not within the same frequency 
range as the Indiana Bat or Northern long-eared bat. The characteristic frequency of the Little Brown bat is generally 
higher than 45 kHz while the Gray bat tends to have call frequencies at 47 kHz and above. Based on the USFWS 2020 
Range-Wide Indiana Bat Survey Guidelines, the presence of the Indiana or Northern long-eared bat is considered 
unlikely and no further studies are required.  
 
Maximum likelihood probability, MLE(p), values are presented for both EchoClass and BCID data sets. The MLE(p) 
number represents the probability that a species is falsely identified at a site on a given night, given the error rates for 
identification. A low MLE(p) value indicates that a species is likely present at the site and was correctly identified. This 
value cannot be considered a “complete” statistic. It takes into account species percentages, group percentages, total 
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number of pulses present, and other variables. Based on the different methods that EchoClass and BCID employ to 
identify species present, a difference in MLE(p) values is expected for each species between the two programs.  
 
Location 1  
Location 1 is a vacant agricultural field located on the east side of Firing Range Road. Two points within this location 
were surveyed on the evenings of July 15th and July 16th, 2020. Sunset for these days was 8:57 PM and sunrise was 
6:15 AM. On July 15th, the maximum temperature was 88°F with maximum wind speeds recorded at 8 mph from the 
south and no precipitation. On July 16th, the maximum temperature was 88°F with maximum wind speeds recorded at 
18 mph from the south and no precipitation.  
 
Meter 1 Survey Night 1  
Data was collected within Location 1 with two acoustic meters and was processed using two auto identification 
programs, BCID East and EchoClass V3.1. During the first survey night, July 15th, BCID identified 55 calls with five 
identifiable species while EchoClass identified 57 calls with four identifiable species from the data collected with Meter 
1. Table 2 below shows the results of the BCID analysis for Meter 1 and Table 3 shows the results of the EchoClass 
analysis for Meter 1. Neither identification program identified high-frequency myotis calls.  
 
Table 2: BCID Summary for Location 1 Meter 1 (07/15/2020) 

BCID Identification Summary for Meter 1; Site 1; Night 1 (Surveyed 07/15/2020) 

Species 
Common 

Name Total Calls 
Species 
Percent Group MLE(p) 

Eptesicus fuscus (EPFU) Big Brown bat 19 35.0% Low 0.000001 
Lasionycteris noctivagans 

(LANO) 
Silver-haired 

bat 27 49.0% Low 0.000001 
Lasiurus borealis (LABO) Eastern Red bat 1 1.8% Mid 0.22512 

Lasiurus cinereus (LACI) Hoary bat 5 9.1% Low 0.000017 

Nycticeius humeralis (NYHU) Evening bat 3 5.5% Mid 0.000267 
 
Table 3: EchoClass Summary for Location 1 Meter 1 (07/15/2020) 

EchoClass Identification Summary Results for Meter 1; Site 1; Night 1 (Surveyed 07/15/2020) 
Species Common Name Total Calls Species Percent Group MLE(p) 

Eptesicus fuscus (EPFU) Big Brown bat 33 57.9% Low 0 
Lasionycteris noctivagans 

(LANO) Silver-haired bat 9 15.8% Low 0.9983 

Lasiurus borealis (LABO) Eastern Red bat 10 17.5% Mid 0.0559 
Lasiurus cinereus cinereus 

(LACI) Hoary bat 5 8.8% Low 0.9984 

 
 
 



  Acoustic Bat Survey 
  July 28, 2020 

5 
 

Meter 2 Survey Night 1 
 
Data collected with Meter 2 on July 15th, also located within the boundaries of Location 1 was analyzed using the same 
two auto identification programs. The BCID East program identified 281 calls composed of 7 species while the 
EchoClass program identified 236 calls composed of 6 species. The BCID analysis program identified one call 
belonging to the myotis species; however, the call was identified as a Little Brown Bat, which is not an endangered 
species.  
 
Tables 4 and 5 below show the summary data from Meter 2 collected on Night 1 and analyzed with the BCID East and 
EchoClass programs.  
 
 
Table 4: BCID Summary for Location 1 Meter 2 (07/15/2020) 

BCID Identification Summary for Meter 2; Site 1; Night 1 (Surveyed 07/15/2020) 

Species Name Common Name Total Calls Species 
Percent Group MLE(p) 

Eptesicus fuscus (EPFU) Big Brown bat 170 59.8% Low 0.000001 
Lasionycteris noctivagans 

(LANO) Silver-haired bat 49 17.3% Low 0.000001 

Lasiurus borealis (LABO) Eastern Red bat 7 2.5% Mid 0.000001 
Lasiurus cinereus cinereus 

(LACI) Hoary bat 49 17.3% Low 0.000001 

Myotis lucifugus (MYLU) Little Brown bat 1 0.4% Myotis 0.001938 

Nycticeius humeralis (NYHU) Evening bat 4 1.4% Mid 0.002178 

Perimyotis subflavus (PESU) Tri-colored bat 1 0.4% Mid 0.097344 
 
Table 5: EchoClass Summary for Location 1 Meter 2 (07/15/2020) 

EchoClass Identification Summary Results for Meter 2; Site 1; Night 1 (Surveyed 07/15/2020) 

Species Common Name Total Calls 
Species 
Percent Group MLE(p) 

Eptesicus fuscus (EPFU) Big Brown bat 126 53.3% Low 0 
Lasionycteris noctivagans 

(LANO) Silver-haired bat 8 3.4% Low 0.9989 
Lasiurus borealis (LABO) Eastern Red bat 56 23.7% Mid 0 

Lasiurus cinereus cinereus 
(LACI) Hoary bat 40 16.9% Low 0.9981 

Nycticeius humeralis (NYHU) Evening bat 2 0.85% Mid 0.9991 
Perimyotis subflavus (PESU) Tri-colored bat 4 1.7% Mid 0 
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Meter 1 Survey Night 2  
During the second survey night of Location 1 Meter 1, July 16th, BCID identified 64 calls from five identifiable species 
while EchoClass identified 52 calls from four identifiable species.  Tables 6 and 7 below shows the results of the BCID 
and the EchoClass analysis for Meter 1 from survey night 2. Neither identification program identified high-frequency 
myotis calls.  
 
Table 6: BCID Summary for Location 1 Meter 1 (07/16/2020) 

BCID Identification Summary for Meter 1; Site 1; Night 2 (Surveyed 07/16/2020) 

Species Common Name Total Calls 
Species 
Percent Group MLE(p) 

Eptesicus fuscus (EPFU) Big Brown bat 28 43.8% Low 0.000001 
Lasionycteris noctivagans 

(LANO) Silver-haired bat 27 42.2% Low 0.000001 
Lasiurus borealis (LABO) Eastern Red bat 1 1.6% Mid 0.366601 

Lasiurus cinereus cinereus 
(LACI) Hoary bat 3 4.7% Low 0.003592 

Nycticeius humeralis (NYHU) Evening bat 5 7.8% Mid 0.000001 
 
Table 7: EchoClass Summary for Location 1 Meter 1 (07/16/2020) 

EchoClass Identification Summary Results for Meter 1; Site 1; Night 2 (Surveyed 07/16/2020) 
Species Common Name Total Calls Species Percent Group MLE(p) 

Eptesicus fuscus (EPFU) Big Brown bat 32 61.5% Low 0 
Lasionycteris noctivagans 

(LANO) Silver-haired bat 3 5.8% Low 0.9985 
Lasiurus borealis (LABO) Eastern Red bat 11 21.2% Mid 0.0109 

Lasiurus cinereus cinereus 
(LACI) Hoary bat 6 11.5% Low 0.9985 

 
 
Meter 2 Survey Night 2  
During the second survey night of Location 1 Meter 2, July 16th, BCID identified 237 calls from seven identifiable species 
while EchoClass identified 208 calls from seven identifiable species.  Tables 8 and 9 below show the results of the 
BCID and the EchoClass analysis for Meter 2 from survey night 2. The BCID program identified one myotis call from 
the Little Brown Bat (non-endangered species) while the EchoClass program identified one myotis call from the Gray 
Bat (non-endangered species).  
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Table 8: BCID Summary for Location 1 Meter 2 (07/16/2020) 

BCID Identification Summary for Meter 2; Site 1; Night 2 (Surveyed 07/16/2020) 

Species Name Common Name Total Calls Species 
Percent Group MLE(p) 

Eptesicus fuscus (EPFU) Big Brown bat 98 41.4% Low 0.000001 
Lasionycteris noctivagans 

(LANO) Silver-haired bat 39 16.5% Low 0.000001 

Lasiurus borealis (LABO) Eastern Red bat 51 21.5% Mid 0.000001 
Lasiurus cinereus cinereus 

(LACI) Hoary bat 22 9.3% Low 0.000001 

Myotis lucifugus (MYLU) Little Brown bat 1 0.4% Myotis 0.008694 
Nycticeius humeralis (NYHU) Evening bat 23 9.7% Mid 0.000001 
Perimyotis subflavus (PESU) Tri-colored bat 3 1.3% Mid 0.046587 

 
Table 9: EchoClass Summary for Location 1 Meter 2 (07/16/2020) 

EchoClass Identification Summary Results for Meter 2; Site 1; Night 2 (Surveyed 07/16/2020) 

Species Common Name Total Calls Species 
Percent Group MLE(p) 

Eptesicus fuscus (EPFU) Big Brown bat 68 32.7% Low 0 
Lasionycteris noctivagans 

(LANO) Silver-haired bat 14 6.7% Low 0.9984 

Lasiurus borealis (LABO) Eastern Red bat 103 49.5% Mid 0 
Lasiurus cinereus cinereus 

(LACI) Hoary bat 12 5.8% Low 0.9986 

Myotis grisescens (MYGR) Gray Bat 1 0.5% Myotis 1 
Nycticeius humeralis (NYHU) Evening bat 6 2.9% Mid 0.999 
Perimyotis subflavus (PESU) Tri-colored bat 4 1.9% Mid 0 

 
Location 2  
Location 2 is a vacant agricultural field located on the east side of Firing Range Road. Location 2 is situated closer to 
the Rickenbacker Firing Range than Location 1.  Two points within this location were surveyed on the evenings of July 
20th and July 21st, 2020. Sunset for these days was 8:53 PM and sunrise was 6:20 AM. On July 20th, the maximum 
temperature was 87°F with maximum wind speeds recorded at 10 mph from the south/ southwest and no precipitation. 
On July 21st, the maximum temperature was 89°F with maximum wind speeds recorded at 14 mph from the 
north/northwest and no precipitation.  
 
Data collected on Survey Nights 3 and 4 within Location 2 was analyzed using two auto identification programs, BCID 
East and EchoClass V3.1. Results of the data analysis can be found below.  
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Meter 1 Survey Night 3  
During the third survey night, July 20th, BCID identified 254 calls from six different species while EchoClass identified 
285 calls from four different species. Tables 10 and 11 below show the summary results of the BCID and EchoClass 
analysis. Neither identification program identified high-frequency myotis calls.  
 
Table 10: BCID Summary for Location 2 Meter 1 (07/20/2020) 

BCID Identification Summary for Meter 1; Site 2; Night 3 (Surveyed 07/20/2020) 

Species Common Name Total Calls Species 
Percent Group MLE(p) 

Eptesicus fuscus (EPFU) Big Brown bat 197 77.3% Low 0.000001 
Lasionycteris noctivagans 

(LANO) Silver-haired bat 48 18.8% Low 0.000001 

Lasiurus borealis (LABO) Eastern Red bat 2 0.8% Mid 0.016011 
Lasiurus cinereus cinereus 

(LACI) Hoary bat 4 1.6% Low 0.001797 

Nycticeius humeralis (NYHU) Evening bat 2 0.8% Mid 0.012093 
Perimyotis subflavus (PESU) Tri-colored bat 1 0.4% Mid 0.027716 

 
Table 11: EchoClass Summary for Location 2 Meter 1 (07/20/2020) 

EchoClass Identification Summary Results for Meter 1; Site 2; Night 3 (Surveyed 07/20/2020) 
Species Common Name Total Calls Species Percent Group MLE(p) 

Eptesicus fuscus (EPFU) Big Brown bat 191 51.9% Low 0 
Lasionycteris noctivagans 

(LANO) Silver-haired bat 7 2.5% Low 0.9968 

Lasiurus borealis (LABO) Eastern Red bat 85 29.8% Mid 0 
Lasiurus cinereus cinereus 

(LACI) Hoary bat 2 0.7% Low 0.997 

 
 
Meter 2 Survey Night 3  
During the third survey night, July 20th, BCID identified 254 calls from six different species while EchoClass identified 
111 calls from four different species. Tables 12 and 13 below show the summary results of the BCID and EchoClass 
analysis. Neither identification program identified high-frequency myotis calls.  
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Table 12: BCID Summary for Location 2 Meter 2 (07/20/2020) 

BCID Identification Summary for Meter 2; Site 2; Night 3 (Surveyed 07/20/2020) 

Species Common Name Total Calls Species 
Percent Group MLE(p) 

Eptesicus fuscus (EPFU) Big Brown bat 197 77.3% Low 0.000001 
Lasionycteris noctivagans 

(LANO) Silver-haired bat 48 18.8% Low 0.000001 

Lasiurus borealis (LABO) Eastern Red bat 2 0.8% Mid 0.016011 
Lasiurus cinereus cinereus 

(LACI) Hoary bat 4 1.6% Low 0.001797 

Nycticeius humeralis (NYHU) Evening bat 2 0.8% Mid 0.012093 
Perimyotis subflavus (PESU) Tri-colored bat 1 0.4% Mid 0.027716 

 
Table 13: EchoClass Summary for Location 2 Meter 2 (07/20/2020) 

EchoClass Identification Summary Results for Meter 2; Site 2; Night 3 (Surveyed 07/20/2020) 
Species Common Name Total Calls Species Percent Group MLE(p) 

Eptesicus fuscus (EPFU) Big Brown bat 71 63.9% Low 0 
Lasionycteris noctivagans 

(LANO) Silver-haired bat 18 16.2% Low 0.9976 

Lasiurus borealis (LABO) Eastern Red bat 8 7.2% Mid 0.9976 
Lasiurus cinereus cinereus 

(LACI) Hoary bat 14 12.6% Low 0.9978 

 
 
Meter 1 Survey Night 4  
During the fourth survey night, July 21st, BCID identified 78 calls from four different species while EchoClass identified 
80 calls from four different species. Tables 14 and 15 below show the summary results of the BCID and EchoClass 
analysis. Neither identification program identified high-frequency myotis calls. 
 
Table 14: BCID Summary for Location 2 Meter 1 (07/21/2020) 

BCID Identification Summary for Meter 1; Site 2; Night 4 (Surveyed 07/21/2020) 

Species Common Name Total Calls Species 
Percent Group MLE(p) 

Eptesicus fuscus (EPFU) Big Brown bat 45 57.7% Low 0.000001 
Lasionycteris noctivagans 

(LANO) Silver-haired bat 5 6.4% Low 0.000001 

Lasiurus borealis (LABO) Eastern Red bat 6 7.7% Mid 0.016011 
Lasiurus cinereus cinereus 

(LACI) Hoary bat 22 28.2% Low 0.001797 
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Table 15: EchoClass Summary for Location 2 Meter 1 (07/21/2020) 

EchoClass Identification Summary Results for Meter 1; Site 2; Night 4 (Surveyed 07/21/2020) 
Species Common Name Total Calls Species Percent Group MLE(p) 

Eptesicus fuscus (EPFU) Big Brown bat 43 53.8% Low 0 
Lasionycteris noctivagans 

(LANO) Silver-haired bat 6 7.5% Low 0.9967 

Lasiurus borealis (LABO) Eastern Red bat 18 22.5% Mid 0 
Lasiurus cinereus cinereus 

(LACI) Hoary bat 13 16.3% Low 0.997 

 
 
Meter 2 Survey Night 4  
During the fourth survey night, July 21st, BCID identified 74 calls from four different species while EchoClass identified 
67 calls from four different species. Tables 16 and 17 below show the summary results of the BCID and EchoClass 
analysis. Neither identification program identified high-frequency myotis calls. 
 
Table 16: BCID Summary for Location 2 Meter 2 (07/21/2020) 

BCID Identification Summary for Meter 2; Site 2; Night 4 (Surveyed 07/21/2020) 

Species Common Name Total Calls Species 
Percent Group MLE(p) 

Eptesicus fuscus (EPFU) Big Brown bat 41 55.4% Low 0.000001 
Lasionycteris noctivagans 

(LANO) Silver-haired bat 10 13.5% Low 0.000001 

Lasiurus borealis (LABO) Eastern Red bat 4 5.4% Mid 0.000001 
Lasiurus cinereus cinereus 

(LACI) Hoary bat 19 25.7% Low 0.000001 

 
Table 17: EchoClass Summary for Location 2 Meter 2 (07/21/2020) 

EchoClass Identification Summary Results for Meter 2; Site 2; Night 4 (Surveyed 07/21/2020) 
Species Common Name Total Calls Species Percent Group MLE(p) 

Eptesicus fuscus (EPFU) Big Brown bat 40 59.7% Low 0 
Lasionycteris noctivagans 

(LANO) Silver-haired bat 2 2.9% Low 0.9968 

Lasiurus borealis (LABO) Eastern Red bat 14 20.9% Mid 0 
Lasiurus cinereus cinereus 

(LACI) Hoary bat 11 16.4% Low 0.997 
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Conclusions 

Data collected at two locations with each location being surveyed for two consecutive monitoring nights, totaling eight 
survey nights. Data collected was analyzed using BCID East and EchoClass V3.1 auto-identification programs. A total 
of seven (7) different species were identified by the software. Neither BCID nor EchoClass identified high-frequency 
calls belonging to the Indiana Bat or the Northern Long-eared bat. One myotis call was identified by BCID as belonging 
to the Little Brown Bat (a common Ohio Species) on Survey Night 1 and one call was identified on Survey Night 2. The 
EchoClass Software also identified a single call as belonging to the myotis species Gray Bat; however, this is likely a 
miss-identification and should be classified as belonging to the Little Brown Bat. All other calls were determined to 
belong in the low to mid-range frequencies. Only high frequency calls are of concern when surveying for the 
endangered Indiana Bat (Myotis sodalis) or the Northern Long-eared bat (Myotis septentrionalis). No unknown high 
frequency calls were collected during the four survey nights.  
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Aerial Location Map
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Photo 1:  
 
Location 1, meter 1. 
Cone of detection is 
oriented northeast.  

 

Photo 2:  

View from Location 1 
Meter 1 into vacant 
agricultural field.  
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Date of Photograph: 
July 15th & 20th, 2020 

 
 



 

 
 
 
Photo 3:  
 
Location 1 Meter 2 – 
view of vacant 
agricultural field.  

 

Photo 4:  

Meter 2 – Cone of 
detection oriented 
northwest.  
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Date of Photograph: 
July 15th & 20th, 2020 

 
 



 

 
 
 
Photo 5:  
 
View from Location 1 
Meter 2, facing east 
toward wooded stream 
corridor.  

 

Photo 6:  

View from Location 1, 
Meter 2, facing west.  
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Date of Photograph: 
July 15th & 20th, 2020 

 
 



 

 
 
 
Photo 7:  
 
Location 2 – view from 
Meter 1 facing west. 
Cone of orientation 
northwest.  

 

Photo 8:  

Location 2- Meter 2. 
View of cone of 
orientation facing 
northwest.  
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 Project Team Resume 

Jessica L. Deeds, MS 
Environmental Scientist  
 
Jessica holds a Master of Science in Environmental Studies for 
Ohio University’s Voinovich School of Leadership and public 
Affairs. Specializing in aquatic biology, environmental studies, 
and acid mine drainage, Jessica currently serves as an 
environmental scientist on projects throughout Ohio. Jessica 
has participated in various state aquatic resource surveys for 
various government organizations, while continuing to develop 
her training and expertise. 
 
In years previous to working with TranSystems, Jessica 
worked as a graduate assistant on the Sunday Creek 
Watershed Group in Glouster, OH evaluating the effects of 
acid mine drainage and modeling the potential biological 
recovery of the stream. She served as a biological intern 
responsible for completion of coal mining permit application, 
including chemical and biological sampling and data analysis. 
Jessica also has experience in wetland delineation. 
 
US 54 Kellogg Avenue and 1-35 Road Improvement 
Project Wichita, Sedgwick County, Kansas  
Jessica completed an acoustic bat survey was completed for 
the US 54 (Kellogg Avenue) and I-35 (KTA) Road 
Improvements Project located in Wichita, Sedgwick County, 
Kansas.  
 
Columbiana County Acoustic Bat Survey 
Jessica conducted an acoustic bat survey on a tract of land 
being developed for a roadway project in Columbiana County 
that was known to contain bat roosting and maternity roost 
trees. Jessica performed the necessary field work including 
data collection at two locations on consecutive nights which 
was analyzed using auto identification software packages which 
identified four different species, as well as completing a report 
including data collected, analyzed, and final findings.  
 
Acoustic Bat Survey for the BNSF MP 14.0 LS 7100 
Embankment Stabilization Project Shawnee, Kansa  
Jessica conducted an acoustic bat survey for the bank 
stabilization project for BNSF along the north and south bank 
of Mill Creek from approximately BNSF Mile Post (MP) 13.82 
to 14.02.  The project area is located in Johnson County, 
Kansas which was recently added to the white nose-syndrome 
buffer zone map. Jessica performed the necessary field work as 
well as data analysis and report writing. 
 
 
 

Education 
M.S., Environmental Studies, Ohio 
University, Voinovich School of 
Leadership and Public Affairs, 2013  
 
B.S., Biological Sciences, Ohio University 
School of Arts and Sciences, 2011 
  
Certifications 
 
► Ohio Department of Natural 

Resources Wild Animal Permit #17-
216 

 
► Ohio Department of Health Asbestos 

Hazard Evaluation Specialist, 
Certification #ES35919 

 
Years of Experience  
9 
 
Years with TranSystems 
7 
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PIK-CR36-0.57- Bat Emergence Survey for Emergency Culvert Replacement  
Jessica served as Environmental Scientist and performed a bat emergence survey for 6 positively 
identified roost trees in Pike County, Ohio. Jessica performed the emergence survey in coordination 
with USFWS as well as coordinated with the Pike County Engineer to ensure that the respective trees 
were removed the following day so that no bat species were harmed.   
 
CLE-TR252-Clepper Lane Extension Acoustic Survey  
Jessica served as Environmental Scientist and performed an acoustic survey for ODOT District 8 for the 
development  of local road network along the south side of State Route 32 in Clermont County as part 
of the eastern corridor Segment IVa project. Jessica developed an acoustic survey plan which was 
approved by the USFWS as well as performing the necessary fieldwork including data collection at three 
locations on consecutive nights which was analyzed using auto identification software packages, results 
analysis, and report completion with final findings.  
 
DEL-CR124-0.00:Home Road Acoustic Bat Survey 
Jessica served as Environmental Scientist and completed a Phase 2 Study Plan as well as performed an 
acoustic bat survey for the Delaware County Engineer as part of the reconstruction of the Home Road 
bridge over the Olentangy River, a known bat flight corridor. Jessica collected data from two locations 
within the project area on two consecutive nights. Data was then analyzed using auto-identification 
programs. Jessica then completed a results analysis and final report.  
 
 
 
Training 

► Asbestos Building Inspector Initial Course- InService Training Network, 2015 
► Asbestos Management Planner Initial Course- InService Training Network, 2015 
► 38 Hour Army Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Training- Richard Chinn Environmental Training, 

Inc., 2014 
► 16 Hour Wetland Permitting Training- Richard Chinn Environmental, Inc., 2014 
► Wildlife Acoustics Techniques Training, Connersville, Indiana- Titley Scientific, 2014 
► Advanced Acoustic Analysis Training, Connersville, Indiana- Titley Scientific, 2014 
► Ohio Environmental Site Assessment Training- Ohio Department of Transportation, 2014 
► Ecological Training- Ohio Department of Transportation, 2018 
► Waterway Permits Prequalification Training- Ohio Department of Transportation, 2018 
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From: Ohio, FW3 <ohio@fws.gov>
Sent: Monday, September 21, 2020 10:51 AM
To: Chris Sandfoss
Cc: Mark Kelby; Ernest.Gubry@faa.gov
Subject: CRAA Air Cargo Campus, Rickenbacker Global Logistics Park Dev., Franklin & Pickaway

 
TAILS# 03E15000-2020-TA-1500 
 
Dear Mr. Sandfoss, 
 
We have received your recent correspondence requesting information about the subject proposal.  There are no 
Federal wilderness areas, wildlife refuges or designated critical habitat within the vicinity of the project area.  
   
FEDERALLY LISTED, PROPOSED, AND CANDIDATE SPECIES COMMENTS:  Due to the project, type, 
size, and location, we do not anticipate adverse effects to federally endangered, threatened, proposed, or 
candidate species.  Should the project design change, or during the term of this action, additional information on 
listed or proposed species or their critical habitat become available, or if new information reveals effects of the 
action that were not previously considered, consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service should be 
initiated to assess any potential impacts.   
   
If you have questions, or if we can be of further assistance in this matter, please contact our office at (614) 416-
8993 or ohio@fws.gov.     
 
Sincerely,  

                                                                                    
Patrice Ashfield  
Ohio Field Office Supervisor  
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Appendix C – Historical, Archaeological, Architectural, 
and Cultural Resources 

This appendix contains copies of the coordination materials related to the analysis of cultural resources and 
National Historic Preservation Act Section 106 consultation. This appendix contains the following documentation: 

 Letter from FAA to SHPO requesting Section 106 Consultation (dated September 23, 2020) 

 Letters from FAA to Native American Tribes (dated September 23, 2020) requesting input and invitation 
to participate in the Section 106 process in accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act of 
1966 and Executive Order 13175 

 Section 106 Coordination Materials (Attachments A – F) including with above listed letters 

o Attachment A: Project Information and Determination 

o Attachment B: Exhibits 

o Attachment C: Previous Coordination 

o Attachment D: OHPO Section 106 Review - Project Summary Form and Supporting Information, 
August 3, 2020 

o Attachment E: Draft OHI Forms, May 2019 and June 2020 

o Attachment F: Phase I Archaeological Survey: Addendum for the Rickenbacker Global Logistics 
Park, Cargo Campus Environmental Assessment in Madison Township, Pickaway County, Ohio; 
September 8, 2020 

 Letter from SHPO to FAA with concurrence of finding of ‘no effect on historic properties’ (dated 
October 26, 2020) 

 Response from Native American Tribe 
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Letter from FAA to SHPO requesting Section 106 Consultation  
(dated September 23, 2020) 
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Detroit Airports District Office 
Metro Airport Center 
11677 South Wayne Road, Ste. 107 
Romulus, MI  48174 

 
September 23, 2020 
 
 
Ms. Diana Welling 
Department Head and Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer  
Resource Protection & Review 
State Historic Preservation Office 
Ohio History Connection 
800 E. 17th Avenue 
Columbus, Ohio 43211 
 
Re:   Section 106 Coordination for Proposed Cargo Campus Development at the 

Rickenbacker Global Logistics Park  
 
Dear Ms. Welling: 
 
This letter is being sent in accordance with 36 CFR part 800 which governs Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) to inform you that the Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) and Columbus Regional Airport Authority (CRAA) intend to prepare an 
Environmental Assessment (EA) pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) for 
the proposed Cargo Campus Development and enabling projects (the Proposed Action) at the 
Rickenbacker Global Logistics Park (RGLP). The RGLP Cargo Campus is a 330-acre site located 
south of Rickenbacker International Airport (LCK or Airport) in Franklin and Pickaway 
Counties, Ohio.  The Proposed Action constitutes an “undertaking” per 36 CFR part 800.  The 
FAA is the lead Federal agency and as such the EA will be prepared in accordance with FAA 
Order 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures, FAA Order 5050.4B, National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Implementing Instructions for Airport Actions, and the FAA’s 
Environmental Desk Reference for Airport Actions. Based on a review of past documentation and 
information prepared by Landrum & Brown and ASC Group, the FAA is prepared to make a 
determination of “no historic properties affected” for this undertaking. As part of the early 
coordination process for this EA and pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.4, we are respectfully seeking 
comments on the identification of the APE and determination of no historic properties affected.   

I am respectfully requesting that your office review the following documentation that is enclosed 
with this letter and provide any comments.  

 Attachment A: Project Information and Determination 

 Attachment B: Exhibits 

 Attachment C: Previous Coordination 

 Attachment D: OHPO Section 106 Review - Project Summary Form and Supporting 
Information, August 3, 2020 

 Attachment E: Draft OHI Forms, May 2019 and June 2020 



 Attachment F: Phase I Archaeological Survey: Addendum for the Rickenbacker Global 
Logistics Park, Cargo Campus Environmental Assessment in Madison Township, 
Pickaway County, Ohio; September 8, 2020 

We would appreciate your assistance and request that your comments are returned within 30 days 
or at your earliest convenience.  If you would like additional information on this project, or would 
like to speak with me directly, please do not hesitate to contact me at (734) 229-2905 or by email 
at Ernest.Gubry@faa.gov. 

Please send any written comments to the following address: 

Landrum & Brown 
Attn: Chris Sandfoss 
4445 Lake Forest Drive 
Cincinnati, OH 45242 

Or email to csandfoss@landrum-brown.com 

Your prompt response would be appreciated so that the project may proceed as scheduled.  Thank 
you for your consideration of this request. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
 

Ernest P. Gubry 
 
 
Enclosures: Attachments A-F  
 
cc:   Mark Kelby, Columbus Regional Airport Authority 
 Chris Sandfoss, Landrum & Brown 
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Letters from FAA to Native American Tribes  
(dated September 23, 2020) 
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Detroit Airports District Office 
Metro Airport Center 
11677 South Wayne Road, Ste. 107 
Romulus, MI  48174 

 
September 23, 2020 
 
 
John Raymond Johnson 
Governor 
Absentee-Shawnee Tribe of Indians of Oklahoma 
2025 South Gordon Cooper Drive 
Shawnee, OK 74801 
 
Re:   Invitation for Government-to-Government Tribal Consultation for Section 106 

Coordination for Proposed Cargo Campus Development at the Rickenbacker 
Global Logistics Park 

 
Dear Mr. Johnson: 
 
This letter is being sent in accordance with 36 CFR part 800 which governs Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) to inform you that the Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) and Columbus Regional Airport Authority (CRAA) intend to prepare an 
Environmental Assessment (EA) pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) for 
the proposed Cargo Campus Development and enabling projects (the Proposed Project) at the 
Rickenbacker Global Logistics Park (RGLP). The RGLP Cargo Campus is a 330-acre site located 
south of Rickenbacker International Airport (LCK or Airport) in Franklin and Pickaway 
Counties, Ohio.   

The Proposed Project constitutes an “undertaking” per 36 CFR part 800.  The FAA is the lead 
Federal agency and as such the EA will be prepared in accordance with FAA Order 1050.1F, 
Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures, FAA Order 5050.4B, National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) Implementing Instructions for Airport Actions, and the FAA’s Environmental 
Desk Reference for Airport Actions.  

The Proposed Action consists of the development of several commercial cargo and warehouse 
structures, as well as extension of Rickenbacker Parkway to provide access to the site. Exhibit 1, 
Project Site, shows the general project area along with the location of the project site at LCK. The 
Proposed Action would occur on an approximately 330-acre site located to the southeast of LCK. 
The Proposed Action, which is shown on Exhibit 2, Proposed Action, includes the following 
activities: 

 Site preparation of the Cargo Campus site which measures approximately 330 acres in 
size and is located south of LCK; 

 Extension of Rickenbacker Parkway Phases: 3b, and 4; 

 Construction and operation of five commercial bulk distribution warehouse buildings 
totaling approximately 4.2 million square feet in area on the Cargo Campus;  



 Construction of paved parking and internal vehicle circulation roads;   

 Extension of utilities to and within the site; and  

 Development of stormwater mitigation areas. 

The Project Site is surrounded by commercial and aviation land uses to the north and west and a 
former golf course to the south. Project site features include undeveloped land that is leased for 
agriculture, a former golf course clubhouse, and a former U.S. Air Force firing range. 
 
The FAA has identified your tribe as potentially having an interest in the project area. Pursuant to 
36 CFR § 800.2(c)(2)(B)(ii), the FAA is seeking input on properties of cultural or religious 
significance that may be affected by the undertaking, and inviting you to participate in 
government-to-government consultation in the Section 106 consultation process. 

I am respectfully requesting that you review the following documentation that is enclosed with 
this letter and provide any comments.  

 Attachment A: Project Information and Determination 

 Attachment B: Exhibits 

 Attachment C: Previous Coordination 

 Attachment D: OHPO Section 106 Review - Project Summary Form and Supporting 
Information, August 3, 2020 

 Attachment E: Draft OHI Forms, May 2019 and June 2020 

 Attachment F: Phase I Archaeological Survey: Addendum for the Rickenbacker Global 
Logistics Park, Cargo Campus Environmental Assessment in Madison Township, 
Pickaway County, Ohio; September 8, 2020 

Please notify me if you wish to participate in this Section 106 consultation and provide any 
comments on the undertaking within 30 days of the receipt of this letter. If you have any 
questions, please contact me at (734) 229-2905 or by email at Ernest.Gubry@faa.gov.  

Please send any written comments to the following address: 

Ernest Gubry 
Detroit Airports District Office 
Metro Airport Center 
11677 South Wayne Road, Ste. 107 
Romulus, MI  48174 

Your prompt response would be appreciated so that the project may proceed as scheduled. Thank 
you for your consideration of this request. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 

Ernest P. Gubry 
 
 
Enclosures: Attachments A - F 
 



 

 
 
 

Detroit Airports District Office 
Metro Airport Center 
11677 South Wayne Road, Ste. 107 
Romulus, MI  48174 

 
September 23, 2020 
 
 
Glenna J. Wallace 
Chief 
Eastern Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma 
127 West Oneida  
Seneca, MO 64865 
 
Re:   Invitation for Government-to-Government Tribal Consultation for Section 106 

Coordination for Proposed Cargo Campus Development at the Rickenbacker 
Global Logistics Park 

 
Dear Ms. Wallace: 
 
This letter is being sent in accordance with 36 CFR part 800 which governs Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) to inform you that the Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) and Columbus Regional Airport Authority (CRAA) intend to prepare an 
Environmental Assessment (EA) pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) for 
the proposed Cargo Campus Development and enabling projects (the Proposed Project) at the 
Rickenbacker Global Logistics Park (RGLP). The RGLP Cargo Campus is a 330-acre site located 
south of Rickenbacker International Airport (LCK or Airport) in Franklin and Pickaway 
Counties, Ohio.   

The Proposed Project constitutes an “undertaking” per 36 CFR part 800.  The FAA is the lead 
Federal agency and as such the EA will be prepared in accordance with FAA Order 1050.1F, 
Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures, FAA Order 5050.4B, National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) Implementing Instructions for Airport Actions, and the FAA’s Environmental 
Desk Reference for Airport Actions.  

The Proposed Action consists of the development of several commercial cargo and warehouse 
structures, as well as extension of Rickenbacker Parkway to provide access to the site. Exhibit 1, 
Project Site, shows the general project area along with the location of the project site at LCK. The 
Proposed Action would occur on an approximately 330-acre site located to the southeast of LCK. 
The Proposed Action, which is shown on Exhibit 2, Proposed Action, includes the following 
activities: 

 Site preparation of the Cargo Campus site which measures approximately 330 acres in 
size and is located south of LCK; 

 Extension of Rickenbacker Parkway Phases: 3b, and 4; 

 Construction and operation of five commercial bulk distribution warehouse buildings 
totaling approximately 4.2 million square feet in area on the Cargo Campus;  



 Construction of paved parking and internal vehicle circulation roads;   

 Extension of utilities to and within the site; and  

 Development of stormwater mitigation areas. 

The Project Site is surrounded by commercial and aviation land uses to the north and west and a 
former golf course to the south. Project site features include undeveloped land that is leased for 
agriculture, a former golf course clubhouse, and a former U.S. Air Force firing range. 
 
The FAA has identified your tribe as potentially having an interest in the project area. Pursuant to 
36 CFR § 800.2(c)(2)(B)(ii), the FAA is seeking input on properties of cultural or religious 
significance that may be affected by the undertaking, and inviting you to participate in 
government-to-government consultation in the Section 106 consultation process. 

I am respectfully requesting that you review the following documentation that is enclosed with 
this letter and provide any comments.  

 Attachment A: Project Information and Determination 

 Attachment B: Exhibits 

 Attachment C: Previous Coordination 

 Attachment D: OHPO Section 106 Review - Project Summary Form and Supporting 
Information, August 3, 2020 

 Attachment E: Draft OHI Forms, May 2019 and June 2020 

 Attachment F: Phase I Archaeological Survey: Addendum for the Rickenbacker Global 
Logistics Park, Cargo Campus Environmental Assessment in Madison Township, 
Pickaway County, Ohio; September 8, 2020 

Please notify me if you wish to participate in this Section 106 consultation and provide any 
comments on the undertaking within 30 days of the receipt of this letter. If you have any 
questions, please contact me at (734) 229-2905 or by email at Ernest.Gubry@faa.gov.  

Please send any written comments to the following address: 

Ernest Gubry 
Detroit Airports District Office 
Metro Airport Center 
11677 South Wayne Road, Ste. 107 
Romulus, MI  48174 

Your prompt response would be appreciated so that the project may proceed as scheduled. Thank 
you for your consideration of this request. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 

Ernest P. Gubry 
 
 
Enclosures: Attachments A - F 
 



 

 
 
 

Detroit Airports District Office 
Metro Airport Center 
11677 South Wayne Road, Ste. 107 
Romulus, MI  48174 

 
September 23, 2020 
 
 
Benjamin J. Barnes 
Chief 
Shawnee Tribe 
29 South Highway 69A  
Miami, OK 74354 
 
Re:   Invitation for Government-to-Government Tribal Consultation for Section 106 

Coordination for Proposed Cargo Campus Development at the Rickenbacker 
Global Logistics Park 

 
Dear Mr. Barnes: 
 
This letter is being sent in accordance with 36 CFR part 800 which governs Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) to inform you that the Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) and Columbus Regional Airport Authority (CRAA) intend to prepare an 
Environmental Assessment (EA) pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) for 
the proposed Cargo Campus Development and enabling projects (the Proposed Project) at the 
Rickenbacker Global Logistics Park (RGLP). The RGLP Cargo Campus is a 330-acre site located 
south of Rickenbacker International Airport (LCK or Airport) in Franklin and Pickaway 
Counties, Ohio.   

The Proposed Project constitutes an “undertaking” per 36 CFR part 800.  The FAA is the lead 
Federal agency and as such the EA will be prepared in accordance with FAA Order 1050.1F, 
Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures, FAA Order 5050.4B, National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) Implementing Instructions for Airport Actions, and the FAA’s Environmental 
Desk Reference for Airport Actions.  

The Proposed Action consists of the development of several commercial cargo and warehouse 
structures, as well as extension of Rickenbacker Parkway to provide access to the site. Exhibit 1, 
Project Site, shows the general project area along with the location of the project site at LCK. The 
Proposed Action would occur on an approximately 330-acre site located to the southeast of LCK. 
The Proposed Action, which is shown on Exhibit 2, Proposed Action, includes the following 
activities: 

 Site preparation of the Cargo Campus site which measures approximately 330 acres in 
size and is located south of LCK; 

 Extension of Rickenbacker Parkway Phases: 3b, and 4; 

 Construction and operation of five commercial bulk distribution warehouse buildings 
totaling approximately 4.2 million square feet in area on the Cargo Campus;  



 Construction of paved parking and internal vehicle circulation roads;   

 Extension of utilities to and within the site; and  

 Development of stormwater mitigation areas. 

The Project Site is surrounded by commercial and aviation land uses to the north and west and a 
former golf course to the south. Project site features include undeveloped land that is leased for 
agriculture, a former golf course clubhouse, and a former U.S. Air Force firing range. 
 
The FAA has identified your tribe as potentially having an interest in the project area. Pursuant to 
36 CFR § 800.2(c)(2)(B)(ii), the FAA is seeking input on properties of cultural or religious 
significance that may be affected by the undertaking, and inviting you to participate in 
government-to-government consultation in the Section 106 consultation process. 

I am respectfully requesting that you review the following documentation that is enclosed with 
this letter and provide any comments.  

 Attachment A: Project Information and Determination 

 Attachment B: Exhibits 

 Attachment C: Previous Coordination 

 Attachment D: OHPO Section 106 Review - Project Summary Form and Supporting 
Information, August 3, 2020 

 Attachment E: Draft OHI Forms, May 2019 and June 2020 

 Attachment F: Phase I Archaeological Survey: Addendum for the Rickenbacker Global 
Logistics Park, Cargo Campus Environmental Assessment in Madison Township, 
Pickaway County, Ohio; September 8, 2020 

Please notify me if you wish to participate in this Section 106 consultation and provide any 
comments on the undertaking within 30 days of the receipt of this letter. If you have any 
questions, please contact me at (734) 229-2905 or by email at Ernest.Gubry@faa.gov.  

Please send any written comments to the following address: 

Ernest Gubry 
Detroit Airports District Office 
Metro Airport Center 
11677 South Wayne Road, Ste. 107 
Romulus, MI  48174 

Your prompt response would be appreciated so that the project may proceed as scheduled. Thank 
you for your consideration of this request. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 

Ernest P. Gubry 
 
 
Enclosures: Attachments A - F 
 



 

 
 
 

Detroit Airports District Office 
Metro Airport Center 
11677 South Wayne Road, Ste. 107 
Romulus, MI  48174 

 
September 23, 2020 
 
 
Diane Hunter 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Miami Tribe of Oklahoma 
3410 P Street NW 
Miami, OK 74354 
 
Re:   Invitation for Government-to-Government Tribal Consultation for Section 106 

Coordination for Proposed Cargo Campus Development at the Rickenbacker 
Global Logistics Park 

 
Dear Ms. Hunter: 
 
This letter is being sent in accordance with 36 CFR part 800 which governs Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) to inform you that the Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) and Columbus Regional Airport Authority (CRAA) intend to prepare an 
Environmental Assessment (EA) pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) for 
the proposed Cargo Campus Development and enabling projects (the Proposed Project) at the 
Rickenbacker Global Logistics Park (RGLP). The RGLP Cargo Campus is a 330-acre site located 
south of Rickenbacker International Airport (LCK or Airport) in Franklin and Pickaway 
Counties, Ohio.   

The Proposed Project constitutes an “undertaking” per 36 CFR part 800.  The FAA is the lead 
Federal agency and as such the EA will be prepared in accordance with FAA Order 1050.1F, 
Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures, FAA Order 5050.4B, National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) Implementing Instructions for Airport Actions, and the FAA’s Environmental 
Desk Reference for Airport Actions.  

The Proposed Action consists of the development of several commercial cargo and warehouse 
structures, as well as extension of Rickenbacker Parkway to provide access to the site. Exhibit 1, 
Project Site, shows the general project area along with the location of the project site at LCK. The 
Proposed Action would occur on an approximately 330-acre site located to the southeast of LCK. 
The Proposed Action, which is shown on Exhibit 2, Proposed Action, includes the following 
activities: 

 Site preparation of the Cargo Campus site which measures approximately 330 acres in 
size and is located south of LCK; 

 Extension of Rickenbacker Parkway Phases: 3b, and 4; 

 Construction and operation of five commercial bulk distribution warehouse buildings 
totaling approximately 4.2 million square feet in area on the Cargo Campus;  



 Construction of paved parking and internal vehicle circulation roads;   

 Extension of utilities to and within the site; and  

 Development of stormwater mitigation areas. 

The Project Site is surrounded by commercial and aviation land uses to the north and west and a 
former golf course to the south. Project site features include undeveloped land that is leased for 
agriculture, a former golf course clubhouse, and a former U.S. Air Force firing range. 
 
The FAA has identified your tribe as potentially having an interest in the project area. Pursuant to 
36 CFR § 800.2(c)(2)(B)(ii), the FAA is seeking input on properties of cultural or religious 
significance that may be affected by the undertaking, and inviting you to participate in 
government-to-government consultation in the Section 106 consultation process. 

I am respectfully requesting your review of the following documentation that is enclosed with this 
letter and provide any comments.  

 Attachment A: Project Information and Determination 

 Attachment B: Exhibits 

 Attachment C: Previous Coordination 

 Attachment D: OHPO Section 106 Review - Project Summary Form and Supporting 
Information, August 3, 2020 

 Attachment E: Draft OHI Forms, May 2019 and June 2020 

 Attachment F: Phase I Archaeological Survey: Addendum for the Rickenbacker Global 
Logistics Park, Cargo Campus Environmental Assessment in Madison Township, 
Pickaway County, Ohio; September 8, 2020 

Please notify me if you wish to participate in this Section 106 consultation and provide any 
comments on the undertaking within 30 days of the receipt of this letter. If you have any 
questions, please contact me at (734) 229-2905 or by email at Ernest.Gubry@faa.gov.  

Please send any written comments to the following address: 

Ernest Gubry 
Detroit Airports District Office 
Metro Airport Center 
11677 South Wayne Road, Ste. 107 
Romulus, MI  48174 

Your prompt response would be appreciated so that the project may proceed as scheduled. Thank 
you for your consideration of this request. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 

Ernest P. Gubry 
 
 
Enclosures: Attachments A - F 
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PROJECT INFORMATION AND DETERMINATION 

Proposed Cargo Campus Development at the Rickenbacker Global Logistics Park 

 

Description of the Undertaking 

The Proposed Action consists of the development of several commercial cargo and warehouse 
structures, as well as extension of Rickenbacker Parkway to provide access to the site. Exhibit 1, 
Project Site, in Attachment B, Exhibits, shows the general project area along with the location of the 
project site at LCK. The Proposed Action would occur on an approximately 330-acre site located to the 
southeast of LCK. The Proposed Action, which is shown on Exhibit 2, Proposed Action, includes the 
following activities: 

 Site preparation of the Cargo Campus site which measures approximately 330 acres in size 
and is located south of LCK; 

 Extension of Rickenbacker Parkway Phases: 3b, and 4; 

 Construction and operation of five commercial bulk distribution warehouse buildings totaling 
approximately 4.2 million square feet in area on the Cargo Campus;  

 Construction of paved parking and internal vehicle circulation roads;   

 Extension of utilities to and within the site; and  

 Development of stormwater mitigation areas. 

The Project Site is surrounded by commercial and aviation land uses to the north and west and a 
former golf course to the south. Project site features include undeveloped land that is leased for 
agriculture, a former golf course clubhouse, and a former U.S. Air Force firing range. The Proposed 
Action, when fully operational, would include bulk distribution warehouse facilities that are not 
dependent upon air travel. As such, the facilities would have no access to the airfield.  Therefore, the 
proposed facilities would not cause an increase or decrease in aircraft operations and would not result 
in changes to the aircraft fleet at LCK.   
 
The project is being proposed by the Columbus Regional Airport Authority (CRAA) to provide 
additional revenue and to accommodate the demand for commercial/industrial facilities within the 
Columbus Region. The project would require Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) consent to 
converting airport-dedicated property to non-aeronautical, revenue-producing purposes. Therefore, 
the FAA is the lead Federal agency. 
 
Area of Potential Effects 
 
The Area of Potential Effects (APE) was determined based on the areas of potential direct impacts 
(Direct APE) from the Proposed Action, as well as the limit of potential indirect impacts (Indirect 
APE) related to traffic, viewshed, and setting. Both APEs are shown on Exhibit 3, Area of Potential 
Effects. The Direct APE was determined by identifying the areas where ground disturbance and/or 
construction activities would occur. The Indirect APE includes the Direct APE, as well as an 
expanded area that would have views of the proposed development and potential increases in surface 
vehicle traffic. 
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Identification of Historic Properties 
 
Efforts were made to identify historic properties or archaeological sites within the APEs.  This effort 
included researching past environmental documents at the Project Site. A Phase I cultural resources 
survey for historical, architectural, archaeological and cultural resources was completed within the 
Project Site. The area included in that survey is shown on Exhibit 4, Previous, Cultural Resource 
Surveys. This survey area includes the Direct APE for this undertaking. The investigation included 
background research, fieldwork and analysis. The report, entitled Phase I Cultural Resources Survey 
of Industrial Development Opportunity Areas 3 and 4 at Rickenbacker International Airport in 
Hamilton and Madison Townships, Franklin County and Harrison and Madison Townships Pickaway 
County, Ohio (authored by Hillen et al in 2005), was submitted to the Ohio Historic Preservation 
Office (OHPO) for review and comment in 2005. The cultural resources investigation identified 35 
archaeological sites and 16 buildings within the survey area. In a letter from the OHPO dated June 5, 
2005, it was noted that one archaeological site, 33-PI-757, was recommended for additional Phase II 
surveying; and the other properties were determined to not meet the criteria for listing on National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP). A Phase II survey was conducted for site 33-PI-757 in 2007 and 
submitted to the OHPO for review. In a letter dated June 3, 2008, it was noted that site 33-PI-757 
does not meet the criteria for listing on NRHP. Copies of these determination letters are included in 
Attachment C, Previous Coordination. Other Phase I surveys have been completed to the south of 
the Direct APE by Hillen and Bankowitz (2004) and Sewell et al. (2019). A review of the Ohio 
History Connection Online Mapping System found no properties listed as eligible for the NRHP 
within the Direct or Indirect APE. 
 
A Section 106 Review Project Summary Form was completed for this project and is included as 
Attachment D, OHPO Section 106 Review - Project Summary Form and Supporting Information.  
The Indirect APE for this undertaking includes areas further east that were not included in the 
previous cultural resources survey. As shown on Exhibit 3, there are several residential and 
agricultural properties within the Indirect APE. A review of these properties was conducted in June 
2020. That review determined that four structures fifty years old or greater are located within the 
Indirect APE that had not been previously surveyed. Therefore, a NRHP eligibility evaluation was 
conducted for these four properties. These properties were inventoried as FRA-10925-24, FRA-
10926-24, FRA-10927-24, FRA-10928-24. Three other properties had been inventoried in 2019 as 
PIC-757-4, PIC-758-4, and PIC-759-4 and were recommended as not eligible for the NRHP (Sewell 
et al., 2019). Copies of completed Ohio Historic Inventory (OHI) Forms for these properties are 
included in Attachment E, Draft OHI Forms. OHI Forms for FRA-10925-24, FRA-10926-24, FRA-
10927-24, and FRA-10928-24 have been prepared by ASC Group for this project and will be 
submitted to the OHPO for review. OHI Forms for PIC-757-4, PIC-758-4, and PIC-759-4 were 
prepared by Lawhon and Associates and were submitted to OHPO in 2019. 
 
As shown on Exhibit 4, there is a small area within the Direct APE that has not been previously 
surveyed for archaeological resources. This area is an approximately 9.1-acre area just south of the 
archaeological site 33PI757 that was surveyed by Hillen and Gibbs in 2007. This 9.1-acre site was the 
location of the former Landings at Rickenbacker Golf Course clubhouse. This property was acquired 
by the CRAA in 2015. Since this additional 9.1 acres had not been previously surveyed and appears 
to include land that is previously undisturbed, a Phase I Cultural Resources Survey was conducted 
within this site. This survey found no significant resources that would be potentially eligible for the 
NRHP. A copy of the Phase I Cultural Resources Survey is included in Attachment F, Phase I 
Archaeological Survey: Addendum for the Rickenbacker Global Logistics Park, Cargo Campus 
Environmental Assessment in Madison Township, Pickaway County, Ohio. 
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Determination of Effects 
 
The undertaking would cause ground disturbance for site grading, excavation, and construction of the 
bulk distribution warehouses and associated roadways, utilities, and stormwater facilities. The 
undertaking would also cause visual changes and has the potential to cause changes in surface vehicle 
traffic levels. Based on past archaeological surveying and a review of above-ground structures within 
the APE, there are no historic resources located within the APE.  Therefore, FAA has determined 
that there are No Historic Properties Affected for this undertaking. 
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ATTACHMENT D 
OHPO SECTION 106 REVIEW - PROJECT SUMMARY FORM AND SUPPORTING 

INFORMATION 
  



1 

 
  

OHIO HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE:  
RESOURCE PROTECTION AND REVIEW  

Section 106 Review - Project Summary Form  

For projects requiring a license from the Federal Communications Commission, please use 
FCC Forms 620 or 621. DO NOT USE THIS FORM.  
 

  

SECTION 1: GENERAL PROJECT INFORMATION  
All contact information provided must include the name, address and phone number of 
the person listed. Email addresses should also be included, if available. Please refer to 
the Instructions or contact an OHPO reviewer (mailto: Section106@ohiohistory.org) if 
you need help completing this Form. Unless otherwise requested, we will contact the 
person submitting this Form with questions or comments about this project. 

 

A. Project Info: 
 

1.  This Form provides information about:  
New Project Submittal:   

  YES  

 
Additional information relating to previously submitted project:  

  NO  

 
OHPO/RPR Serial Number from previous submission: 

      

 

2.  Project Name (if applicable): 
 Rickenbacker Global Logistics Park, Cargo Campus EA 

 
3.  Internal tracking or reference number used by Federal Agency, consultant, and/or 
applicant to identify this project (if applicable):   

 N/A 

 
  

 

Date: August 3, 2020 

 
Name/Affiliation of person submitting form: Douglas Terpstra/ASC Group, Inc. 
 
Mailing Address: 800 Freeway Drive North, Suite 101, Columbus, Ohio 43229 
 
Phone/Fax/Email: 614-268-2514 x3556/dterpstra@ascgroup.net 
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B. Project Address or vicinity: Rickenbacker International Airport (vicinity of Groveport, 
Ohio) 

 
C. City/Township: Madison townships 

 
D. County: Franklin and Pickaway counties 

 
E. Federal Agency and Agency Contact. If you do not know the federal agency involved 

in your project, please contact the party asking you to apply for Section 106 Review, 
not OHPO, for this information. HUD Entitlement Communities acting under 
delegated environmental review authority should list their own contact information.  

Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 
Mr. Ernest Gubry 
FAA, Detroit Airports District Office 
11677 South Wayne Road, Suite 107 
Romulus, MI 48174-1412 

 

F. Type of Federal Assistance. List all known federal sources of federal funding, 
approvals, and permits to avoid repeated reviews. 

FAA consent to converting airport-dedicated property to non-aeronautical, 

revenue-producing purposes. 

 

G. State Agency and Contact Person (if applicable): 

N/A 

 

H. Type of State Assistance:  

N/A 

 

I. Is this project being submitted at the direction of a state agency solely under Ohio 
Revised Code 149.53 or at the direction of a State Agency? Answering yes to this 
question means that you are sure that no federal funding, permits or approvals will 
be used for any part of your project, and that you are seeking comments only under 
ORC 149.53.   

  

  NO  

 
J. Public Involvement- Describe how the public has been/will be informed about this 

project and its potential to affect historic properties. Please summarize how they will 
have an opportunity to provide comments about any effects to historic properties. 
(This step is required for all projects under 36 CFR § 800.2): 

The project is undergoing an Environmental Assessment and will include an 

opportunity for agency and public comment in accordance with FAA Orders 1050.1F 

and 5050.4B. 

 
K. Please list other consulting parties that you have contacted/will contact about this 

project, such as Indian Tribes, Certified Local Governments, local officials, property 
owners, or preservation groups. (See 36 CFR § 800.2 for more information about 
involving other consulting parties). Please summarize how they will have an 
opportunity to provide comments:  

The project is undergoing an Environmental Assessment and will include an 

opportunity for agency and public comment in accordance with FAA Orders 1050.1F 
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and 5050.4B. 

 

SECTION 2: PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND AREA OF POTENTIAL EFFECTS (APE)  
Provide a description of your project, its site, and geographical information. You will also 
describe your project’s Area of Potential Effects (APE). Please refer to the Instructions or 
contact an OHPO reviewer if you need help with developing the APE or completing this form.  
 
For challenging projects, provide as much information as possible in all sections, and then check 
the box in Section 5.A. to ask OHPO to offer preliminary comments or make recommendations 
about how to proceed with your project consultation. This is recommended if your project 
involves effects to significant historic properties or if there may be challenging procedural issues 
related to your project. Please note that providing information to complete all Sections will still 
be required and that asking OHPO for preliminary comments may tend to delay completion of 
the review process for some projects.  

 
A.  Does this project involve any Ground-Disturbing activity:  YES  

(If Yes, you must complete all of Section 2.A. If No, proceed directly to Section 2. B.) 
 
1. General description of width, length and depth of proposed ground disturbing activity: 

Please see attached narrative text for Section 2, Parts A1-A4. 

 

2. Narrative description of previous land use and past ground disturbances, if known: 
Please see attached narrative text for Section 2, Parts A1-A4. 

 

3. Narrative description of current land use and conditions: 
Please see attached narrative text for Section 2, Parts A1-A4. 

 

4. Does the landowner know of any archaeological resources found on the property?   
  YES   If yes, please describe: Please see attached narrative text for Section 2, 
Parts A1-A4. 

 

B. Submit the exact project site location on a USGS 7.5-minute topographic quadrangle map 
for all projects. Map sections, photocopies of map sections, and online versions of USGS 
maps are acceptable as long as the location is clearly marked.  Show the project's Area of 
Potential Effects (APE). It should be clearly distinguished from other features shown on the 
map: 

1. USGS Quad Map Name: Lockbourne 
 

2. Township/City/Village Name: Madison townships, Groveport vicinity 
 

C. Provide a street-level map indicating the location of the project site; road names must be 
identified and legible. Your map must show the exact location of the boundaries for the 
project site. Show the project's Area of Potential Effects (APE). It should be clearly 
distinguished from other features shown on the map: 

 
D. Provide a verbal description of the APE, including a discussion of how the APE will include 

areas with the potential for direct and indirect effects from the project. Explain the steps 
taken to identify the project’s APE, and your justification for the specific boundaries chosen:  
Please see attached narrative text for Section 2, Part D. 

      

E. Provide a detailed description of the project. This is a critical part of your submission. Your 
description should be prepared for a cold reader who may not be an expert in this type of 
project. The information provided must help support your analysis of effects to historic 
properties, not other types of project impacts. Do not simply include copies of environmental 
documents or other types of specialized project reports. If there are multiple project 
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alternatives, you should include information about all alternatives that are still under active 
consideration:  
Please see attached narrative text for Section 2, Part E. 

      

 
SECTION 3: IDENTIFICATION OF HISTORIC PROPERTIES  

Describe whether there are historic properties located within your project APE. To make that 
determination, use information generated from your own Background Research and Field 
Survey. Then choose one of the following options to report your findings. Please refer to the 
Instructions and/or contact an OHPO reviewer if you are unsure about how to identify historic 
properties for your project.  
  
If you read the Instructions and you're still confused as to which reporting option best fits your 
project, or you are not sure if your project needs a survey, you may choose to skip this section, 
but provide as much supporting documentation as possible in all other Sections, then check the 
box in Section 5.A. to request preliminary comments from OHPO. After reviewing the 
information provided, OHPO will then offer comments as to which reporting option is best suited 
to document historic properties for your project. Please note that providing information to 
complete this Section will still be required and that asking OHPO for preliminary comments may 
tend to delay completion of the review process for some projects.  
 
Recording the Results of Background Research and Field Survey: 
 
A. Summary of discussions and/or consultation with OHPO about this project that 

demonstrates how the Agency Official and OHPO have agreed that no Field Survey was 
necessary for this project (typically due to extreme ground disturbance or other special 
circumstances). Please attach copies of emails/correspondence that document this 
agreement. You must explain how the project’s potential to affect both archaeological and 
historic resources were considered.  

 
B. A table that includes the minimum information listed in the OHPO Section 106 

Documentation Table (which is generally equivalent to the information found on an inventory 
form). This information must be printed and mailed with the Project Summary Form. To 
provide sufficient information to complete this Section, you must also include summary 
observations from your field survey, background research and eligibility determinations for 
each property that was evaluated in the project APE.  

 
C. OHI (Ohio Historic Inventory) or OAI (Ohio Archaeological Inventory) forms- New or 

updated inventory forms may be prepared using the OHI pdf form with data population 
capabilities, the Internet IForm, or typed on archival quality inventory forms. To provide 
sufficient information to complete this Section, you must include summary observations from 
your field survey and background research. You must also include eligibility determinations 
for each property that was evaluated in the project APE 

 
D. A historic or archaeological survey report prepared by a qualified consultant that meets 

professional standards. The survey report should meet the Secretary of the Interior's 
Standards and Guidelines for Identification and OHPO Archaeological Guidelines. You may 
also include new inventory forms with your survey, or update previous inventory forms. To 
complete this section, your survey report must include summary observations from your field 
survey, background research and eligibility determinations for each property that was 
evaluated within the APE.  
 

E. Project Findings. Based on the conclusions you reached in completing Section 3, please 
choose one finding for your project. There are (mark one):  

No Historic Properties Present in the APE: please see attached narrative text for Section 
3 Literature Review and Field Survey results. 
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SECTION 4: SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION  

This information must be provided for all projects.  
 
A. Photographs must be keyed to a street-level map, and should be included as 

attachments to this application. Please label all forms, tables and CDs with the date 
of your submission and project name, as identified in Section 1. You must present 
enough documentation to clearly show existing conditions at your project site and 
convey details about the buildings, structures or sites that are described in your 
submission. Faxed or photocopied photographs are not acceptable. See Instructions 
for more info about photo submissions or 36 CFR § 800.11 for federal documentation 
standards. 

1. Provide photos of the entire project site and take photos to/from historic 
properties from/towards your project site to support your determination of 
effect in Section 5. 

2. Provide current photos of all buildings/structures/sites described. 
B. Project plan, specifications, site drawings and any other media presentation that 

conveys detailed information about your project and its potential to affect historic 
properties.  

C. Copies or summaries of any comments provided by consulting parties or the public.  
 

SECTION 5: DETERMINATION OF EFFECT  
A. Request Preliminary Comments. For challenging projects, provide as much 

information as possible in previous sections and ask OHPO to offer preliminary 
comments or make recommendations about how to proceed with your project 
consultation. This is recommended if your project involves effects to significant 
historic properties, if the public has concerns about your project’s potential to affect 
historic properties, or if there may be challenging procedural issues related to your 
project. Please be aware that providing information in all Sections will still be required 
and that asking OHPO for preliminary comments may tend to delay completion of 
the review process for some projects. 

 
1.  We request preliminary comments from OHPO about this project:  

  NO  

 

2. Please specify as clearly as possible the particular issues that you would like 
OHPO to examine for your project (for example- help with developing an 
APE, addressing the concerns of consulting parties, survey methodology, 
etc.): 

      

 

B. Determination of Effect. If you believe that you have gathered enough information 
to conclude the Section 106 process, you may be ready to make a determination of 
effect and ask OHPO for concurrence, while considering public comments. Please 
select and mark one of the following determinations, then explain the basis for your 
decision on an attached sheet of paper:  

  
 No historic properties will be affected based on 36 CFR § 800.4(d) (1). 

Please explain how you made this determination: No historic properties have 
been identified within the APE. 
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 No Adverse Effect [36 CFR § 800.5(b)] on historic properties. This finding 
cannot be used if there are no historic properties present in your project APE. 
Please explain why the Criteria of Adverse Effect, [36 CFR Part 800.5(a) (1)], 
were found not to be applicable for your project: 
      

 
 
 Adverse Effect [36 CFR § 800.5(d) (2)] on historic properties. Please explain 

why the criteria of adverse effect, [36 CFR Part 800.5(a) (1)], were found to 
be applicable to your project. You may also include an explanation of how 
these adverse effects might be avoided, reduced or mitigated: 
      

 
 

Please print and mail completed form and supporting documentation to: 
   

State Historic Preservation Office   
Resource Protection and Review Department 

800 E. 17th Avenue 
Columbus, OH  43211-2474 

https://livingatlas.arcgis.com/topoexplorer/index.html
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ATTACHMENT 1: SECTION 106 PROJECT SUMMARY FORM SUPPORTING 

INFORMATION 
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Section 106 Project Summary Form Supporting Information 

for the Rickenbacker Global Logistics Park,  

Cargo Campus Environmental Assessment in  

Madison Township, Franklin County and  

Madison Township, Pickaway County, Ohio 

 

By 

 

Douglas Terpstra, MS 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://property.franklincountyauditor.com/_web/maps/mapadv.aspx
https://pickaway.iviewauditor.com/Map.aspx
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INTRODUCTION 

ASC Group, Inc., under contract with Landrum & Brown, has completed supplemental 

narrative text and supporting documentation to accompany the Section 106 Project Summary Form 

for the Rickenbacker Global Logistics Park, Cargo Campus Environmental Assessment. The 

project would be located on land that is owned by the Columbus Regional Airport Authority 

(CRAA). The project location is south of the Rickenbacker International Airport. Prior to its 

present designation, the airport served as Lockbourne Air Force Base (AFB). In 1980, the base 

was transferred to the Ohio Air National Guard and renamed the Rickenbacker Air National Guard 

Base. In 1984, 1,642.62 acres (of the original 4,371.07 acres) were conveyed to the Rickenbacker 

Port Authority (RPA), which renamed the site Rickenbacker International Airport (LCK) and 

established the passenger terminal. RPA merged with the Columbus Airport Authority in 2003, 

forming the CRAA, which currently owns and operates LCK. The project is located in Madison 

Township, Franklin County and Madison Township, Pickaway County in the southeastern portion 

of the CRAA property (Figure 1). 

 

SHPO SECTION 106 PROJECT SUMMARY FORM, SECTION 2 

PART A. 

1. Ground disturbing activities likely will occur on most of the 330-acre project area. 
Width, length, and depth will vary according to the specific construction activity, but 
will include site preparation, construction of five commercial bulk distribution 
warehouses, road construction, utility line construction, and construction of stormwater 
mitigation areas. An approximately 13-acre wooded area to the southwest of London 
Lancaster Road will be preserved. 

2. The land within the project area was farmland before the construction of Lockbourne 
AFB. Facilities related to Lockbourne AFB subsequently occupied some of the project 
area, including roadways, a firing range, munitions bunkers, portions of disused 
runways, and material storage (gravel, wood, etc.). The project area has previously 
undergone archaeological investigation (Hillen et al. 2005); the results of this survey 
are discussed in Section 3. The survey described the project area as a mix of agricultural 
fields, construction disturbance, wood lots, and wetlands. 

3. Much of the land within the project area is unused, including grassland, wood lots, 
wetlands, and former areas of development. The munitions bunkers have been 
demolished, but roadways remain throughout the project area. The remainder of the 
project area has been in agricultural use in recent years. 

4. Hillen et al. (2005) identified 32 archaeological sites within the project area (33PI757 
to 33PI782 and 33FR2476 to 33FR2481). One site, 33PI757, underwent a Phase II 
survey (Hillen and Gibbs 2007). None of these sites were determined eligible for listing 
in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). 
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PART D. 

The Area of Potential Effects (APE) for the project follows the LCK fence line on the west, 

beyond which are the Airport runways. On the north, the APE boundary follows the northernmost 

leg of London Lancaster Road to the eastern property boundaries of the houses along the east side 

of that road. The APE follows the property line south to the north property line of houses facing 

south along London Lancaster Road, then follows a ridge line southeast to Air Base Road. From 

Air Base Road, the APE runs south to a tree line and then west along the tree line, through the now 

closed Landings at Rickenbacker Golf Course, and then to a line along Rickenbacker Parkway. 

The APE was determined based on sightlines toward the project area, primarily from the east 

(Figure 2 and Figure 3, Sheets 1–3; Plates 1–10). The land to the north, west, and south has been 

subjected to previous cultural resources investigations with no listed or eligible resources being 

identified. In addition, a complex of warehouses outside of the southwest corner of the project area 

are an existing visual intrusion to views from the west. Activities at LCK are already audible 

throughout most of the APE. 

PART E. 

The Proposed Action consists of the development of five commercial bulk distribution 

warehouses, as well as an extension of Rickenbacker Parkway to provide access to the site. The 

Proposed Action would occur on an approximately 330-acre site located south of LCK. The 

Proposed Action includes the following activities: 

 Site preparation of the Cargo Campus site which measures approximately 330 acres in size 
and is located south of LCK; 

 Extension of Rickenbacker Parkway Phases: 3B and 4; 
 Construction and operation of five commercial bulk distribution warehouses totaling 

approximately 4.2 million square feet in area on the Cargo Campus; 
 Construction of paved parking and internal vehicle circulation roads; 
 Extension of utilities to and within the site; and  
 Development of stormwater mitigation areas. 

 

SHPO SECTION 106 PROJECT SUMMARY FORM, SECTION 3 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

A desktop literature review was conducted using the Ohio State Historic Preservation 

Office’s (SHPO) Online Mapping System (OMS). The OMS provides information on the locations 

of NRHP-listed or eligible resources, Ohio Archaeological Inventory (OAI) and Ohio Historic 

Inventory (OHI) resources, cemeteries, and previous cultural resources surveys. In addition, 
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historic United States Geological Survey (USGS) topographic maps were accessed through 

https://livingatlas.arcgis.com/topoexplorer/index.html. 

Examination of the SHPO’s OMS does not show the presence of any NRHP-listed or 

eligible resources within the APE. 

Multiple previous cultural resource surveys have been conducted within or adjacent to the 

APE (Figure 4). Hillen et al. (2005) conducted a cultural resource survey of Industrial 

Development Opportunity (IDO) Areas 3 and 4 at LCK (Figure 4). The present project area 

occupies most of IDO Area 4 (IDO Area 3 is located on the west side of LCK). The archaeological 

survey identified 32 sites within IDO Area 4 (33PI757 to 33PI782 and 33FR2476 to 33FR2481). 

Of these sites, 33PI757, 33PI767, and 33PI770 were recommended for further testing if they could 

not be avoided. SHPO concurred that Phase II testing of 33PI757 was necessary in order to 

evaluate its eligibility for the NRHP (Letter from Julie Quinlan, SHPO, to Andrew Schneider, 

TranSystems, 2 June 2005). SHPO did not concur with the recommendations for further testing of 

the other two sites and concurred that the remaining archaeological sites are not eligible for the 

NRHP. Hillen and Gibbs (2007) conducted a Phase II evaluation of 33PI757 and recommended 

that the site is not eligible for the NRHP (Figure 4). The architectural history portion of this survey 

identified 16 buildings or structures more than 50 years of age in IDO Area 4 and within the present 

APE, all of which are related to former military activities at Lockbourne AFB. None of these 

resources were recommended as eligible for listing in the NRHP. SHPO concurred with these 

recommendations. Schwarz (2008) completed an archaeology addendum to the IDO Area 4 

survey; sites were recorded, but none were recommended as eligible or for further investigation 

(Figure 4). 

Sewell et al. (2019) conducted a cultural resource survey for the proposed Pickaway 

County Industrial Park (Figure 4).1 The project area for this survey is located south of the former 

golf course, but the APE extends north to include buildings along Air Base Road, including three 

in the present APE: PIC-757-4 through PIC-759-4 (see below). No history/architecture resources 

recorded in this survey were recommended as eligible for the NRHP. 

Hillen and Bankowitz (2004) conducted a cultural resources survey for land south of 

Rickenbacker Parkway south of the present project’s APE (Figure 4). This survey recorded PIC-

678-3 in the OHI, but recommended the property as not eligible for the NRHP. 

                                                 
1 The Sewell et al. (2019) report and associated OHI forms have not yet been added to the SHPO OMS. SHPO 
alerted ASC to this report when ASC requested OHI numbers following their field survey. 
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Bankowitz (2005) conducted a history/architecture photolog survey for the Norfolk-

Southern Intermodal Facility (Figure 4). The APE extends south from the southwest corner of the 

present project’s APE. No history/architecture resources within the vicinity of the present APE 

were recommended as eligible for the NRHP. 

Leary and Haag (2006) conducted a cultural resources survey for a waterline along Ashville 

Pike south of the APE for the present project (Figure 4). No cultural resources were identified. 

Schneider and Taylor (2011) also conducted a Phase I archaeological survey that included, in part, 

Ashville Pike and portions of Rickenbacker Parkway south of the APE for the present project 

(Figure 4). The report did not identify any archaeological sites recommended eligible for the 

NRHP. 

Although not depicted on Figure 4, several cultural resources surveys have been conducted 

for current and former military portions of Lockbourne AFB (Anderson and Marquart 1993; 

Gardner 2006; Hathaway et al. 2004; Rutter 2008). Rutter (2008) recommended FRA-9632-25 and 

FRA-9634-25 (both 1954 maintenance hangars) as eligible for the NRHP; the remaining properties 

in his survey, including FRA-9624-24 (located adjacent to the northwest corner of the present 

project’s APE), were recommended as not eligible. SHPO concurred with these recommendations 

(Letter from David Snyder, SHPO, to Matt Nowakowski, National Guard Bureau, 23 August 

2007). The other surveys did not identify any resources relating to the Airport’s military history 

as eligible for the NRHP. 

Examination of historic USGS topographic maps show that the APE has always had sparse 

aboveground development other than resources related to Lockbourne AFB. The 1925 East 

Columbus quadrangle (USGS 15’ topographic map) shows buildings north, west, and south of the 

project area that were removed during the development of Lockbourne AFB beginning in the 

1940s (Figure 5). East of the project area, three buildings are depicted at the south bend in London 

Lancaster Road, none of which are extant today. The three properties in the APE along Air Base 

Road that were recorded in the OHI by Sewell et al. (2019) are shown on this map, along with 

buildings further west that are no longer extant. The 1964 Lockbourne quadrangle (USGS 7.5’ 

topographic map) shows roads, buildings, and structures associated with Lockbourne AFB located 

within the project area and within the APE west of the project area (Figure 6). Two farmsteads are 

depicted at the south bend in London Lancaster Road, neither of which is extant today, although 

the barn from one may now be part of a later property (see FRA-10927-24 below). No buildings 
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are depicted along the east side of London Lancaster Road or along the road extending east from 

its south bend. No additional properties were present along Air Base Road. 

FIELD SURVEY 

The areas that are within the APE within the project area or west and south of the project 

area have been subject to previous cultural resource surveys or are devoid of buildings and 

structures. ASC identified two areas for history/architecture field survey in the APE east of the 

project area: London Lancaster Road and Air Base Road2. A field survey was conducted on June 

3, 2020. The properties to be surveyed were identified through examination of the Franklin County 

Auditor’s website (http://property.franklincountyauditor.com/_web/maps/mapadv.aspx) and the 

Pickaway County Auditor’s website (https://pickaway.iviewauditor.com/Map.aspx). 

The portion of the APE along London Lancaster Road adjacent to the northeast corner of 

the project area consists of agricultural fields west of the road and narrow and deep residential 

tracts on the east side of the road. Houses in this area date from the mid-1960s to the present, with 

the oldest extant building a small barn dating to 1950. Most of the houses in this area date to the 

early 1970s and later and are standard suburban house types, albeit on large approximately 5 acre 

lots. However, four properties with a house or outbuilding 50 years of age or older were recorded 

in the OHI: FRA-10925-24 through FRA-10928-24. 

 FRA-10925-24 is a ranch house that dates to 1970 (Figure 3, Sheet 2; Plate 11). This is a 
nondescript and commonplace house type with no significance under Criteria A, B, or C. 
The house has modern replacement siding, windows, and doors. The house lacks 
significance and integrity and is recommended not eligible for the NRHP. 

 FRA-10926-24 is a ranch house that dates to 1965 (Figure 3, Sheet 2; Plate 12). This is a 
nondescript and commonplace house type with no significance under Criteria A, B, or C. 
The house has modern replacement siding and additions. The house lacks significance and 
integrity and is recommended not eligible for the NRHP. 

 FRA-10927-24 is a two-story side-gabled house that dates to 1971 (Figure 3, Sheets 2 and 
3; Plate 13). This is a nondescript and commonplace house type with no significance under 
Criteria A, B, or C and was not yet 50 years old at the time of the field survey. This property 
also has a small barn built in 1950 that appears to survive from an earlier agricultural 
property. With a late-twentieth century suburban house, no other period outbuildings, and 
only a small area of pasture land, the barn has no significant associations with agricultural 
history under Criterion A, and barn is not a significant example of an agricultural 
outbuilding under Criterion C. The property lacks significance and is recommended as not 
eligible for the NRHP. 

 FRA-10928-24 is a two-story gambrel roof house that dates to 1969 (Figure 3, Sheets 2 
and 3; Plate 14).  This is a nondescript and commonplace house type with no significance 

                                                 
2 ASC was unaware of the Sewell et al. (2019) survey until notified by SHPO when ASC requested OHI numbers 
after their field survey. 
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under Criteria A, B, or C. The house retains good integrity, but lacks significance and is 
recommended as not eligible for the NRHP. 

 
The portion of the APE along Air Base Road adjacent to the southeastern corner of the 

project area is less developed, is more agricultural in character, and has houses from the late 

nineteenth century through the early twentieth century. One property, 5076 Air Base Road (PIC-

757-4), is immediately adjacent to the project area. Two other properties are much further from 

the project area, but are on a hill slope above the surrounding land, which will give them much 

greater visibility of the project area than houses to the east. Sewell et al. (2019) inventoried these 

houses in the OHI as PIC-757-4 through PIC-759-4. 

 PIC-757-4 is a one-and-one-half-story side-gabled vernacular house dating to ca. 1900 
(Figure 3, Sheet 3; Plate 15). Although the house likely was built as a farmhouse, the 
property has only modern outbuildings remaining. The house has additions on its rear, has 
modern replacement siding and roofing, and has a mix of one-over-one and replacement 
windows. The house is not associated with events or trends important in history and is an 
unremarkable example of a small farmhouse with poor integrity. Sewell et al. (2019) 
recommended the house as not eligible for the NRHP. 

 PIC-758-4 is a dormer front bungalow dating to 1923 (Figure 3, Sheet 3; Plate 16). The 
property has two metal-sided pole barns dating from 1940 and 1995. Another mid-
twentieth century house on the same property, but under a different address, is east of the 
hill and outside of the APE boundary. The bungalow has a large two-story addition at its 
northeastern corner that has removed its integrity of design. The house is not associated 
with events or trends important in history and is an unremarkable example of a bungalow 
with poor integrity. Sewell et al. (2019) recommended the house as not eligible for the 
NRHP. 

 PIC-759-4 is a former school building built in 1893 and now converted to a residence 
(Figure 3, Sheet 3; Plate 17). The building has undergone significant alterations, including 
a partial façade replacement, changes in fenestration, installation of modern replacement 
windows, and an addition on the rear. The building has too poor a level of integrity to 
convey historical or architectural significance. Sewell et al. (2019) recommended the 
building as not eligible for the NRHP. 
 

The project area has previously been surveyed for both archaeological sites and 

history/architecture resources, and no such sites or resources have been identified as eligible for 

the NRHP. Much of the APE has previously been surveyed for history/architecture resources or 

contains no buildings or structures. None of these previous surveys have identified 

history/architecture resources eligible for the NRHP within the APE. The portion of the APE along 

London Lancaster Road has not previously been surveyed for history/architecture resources, and 

the present investigation did not identify any resources recommended as eligible for the NRHP. 

No further cultural resources investigation of the APE is recommended. 



16 

REFERENCES 

Anderson, R. W., Jr., and A. M. Marquart 
1993 Cultural and Historical Survey, Rickenbacker Air National Guard Base, Franklin County 

– Columbus, Ohio. Energy Systems Division, Argonne National Laboratory, Argonne, 
Illinois. Submitted to the U.S. Air National Guard. Copies on file at the Ohio State Historic 
Preservation Office, Columbus. 

Bankowitz, Rachel 
2005 Supplement to the Phase I Cultural Resources Survey for the Rickenbacker International 

Airport Intermodal Facility in Harrison Township, Pickaway County, Ohio. ASC Group, Inc., 
Columbus, Ohio. Submitted to TranSystems Corporation, Dublin, Ohio. Copies on file at the 
Ohio State Historic Preservation Office, Columbus. 

Gardner, Jeffrey W. 
2006 Intensive Phase I Archaeological Survey and Architectural Evaluation, Rickenbacker US 

Army Reserve Center (OH095/39865), Hamilton Township, Franklin County, Ohio.  
Brockington and Associates, Atlanta.  Submitted to the US Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile 
District.  Copies on file at the Ohio Historic Preservation Office, Columbus. 

 
Hathaway, Susan G., Susan L. Bupp, and Christopher L. Bowen 

2004 Cultural Resources Assessment of the Rickenbacker U.S. Army Reserve Center 
(OH095/39865), Columbus, Ohio.  Parsons, Fairfax, Virginia.  Submitted to the United States 
Army Reserve, 88th Regional Readiness Command, Fort Snelling, Minnesota.  Copies on file 
at the Ohio Historic Preservation Office, Columbus. 

Hillen, Luella Beth, and Rachel Bankowitz 
2004 Phase I Cultural Resources Survey for the Rickenbacker International Airport in Madison 

and Harrison Townships, Pickaway County, Ohio. ASC Group, Inc., Columbus, Ohio. 
Submitted to TranSystems Corporation, Dublin, Ohio. Copies on file at the Ohio State 
Historic Preservation Office, Columbus. 

Hillen, Luella Beth, and Kevin Gibbs 
2007 Phase II Evaluation of 33PI757 in Industrial Development Opportunity Area 4 at 

Rickenbacker International Airport in Madison Township, Pickaway County, Ohio. ASC 
Group, Inc., Columbus, Ohio. Submitted to TranSystems Corporation, Dublin, Ohio. Copies 
on file at the Ohio State Historic Preservation Office, Columbus. 

Hillen, Luella Beth, Rachel Bankowitz, and Donald Miller 
2005 Phase I Cultural Resources Survey of Industrial Development Opportunity Areas 3 and 4 

at Rickenbacker International Airport in Hamilton and Madison Townships, Franklin County 
and Harrison and Madison Townships, Pickaway County, Ohio. ASC Group, Inc., Columbus, 
Ohio. Submitted to TranSystems Corporation, Dublin, Ohio. Copies on file at the Ohio State 
Historic Preservation Office, Columbus. 



17 

Leary, Christopher G., and Crista Haag 
2006 Phase I Cultural Resources Survey of Circa 1.1 Miles of New Waterline Alignment in 

Harrison Township, Pickaway County, Ohio: An Addendum to ASC Group, Inc.’s Phase I 
Cultural Resources Survey for the Rickenbacker International Airport Intermodal Facility. 
BHE Environmental, Inc., Cincinnati, Ohio. Submitted to Earnhart Hill Regional Water & 
Sewer District, Circleville, Ohio. Copies on file at the Ohio State Historic Preservation Office, 
Columbus. 

Rutter, William E. 
2008 Cultural Resources Survey of the 121st Air Refueling Wing, Ohio Air National Guard, 

Rickenbacker International Airport, Columbus, Franklin County, Ohio.  Submitted to the 
National Guard Bureau, Air National Guard Readiness Center NGB/A7CVN, Andrews Air 
Force Base, Maryland.  Copies on file at the Ohio State Historic Preservation Office, 
Columbus. 

Schneider, Andrew, and Amber Taylor 
2011 Phase I Archaeology Reconnaissance Survey for the Pickaway East-West Connector (PID 

83666) Harrison Township, Pickaway County, Ohio. TranSystems Corporation, Columbus, 
Ohio. Submitted to the Ohio Department of Transportation and the Pickaway County 
Engineer’s Office. Copies on file at the Ohio State Historic Preservation Office, Columbus. 

Schwarz, Kevin 
2008 Phase I Archaeological Survey: Addendum for the Industrial Development Opportunity 

Area 4 at Rickenbacker International Airport in Harrison Township, Pickaway County, Ohio. 
ASC Group, Inc., Columbus, Ohio. Submitted to TranSystems Corporation, Dublin, Ohio. 
Copies on file at the Ohio State Historic Preservation Office, Columbus. 

Sewell, Andrew R., Brett A. Carmichael, and Justin P. Zink 
2019 Phase I Cultural Resources Survey of Approximately 400 Acres (162 ha) for the Proposed 

Pickaway County Industrial Park in Madison Township, Pickaway County, Ohio. Lawhon & 
Associates, Inc., Columbus, Ohio. Submitted to Hull & Associates, Inc., Dublin, Ohio. Copies 
on file at the Ohio State Historic Preservation Office, Columbus. 



18 

FIGURES 



($$¯

19

Portions of the ODOT Franklin and Pickaway
counties highway maps showing the location of the
project area.
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Portion of the 1992 Lockbourne, Ohio quadrangle
(USGS 7.5’ topographic m ap) show ing the project
area and APE.
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Aerial photograph showing the project area,
APE, OHI properties, and plate locations. (3
Sheets)
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Aerial photograph showing the project area,
APE, OHI properties, and plate locations. (3
Sheets)
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Aerial photograph showing the project area,
APE, OHI properties, and plate locations. (3
Sheets)
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Portion of the 1992 Lockbourne, Ohio
quadrangle (USGS 7.5’ topographic m ap)
showing the project area, APE, and literature
review results.

Figure 4      
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Portion of the 1925 East Columbus, Ohio
quadrangle (USGS 15’ top ograp hic map ) showing
the p roject area and APE.

Figure 5
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Portion of the 1964 Lockbourne, Ohio quadrangle
(USGS 7.5’ topographic map) showing the project
area and APE.

Figure 6
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Plate 1.   View towards the project area from the northern end of APE along London 
Lancaster Road, looking southwest. 

 

 
 

Plate 2.  View towards the project area from London Lancaster Road, looking southwest. 
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Plate 3.  View towards the project area from London Lancaster Road, looking southwest. 
 

 
 

Plate 4.   View towards the existing airport buildings visible from London Lancaster Road, 
looking northwest with zoom lens in field. 
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Plate 5.   View of the existing mostly modern residential properties along the north-south leg 
of London Lancaster Road in the APE, looking southeast. 

 

 
 

Plate 6.   View towards the project area from east of the south curve in London Lancaster 
Road, looking west. 
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Plate 7.   View towards the project area from the eastern edge of the APE along London 
Lancaster Road, looking west. 

 

 
 

Plate 8.   View along Air Base Road from within the eastern edge of the project area, looking 
west. 
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Plate 9.  View towards the project area along Air Base Road, looking west. 
 

 
 

Plate 10.   View towards the project area along Air Base Road from the hillslope at the eastern 
edge of the APE, looking west. 

 



33 

 
 

Plate 11.  FRA-10925-24, 3406 London Lancaster Road. 
 

 
 

Plate 12.  FRA-10926-24, 3422 London Lancaster Road. 
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Plate 13.  FRA-10927-24, 3445 London Lancaster Road. 
 

 
 

Plate 14.  FRA-10928-24, 3584 London Lancaster Road. 
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Plate 15.  PIC-757-4, 5076 Air Base Road. 
 

 
 

Plate 16.  PIC-758-4, 5484 Air Base Road. 
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Plate 17.  PIC-759-4, 5487 Air Base Road. 
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13. Part of Established Hist. Dist?  NO
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 OHIO HISTORIC INVENTORY

    Draft Form - Not Reviewed by OHPO

Ohio Historic Preservation Office

800 E. 17th Avenue
Columbus, OH 43211
614/298-2000

RPR Number:

    1. No. FRA1092524   NEW

2. County:  Franklin

4. Present Name(s):  Wells House

5. Historic or Other Name(s):

6. Specific Address or Location:
3406 London Lancaster Road

6a. Lot, Section or VMD Number:
Section 8

7. City or Village:
Madison (Township of)

9. U.T.M. Reference

 Quadrangle Name: Lockbourne

Zone: 17 Easting: 335844 Northing:  4407798

10. Classification:  Building

11. On National Register?  NO

16. Thematic Associations:

17. Date(s) or Period:
1970

17b. Alteration Date(s):
    2011

18. Style Class and Design:
None       

18a. Style of Addition or Elements(s):

19. Architect or Engineer:

19a. Design Sources:

20. Contractor or Builder:

21. Building Type or Plan:  Ranch

22. Original Use, if apparent:
Single Dwelling

24. Ownership: Private

25. Owner's Name & Address, if known:
Wells, Teresa M.
3406 London Lancaster Road
Groveport, OH 43125

26. Property Acreage:  5.01
27. Other Surveys:

28. No. of Stories:  One story

29. Basement?  No
30. Foundation Material:  Unknown

31. Wall Construction:
Balloon/western/platform frame

32. Roof Type:
    Gable
Roof Material:
Asphalt shingle

33. No. of Bays: 6

34. Exterior Wall Material(s):
Aluminum or vinyl siding

35. Plan Shape:  L-shaped

36. Changes associated with 17/17b Dates:

37. Window Type(s):
Modern Replacements

38. Building Dimensions:  70 x 38

39. Endangered?  NO

By What?

40. Chimney Placement:  Gable end, exterior

41. Distance from & Frontage on Road:
D: 200 ft F: 200 ft

46. Prepared By:  Douglas Terpstra 47. Organization: ASC Group, Inc. 48. Date Recorded: 06/03/2020

Side Bays: 2

23. Present Use:
Single Dwelling

17. Original/Most significant construction

17b. Some alteration

51. Condition of Property:  Excellent

49. PIR Reviewer: 50. PIR Review Date:

53. Affiliated Inventory Number(s):
Historic (OHI):

Archaeological (OAI):

52. Historic Outbuildings & Dependencies

Date(s):

Structure Type(s):

Associated Activity:

Section 106/RPR Review:

15. Other Designation (NR or Local)

8. Site Plan (location map) with North Arrow

2. C
ounty: F

ranklin



2. County  Franklin

Year Title

42. Further Description of Important Interior and Exterior Features
The house is an L-plan, gable-roof ranch house. The short leg of the L is a garage located at the north end of the west (front) wall. The garage bay is in
the north wall of the garage and has a modern replacement garage door. The lower portion of the west wall of the garage is clad in brick veneer. An
exterior brick chimney also is located at the north wall near the northeast corner of the house. A shed roof porch is located south of the garage and
contains the front door; the door is a modern replacement.

43. History and Significance
The surrounding area was rural and agricultural until the construction and operation of Lockbourne Air Force Base beginning in the 1940s. In the

APE, development of the land along London Lancaster Road for residential lots did not begin until the mid-1960s, and the road did not see a significant
number of houses until the mid-1970s. This house is an unremarkable and altered example of a ranch house.

44. Description of Environment and Outbuildings (See #52)
Most of the lots along the road are narrow and deep, with the houses having a significant setback. Much of the land remains lawn or pasture, although
most property owners are allowing trees to grow, generally around and in front of the houses. Land to the west and south consists of open agricultural
fields. Buildings at Rickenbacker International Airport are visible to the northwest from some locations along London Lancaster Road, and airport
activities are audible through much of the area.

45. Sources of Information
Franklin County Auditor’s website; 1964 Lockbourne, Ohio quadrangle (7.5 minute USGS topographical map)

Report Associated With Project:
Primary Author

Terpstra, Douglas 2020 Section 106 Project Summary Form for the Rickenbacker Global Logistics Park, LCK Cargo Campus 
EA

Secondary Author(s)

1. No.  FRA1092524

Door Selection: Single off center

Door Position:  Flush

Orientation: Lateral axis

Symmetry: Other

4. Present Name(s):  Wells House

         Draft Form - Not Review by OHPO                      FRA1092524  Page: 2 of 2

5. Historic or Other Name(s):



13. Part of Established Hist. Dist?  NO

4. P
resent or H

istoric N
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oad
 OHIO HISTORIC INVENTORY
                 Draft Form - Not Reviewed by OHPO

Ohio Historic Preservation Office

800 E. 17th Avenue
Columbus, OH 43211
614/298-2000

RPR Number:

     1. No. FRA1092624   NEW

2. County:  Franklin

4. Present Name(s):  Morse House

5. Historic or Other Name(s):

6. Specific Address or Location:
3422 London Lancaster Road

6a. Lot, Section or VMD Number:
Section 8

7. City or Village:
Madison (Township of)

9. U.T.M. Reference

 Quadrangle Name: Lockbourne

Zone: 17 Easting: 335819 Northing:  4407602

10. Classification:  Building

11. On National Register?  NO

16. Thematic Associations:

17. Date(s) or Period:
1965

17b. Alteration Date(s):
    1991

18. Style Class and Design:
None               

         
18a. Style of Addition or Elements(s):

19. Architect or Engineer:

19a. Design Sources:

20. Contractor or Builder:

21. Building Type or Plan:  Ranch

22. Original Use, if apparent:
Single Dwelling

24. Ownership: Private

25. Owner's Name & Address, if known:
Morse, Brian L.
3422 London Lancaster Road
Groveport, OH 43125

26. Property Acreage:  5.01
27. Other Surveys:

28. No. of Stories:  One story

29. Basement?  No
30. Foundation Material:  Unknown

31. Wall Construction:
Balloon/western/platform frame

32. Roof Type:
      Gable
Roof Material:
Asphalt shingle

33. No. of Bays: 4

34. Exterior Wall Material(s):
Aluminum or vinyl siding

35. Plan Shape:  Rectangular

36. Changes associated with 17/17b Dates:

37. Window Type(s):
1 over 1

38. Building Dimensions:  24 x 52

39. Endangered?  NO

By What?

40. Chimney Placement:  No chimney observed

41. Distance from & Frontage on Road:
D: 185 ft F: 200 ft

46. Prepared By:  Douglas Terpstra 47. Organization: ASC Group, Inc. 48. Date Recorded: 06/03/2020

Side Bays: 1

23. Present Use:
Single Dwelling

17. Original/Most significant construction

17b. Some alteration

51. Condition of Property:  Good/Fair

49. PIR Reviewer: 50. PIR Review Date:

53. Affiliated Inventory Number(s):
Historic (OHI):

Archaeological (OAI):

52. Historic Outbuildings & Dependencies

Date(s):

Structure Type(s):

Associated Activity:

Section 106/RPR Review:

15. Other Designation (NR or Local)

8. Site Plan (location map) with North Arrow

2. C
ounty: F

ranklin

CSimmons
Draft



2. County  Franklin

Year Title

42. Further Description of Important Interior and Exterior Features
The house is a rectangular, gable roof ranch house. A gable-roof porch is located on the west (front) wall offset toward the south end of the house. The
porch has a concrete deck, square posts, and iron railings. Within the porch is the front door and a triple set of one-over-one double hung sash
windows. Two sets of paired one-over-one double hung sash windows are located in the façade north of the porch. A rear wing, set perpendicular to
the main house, connects to a garage addition with a south-facing garage bay. A multipart glazed door is located between the garage bay and the
main house.

43. History and Significance
The surrounding area was rural and agricultural until the construction and operation of Lockbourne Air Force Base beginning in the 1940s. In the APE,
development of the land along London Lancaster Road for residential lots did not begin until the mid-1960s, and the road did not see a significant
number of houses until the mid-1970s. This house is an unremarkable and altered example of a ranch house.

44. Description of Environment and Outbuildings (See #52)
Most of the lots along the road are narrow and deep, with the houses having a significant setback. Much of the land remains lawn or pasture,

although most property owners are allowing trees to grow, generally around and in front of the houses. Land to the west and south consists of open
agricultural fields. Buildings at Rickenbacker International Airport are visible to the northwest from some locations along London Lancaster Road, and
airport activities are audible through much of the area. A fenced pasture is located at the front of this property. The property includes several stables
and other outbuildings built in the 2000s.

45. Sources of Information
Franklin County Auditor’s website; 1964 Lockbourne, Ohio quadrangle (7.5 minute USGS topographical map)

Report Associated With Project:
Primary Author

Terpstra, Douglas 2020 Section 106 Project Summary Form for the Rickenbacker Global Logistics Park, LCK Cargo Campus 
EA

Secondary Author(s)

1. No.  FRA1092624

Door Selection: Single off center

Door Position:  Flush

Orientation: Lateral axis

Symmetry: Bilateral asymmetry

4. Present Name(s):  Morse House

         Draft Form - Not Review by OHPO                      FRA1092624  Page: 2 of 2

5. Historic or Other Name(s):

CSimmons
Draft



13. Part of Established Hist. Dist?  NO

4. P
resent or H

istoric N
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e(s):  B
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6. S
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 OHIO HISTORIC INVENTORY
                 Draft Form - Not Reviewed by OHPO

Ohio Historic Preservation Office

800 E. 17th Avenue
Columbus, OH 43211
614/298-2000

RPR Number:

     1. No. FRA1092724   NEW

2. County:  Franklin

4. Present Name(s):  Berliner House

5. Historic or Other Name(s):

6. Specific Address or Location:
3445 London Lancaster Road

6a. Lot, Section or VMD Number:
Section 8

7. City or Village:
Madison (Township of)

9. U.T.M. Reference

 Quadrangle Name: Lockbourne

Zone: 17 Easting: 335810 Northing:  4407191

10. Classification:  Building

11. On National Register?  NO

16. Thematic Associations:

17. Date(s) or Period:
1971

17b. Alteration Date(s):

18. Style Class and Design:
None               

         
18a. Style of Addition or Elements(s):

19. Architect or Engineer:

19a. Design Sources:

20. Contractor or Builder:

21. Building Type or Plan:  Other House Type

22. Original Use, if apparent:
Single Dwelling

24. Ownership: Private

25. Owner's Name & Address, if known:
Berliner, Alan F. and Karen P.
3445 London Lancaster Road
Groveport, OH 43125

26. Property Acreage:  5.227
27. Other Surveys:

28. No. of Stories:  Two story

29. Basement?  Yes
30. Foundation Material:  Unknown

31. Wall Construction:
Balloon/western/platform frame

32. Roof Type:
      Gable
Roof Material:
Asphalt shingle

33. No. of Bays: 5

34. Exterior Wall Material(s):
Aluminum or vinyl siding
Brick

35. Plan Shape:  Rectangular

36. Changes associated with 17/17b Dates:

37. Window Type(s):
Modern Replacements
Picture window
38. Building Dimensions:  62 x 40

39. Endangered?  NO

By What?

40. Chimney Placement:  Gable end, exterior

41. Distance from & Frontage on Road:
D: 100 ft F: 600 ft

46. Prepared By:  Douglas Terpstra 47. Organization: ASC Group, Inc. 48. Date Recorded: 06/03/2020

Side Bays: 2

23. Present Use:
Single Dwelling

17. Original/Most significant construction

17b.

51. Condition of Property:  Excellent

49. PIR Reviewer: 50. PIR Review Date:

53. Affiliated Inventory Number(s):
Historic (OHI):

Archaeological (OAI):

52. Historic Outbuildings & Dependencies

Date(s):
1950

Structure Type(s):
Other Barn

Associated Activity:
Original/Most significant construction

Section 106/RPR Review:

15. Other Designation (NR or Local)

8. Site Plan (location map) with North Arrow

2. C
ounty: F

ranklin

CSimmons
Draft



2. County  Franklin

Year Title

42. Further Description of Important Interior and Exterior Features
The house is a two-story, side-gabled building, with a one-story garage wing on its west end. The house has brick veneer on the first floor, including
the garage, and has modern replacement siding on the rest of the house. A shed-roof front porch extends across three bays of the façade from east of
the garage. The porch has columnar posts. A picture window is located in the façade east of the porch. The front door is original, and the garage door
is a modern replacement. An exterior brick chimney is located at the east wall. A wood deck is located at the second floor at the rear of the house.

43. History and Significance
The surrounding area was rural and agricultural until the construction and operation of Lockbourne Air Force Base beginning in the 1940s. In the APE,
development of the land along London Lancaster Road for residential lots did not begin until the mid-1960s, and the road did not see a significant
number of houses until the mid-1970s. This house is an unremarkable example of a mid-twentieth century suburban house.

44. Description of Environment and Outbuildings (See #52)
Most of the lots along the road are narrow and deep, with the houses having a significant setback, although the few properties along the south side of
the road have lots that are wide and shallow. Much of the land remains lawn or pasture, although most property owners are allowing trees to grow,
generally around and in front of the houses. Land to the west and south consists of open agricultural fields. Buildings at Rickenbacker International
Airport are visible to the northwest from some locations along London Lancaster Road, and airport activities are audible through much of the area. A
small mid-twentieth century barn is located west of the house. The barn has a metal roof and board and batten siding. Lean-to extensions are located
on either side. Fenced pastures are present west and south of the house.

45. Sources of Information
Franklin County Auditor’s website; 1964 Lockbourne, Ohio quadrangle (7.5 minute USGS topographical map)

Report Associated With Project:
Primary Author

Terpstra, Douglas 2020 Section 106 Project Summary Form for the Rickenbacker Global Logistics Park, LCK Cargo Campus 
EA

Secondary Author(s)

1. No.  FRA1092724

Door Selection: Single centered

Door Position:  Flush

Orientation: Lateral axis with lateral smaller extension

Symmetry: Other

4. Present Name(s):  Berliner House

         Draft Form - Not Review by OHPO                      FRA1092724  Page: 2 of 2

5. Historic or Other Name(s):

CSimmons
Draft



13. Part of Established Hist. Dist?  NO
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resent or H
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 OHIO HISTORIC INVENTORY
                 Draft Form - Not Reviewed by OHPO

Ohio Historic Preservation Office

800 E. 17th Avenue
Columbus, OH 43211
614/298-2000

RPR Number:

     1. No. FRA1092824   NEW

2. County:  Franklin

4. Present Name(s):  Rinehart House

5. Historic or Other Name(s):

6. Specific Address or Location:
3584 London Lancaster Road

6a. Lot, Section or VMD Number:
Section 8

7. City or Village:
Madison (Township of)

9. U.T.M. Reference

 Quadrangle Name: Lockbourne

Zone: 17 Easting: 336112 Northing:  4407240

10. Classification:  Building

11. On National Register?  NO

16. Thematic Associations:

17. Date(s) or Period:
1969

17b. Alteration Date(s):
    1978

18. Style Class and Design:
None               

         
18a. Style of Addition or Elements(s):

19. Architect or Engineer:

19a. Design Sources:

20. Contractor or Builder:

21. Building Type or Plan:  Other House Type

22. Original Use, if apparent:
Single Dwelling

24. Ownership: Private

25. Owner's Name & Address, if known:
Rinehart, Leonard G. and Cherry L.
3584 London Lancaster Road
Groveport, OH 43125

26. Property Acreage:  11.545
27. Other Surveys:

28. No. of Stories:  Two story

29. Basement?  Yes
30. Foundation Material:  Unknown

31. Wall Construction:
Balloon/western/platform frame

32. Roof Type:
      Gambrel
Roof Material:
Asphalt shingle

33. No. of Bays: 3

34. Exterior Wall Material(s):
Clapboard or weatherboard

35. Plan Shape:  Rectangular

36. Changes associated with 17/17b Dates:

37. Window Type(s):
1 over 1

38. Building Dimensions:  28 x 73

39. Endangered?  NO

By What?

40. Chimney Placement:  Gable end, exterior

41. Distance from & Frontage on Road:
D: 200 ft F: 1500 ft

46. Prepared By:  Douglas Terpstra 47. Organization: ASC Group, Inc. 48. Date Recorded: 06/03/2020

Side Bays: 2

23. Present Use:
Single Dwelling

17. Original/Most significant construction

17b. Some alteration

51. Condition of Property:  Good/Fair

49. PIR Reviewer: 50. PIR Review Date:

53. Affiliated Inventory Number(s):
Historic (OHI):

Archaeological (OAI):

52. Historic Outbuildings & Dependencies

Date(s):

Structure Type(s):

Associated Activity:

Section 106/RPR Review:

15. Other Designation (NR or Local)

8. Site Plan (location map) with North Arrow

2. C
ounty: F

ranklin

CSimmons
Draft



2. County  Franklin

Year Title

42. Further Description of Important Interior and Exterior Features
The house is two stories with a gambrel roof. A one-story section at the east wall links the house to a two-bay front-gabled garage. The house has a
balanced three-bay façade with a central doorway. The front door is original; the garage doors are modern replacements. Gabled dormers are located
in the front roof slope. The section connecting to the garage has a recessed porch on its front side with a second doorway. An exterior brick chimney is
located in the west wall.

43. History and Significance
The surrounding area was rural and agricultural until the construction and operation of Lockbourne Air Force Base beginning in the 1940s. In the APE,
development of the land along London Lancaster Road for residential lots did not begin until the mid-1960s, and the road did not see a significant
number of houses until the mid-1970s. This house is an unremarkable example of a mid-twentieth century suburban house.

44. Description of Environment and Outbuildings (See #52)
Most of the lots along the road are narrow and deep, with the houses having a significant setback, although this property has a large amount of land
extending west of the house to the northward bend in London Lancaster Road. The land in this area is an open meadow. The east end of the property,
with the house and outbuildings, is laid in lawn with scattered trees. A mid-1970s pole barn north of the house has a concrete block foundation,
board-and-batten siding, and a metal roof. A shed located near this barn has vertical board siding and a metal roof. Open agricultural fields still
dominate the character of the surrounding area.

45. Sources of Information
Franklin County Auditor’s website; 1964 Lockbourne, Ohio quadrangle (7.5 minute USGS topographical map)

Report Associated With Project:
Primary Author

Terpstra, Douglas 2020 Section 106 Project Summary Form for the Rickenbacker Global Logistics Park, LCK Cargo Campus 
EA

Secondary Author(s)

1. No.  FRA1092824

Door Selection: Single centered

Door Position:  Flush

Orientation: Lateral axis

Symmetry: Other

4. Present Name(s):  Rinehart House

         Draft Form - Not Review by OHPO                      FRA1092824  Page: 2 of 2

5. Historic or Other Name(s):

CSimmons
Draft



13. Part of Established Hist. Dist?  NO
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 OHIO HISTORIC INVENTORY
Ohio Historic Preservation Office

800 E. 17th Avenue
Columbus, OH 43211
614/298-2000

RPR Number: 2018PIC43670

     1. No. PIC0075704   NEW

2. County:  Pickaway

4. Present Name(s):  Burgoon Farm

5. Historic or Other Name(s):

6. Specific Address or Location:
5076 Airbase Road

6a. Lot, Section or VMD Number:

7. City or Village:
Madison (Township of)

9. U.T.M. Reference

 Quadrangle Name: Lockbourne

Zone: 17 Easting: 335667 Northing:  4406304

10. Classification:  Building

11. On National Register?  NO

16. Thematic Associations:
General Mixed Farm

17. Date(s) or Period:
c.1925

17b. Alteration Date(s):
    2003

18. Style Class and Design:
None                 No academic style - Vernacular

         
18a. Style of Addition or Elements(s):

19. Architect or Engineer:
none

19a. Design Sources:  unknown

20. Contractor or Builder:  unknown

21. Building Type or Plan:  Other House Type

22. Original Use, if apparent:
Single Dwelling

24. Ownership: Private

25. Owner's Name & Address, if known:
BURGOON, DAVID L & BRENDA
5076 Airbase Road
Ashville, OH  43103

26. Property Acreage:  1
27. Other Surveys:
Determined ineligible

28. No. of Stories:  One and a half story

29. Basement?  Yes
30. Foundation Material:  Concrete block

31. Wall Construction:
Balloon/western/platform frame

32. Roof Type:
      Gable
Roof Material:
Metal

33. No. of Bays: 3

34. Exterior Wall Material(s):
Aluminum or vinyl siding

35. Plan Shape:  Rectangular

36. Changes associated with 17/17b Dates:

37. Window Type(s):
1 over 1
Modern Replacements

38. Building Dimensions:  25' wide x 51'
deep

39. Endangered?  NO

By What?

40. Chimney Placement:  No chimney observed

41. Distance from & Frontage on Road:
26' from 243' along ROW

46. Prepared By:  Brett Carmichael 47. Organization: Lawhon and Associates, Inc. 48. Date Recorded: 05/07/2019

Side Bays: 6

23. Present Use:
Single Dwelling

17. Original/Most significant construction

17b. Some alteration

51. Condition of Property:  Good/Fair

49. PIR Reviewer: 50. PIR Review Date:

53. Affiliated Inventory Number(s):
Historic (OHI):

Archaeological (OAI):

52. Historic Outbuildings & Dependencies

Date(s):
c.1925-2015

Structure Type(s):
AGRICULTURAL OUTBUILDINGS

Associated Activity:
Original/Most significant construction

Section 106/RPR Review: Reviewed

15. Other Designation (NR or Local)

8. Site Plan (location map) with North Arrow

2. C
ounty:

P
ickaw

ay



2. County  Pickaway

Year Title

42. Further Description of Important Interior and Exterior Features
This simple, Vernacular 1.5-story, side-gabled house was built ca.1900 according to the Pickaway County Auditor,

but it first appears on historic mapping in 1925; however, there is about a 50-year-gap between historical maps in which
this house could have been built. It has been significantly remodeled and added to in the subsequent years. A 1-story
cross-gable wing to the northern (rear) elevation is likely original, but it has been added to with a full-width shed roofed
room and screen porch beyond. The entry is centered in the 3-bay façade, flanked by single 1/1 windows, aligned with
small sliders above a full-width open porch and tight to the forward eave. The lateral elevations show a single bay in the
gable-end, and three bays on the first story in the rearward wing. The chimney (if originally present) has been removed
and the roof is clad in new standing seam metal. The cladding is aluminum and the rearward windows include newer
vinyl and metal louvered replacements of various sizes.

43. History and Significance
It does not appear that the property is associated with any persons or events significant in history. This altered

example of a common type has low integrity.

44. Description of Environment and Outbuildings (See #52)
The parcel includes two modern outbuildings. An original barn appears to have been demolished.

45. Sources of Information
-none-

Report Associated With Project:
Primary Author
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2019 Phase I Cultural Resources Survey of Approximately 400 Acres (162 ha) for the Proposed Pickaway 
County Industrial Park in Madison Township, Pickaway County, Ohio

Secondary Author(s)

1. No.  PIC0075704
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 OHIO HISTORIC INVENTORY
Ohio Historic Preservation Office

800 E. 17th Avenue
Columbus, OH 43211
614/298-2000

RPR Number: 2018PIC43670

     1. No. PIC0075804   NEW

2. County:  Pickaway

4. Present Name(s):  Thompson Farm

5. Historic or Other Name(s):

6. Specific Address or Location:
5484 Airbase Road

6a. Lot, Section or VMD Number:

7. City or Village:
Madison (Township of)

9. U.T.M. Reference

 Quadrangle Name: Lockbourne

Zone: 17 Easting: 336487 Northing:  4406237

10. Classification:  Building

11. On National Register?  NO

16. Thematic Associations:
General Mixed Farm

17. Date(s) or Period:
1923

17b. Alteration Date(s):

18. Style Class and Design:
Element                 Craftsman/Arts and Crafts

         
18a. Style of Addition or Elements(s):

19. Architect or Engineer:
none

19a. Design Sources:  unknown

20. Contractor or Builder:  unknown

21. Building Type or Plan:  Bungalow Dormer Front

22. Original Use, if apparent:
Single Dwelling

24. Ownership: Private

25. Owner's Name & Address, if known:
THOMPSON RANDALL K & THOMPSON CAM A
5484 Airbase Road
GROVEPORT OH 43125

26. Property Acreage:  59.47
27. Other Surveys:
Determined ineligible

28. No. of Stories:  One and a half story

29. Basement?  Yes
30. Foundation Material:  Brick bearing

31. Wall Construction:
Brick bearing

32. Roof Type:
      Gable
Roof Material:
Asphalt shingle

33. No. of Bays: 3

34. Exterior Wall Material(s):
Brick
Stretcher or running bond

35. Plan Shape:  Rectangular

36. Changes associated with 17/17b Dates:

37. Window Type(s):
4 over 1

38. Building Dimensions:  45' wide x 65'
deep

39. Endangered?  NO

By What?

40. Chimney Placement:  Off center within roof
surface

41. Distance from & Frontage on Road:
38' from 28' along ROW

46. Prepared By:  Brett Carmichael 47. Organization: Lawhon and Associates, Inc. 48. Date Recorded: 05/07/2019

Side Bays: 3

23. Present Use:
Single Dwelling

17. Original/Most significant construction

17b.

51. Condition of Property:  Good/Fair

49. PIR Reviewer: 50. PIR Review Date:

53. Affiliated Inventory Number(s):
Historic (OHI):  PIC0076004

Archaeological (OAI):

52. Historic Outbuildings & Dependencies

Date(s):
1940-2009

Structure Type(s):
AGRICULTURAL OUTBUILDINGS

Associated Activity:
Original/Most significant construction

Section 106/RPR Review: Reviewed

15. Other Designation (NR or Local)

8. Site Plan (location map) with North Arrow

2. C
ounty:

P
ickaw

ay



2. County  Pickaway

Year Title

42. Further Description of Important Interior and Exterior Features
This 1923 single family dwelling is a 1.5-story example of a Dormer Front Bungalow house type with elements of the

Craftsman style (Foster 2004:350; McAlester 2009:453; Gordon 1992:138). Architectural elements include: a steeply
pitched gable roof with the front slope of the roof extending down to form the roof of the porch, a front-facing gabled
dormer, overhanging eaves, exposed rafter tails, an interior brick chimney, brick wall construction and foundation, and a
full-width front porch with integrated brick posts and kneewalls. Alterations to the dwelling include replacement windows
(in kind 4/1 vinyl sashes in the dormer), a shed porch addition (north), and a large gable wing addition to the rear
(north). The forward facing shed dormer has two sets of triplet windows and is sided with cedar shake. The fenestration
inside the porch shows a central entry with divided sidelights flanked by a ribbon of four windows to each side. The
windows have three vertical panes in the top third and a large vertical single pane below.

43. History and Significance
It does not appear that the property is associated with any persons or events significant in history. This altered

example of a common type has low integrity.

44. Description of Environment and Outbuildings (See #52)

The parcel includes two modern outbuildings, as well as the residence (c. 1940?) and outbuilding
(1973) at 5506 Airbase Road (PIC0076004).

45. Sources of Information
-none-
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 OHIO HISTORIC INVENTORY
Ohio Historic Preservation Office

800 E. 17th Avenue
Columbus, OH 43211
614/298-2000
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     1. No. PIC0075904   NEW

2. County:  Pickaway

4. Present Name(s):  Arnold House

5. Historic or Other Name(s):

6. Specific Address or Location:
5487 Airbase Rd

6a. Lot, Section or VMD Number:

7. City or Village:
Madison (Township of)

9. U.T.M. Reference

 Quadrangle Name: Lockbourne

Zone: 17 Easting: 336494 Northing:  4406191

10. Classification:  Building

11. On National Register?  NO

16. Thematic Associations:
Public Education

17. Date(s) or Period:
1893

17b. Alteration Date(s):
    20th C

18. Style Class and Design:
Element      Neo-Classical Revival

18a. Style of Addition or Elements(s):

19. Architect or Engineer:
unknown

19a. Design Sources:  unknown

20. Contractor or Builder:  unknown

21. Building Type or Plan:  Other Building Type

22. Original Use, if apparent:
School
Single Dwelling

24. Ownership: Private

25. Owner's Name & Address, if known:
ARNOLD JACKIE R
5487 AIRBASE RD
GROVEPORT OH 43125

26. Property Acreage:  1.5
27. Other Surveys:
Determined ineligible

28. No. of Stories:  Two story

29. Basement?  Yes
30. Foundation Material:  Brick bearing

31. Wall Construction:
Brick bearing

32. Roof Type:
     Hip
Roof Material:
Asphalt shingle

33. No. of Bays: 3

34. Exterior Wall Material(s):
Brick
Common or American bond

35. Plan Shape:  T-shaped

36. Changes associated with 17/17b Dates:

37. Window Type(s):
1 over 1
Modern Replacements

38. Building Dimensions:  38' wide x 28'
deep

39. Endangered?  NO

By What?

40. Chimney Placement:  No chimney observed

41. Distance from & Frontage on Road:
40' from 250' along ROW

46. Prepared By:  Brett Carmichael 47. Organization: Lawhon and Associates, Inc. 48. Date Recorded: 05/07/2019

Side Bays: 2

23. Present Use:
Single Dwelling

17. Original/Most significant construction

17b. Substantial alteration/addition

51. Condition of Property:  Good/Fair

49. PIR Reviewer: 50. PIR Review Date:

53. Affiliated Inventory Number(s):
Historic (OHI):

Archaeological (OAI):

52. Historic Outbuildings & Dependencies

Date(s):
2010

Structure Type(s):
Other Barn

Associated Activity:
Original/Most significant construction

Section 106/RPR Review: Reviewed

15. Other Designation (NR or Local)

8. Site Plan (location map) with North Arrow

2. C
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2. County  Pickaway

Year Title

42. Further Description of Important Interior and Exterior Features
This 1893 single family dwelling is a 2-story rectangular building with a T-plan and elements of Neoclassical styling

(Foster 2004:294; McAlester 2009:343; Gordon 1992:99). Architectural elements include: a hipped roof with a full a
colossal (gabled) front portico, symmetrical fenestration, a 3-bay façade with 2-bay lateral elevations, brick wall
construction, and a cut limestone foundation. The building has had several alterations including: replacement windows
(all), removal of original chimneys, replacement of original porch columns, replacement siding (vinyl and hardieboard)
across most of the façade (north) and porch tympanum, removal of all classical orders, and a 1-story rear addition
(south). There is a school indicated on the 1871 map near this location, but on the north side of what became Airbase
Road. The1925 USGS map shows a school on the south side of the road, which indicates that the original school was
likely replaced. However, in 1955, the building is shown as an empty square, which typically indicates a large
outbuilding, but may instead indicate that the building was abandoned. It is possible this building is the old school. While
it is not listed on the Old Ohio Schools website in the Pickaway County section, there are several district schools that
have the same basic form as this building (Turner 2019).

43. History and Significance
It does not appear that the property is associated with any persons or events significant in history. This highly altered

example of a relatively common type has very low integrity.

44. Description of Environment and Outbuildings (See #52)
The parcel includes a modern pole barn (2010) which may serve as automotive repair business space.

45. Sources of Information
-none-
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Symmetry: Bilateral symmetry
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                               PIC0075904  Page: 2 of 2

5. Historic or Other Name(s):



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENT F 
PHASE I ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY: ADDENDUM FOR THE RICKENBACKER 
GLOBAL LOGISTICS PARK, CARGO CAMPUS ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

IN MADISON TOWNSHIP, PICKAWAY COUNTY, OHIO 



Phase I Archaeological Survey: Addendum for the 

Rickenbacker Global Logistics Park,  

Cargo Campus Environmental Assessment in  

Madison Township, Pickaway County, Ohio 

 

By 

 

Dawn Walter Gagliano, MA 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



2020-2486-02 Addendum Ph 1 Archaeology Rev 

 

Phase I Archaeological Survey: Addendum for the  

Rickenbacker Global Logistics Park,  

Cargo Campus Environmental Assessment in  

Madison Township, Pickaway County, Ohio 

 

By 

 

Dawn Walter Gagliano, MA 

 

 

 

 

 

Submitted By: 

Kevin Schwarz 

Project Manager 

ASC Group, Inc. 

800 Freeway Drive North, Suite 101 

Columbus, Ohio 43229 

614.268.2514 

 

 

 

 

 

Submitted To: 

Chris Sandfoss 

Landrum & Brown, Inc. 

4445 Lake Forest Drive, Suite 700 

Cincinnati, Ohio 45242 

513.530.5333 

 

 

 

 

 

Lead Agency:  Federal Aviation Administration 

 

 

 

 

 

September 8, 2020 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This page intentionally left blank 



 

i 

ABSTRACT 

ASC Group, Inc., under contract with Landrum & Brown, Inc. has completed an addendum 
Phase I archaeological survey to accompany the Section 106 Project Summary Form for the 
Rickenbacker Global Logistics Park, Cargo Campus Environmental Assessment project in 
Madison Township, Pickaway County, Ohio in July 2020. A 3.6 hectare (ha) [9.1 acre (ac)] parcel 
was investigated as part of the addendum Phase I survey. 

There are various disturbances in the southern and eastern parts of this parcel, including 
disturbance associated with a golf course clubhouse and a driving range, which has been 
demolished prior to Columbus Regional Airport Authority (CRAA) ownership. Also, the golf 
course landscaping introduced some disturbance, including the construction of a pond. The parcel 
includes the former Landings at Rickenbacker Golf Course that was privately owned and operated 
before the golf course was closed and the property was acquired by the CRAA in 2015. In the 
northern portion of the 3.6 ha (9.1 ac) parcel, there is less evidence of disturbance, but there was a 
water treatment plant and another pond evident on aerial imagery dating back to 2003. Light 
Detection and Ranging (LiDAR) mapping shows evidence of soil berms and other earth moving. 
In the northern and northwest portions, approximately 0.61 ha (1.5 ac) of relatively undisturbed 
land was identified, which was formerly farmland and the former fringe of the golf facility. These 
areas were subjected to a Phase I archaeological survey with spot disturbance assessment of areas 
to the east and south. 

Four survey areas were delineated for Phase I survey and subject to investigation. The 
remaining project area parcel was subject to visual inspection and a walk over. Area 1 was surface 
collected; while Areas 2–4 were shovel tested. One auger was placed in Area 2 to determine the 
depth of the disturbance and evaluate if any intact soils remained below the disturbance. The soils 
in Areas 2–4 are heavily disturbed. No cultural materials were encountered. Area 1 had good 
surface visibility at the time of the survey; however, no cultural materials were encountered. The 
remaining portion of the project area was heavily disturbed. 

No further work is recommended for this parcel. 



 

ii 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

ABSTRACT ..................................................................................................................................... i 
 
TABLE OF CONTENTS ................................................................................................................ ii 
 
LIST OF FIGURES ....................................................................................................................... iii 
 
LIST OF PLATES ......................................................................................................................... iii 
 
INTRODUCTION .......................................................................................................................... 1 

Research Goals............................................................................................................................ 2 
Background Research ................................................................................................................. 3 
Literature Review Update ........................................................................................................... 3 

 
METHODS ..................................................................................................................................... 6 

Archaeological Field Methods .................................................................................................... 6 
 
RESULTS ....................................................................................................................................... 7 

Survey Results ............................................................................................................................ 7 
 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS ......................................................................... 9 
 
REFERENCES ............................................................................................................................. 10 
 
FIGURES ...................................................................................................................................... 12 

 
PLATES ........................................................................................................................................ 18 

 



 

iii 

LIST OF FIGURES 

Figure 1. Portions of the ODOT Franklin and Pickaway counties highway map showing the 
vicinity of the proposed project parcel..................................................................... 13 

 
Figure 2. Portion of the 1992 Lockbourne, Ohio quadrangle (USGS 7.5’ topographic map) 

showing proposed project. ....................................................................................... 14 

 
Figure 3. Portion of the 1992 Lockbourne, Ohio quadrangle (USGS 7.5’ topographic map) 

showing the previous cultural resource investigations and previously inventoried 
cultural resources within and adjacent to the project area. ...................................... 15 

 
Figure 4.  LiDAR mapping of the project area showing the areas of disturbance within the 

parcel. ....................................................................................................................... 16 

 
Figure 5.  Aerial photograph detailing the archaeological survey and keyed to the plates. ..... 17 
 
 
LIST OF PLATES 

Plate 1.   Overview of the corn field in Area 1, looking southwest. ....................................... 19 

 
Plate 2.   View of the surface visibility in Area 1, looking south. .......................................... 19 

 
Plate 3.   Overview of Area 2, looking northeast. ................................................................... 20 
 
Plate 4.   View of the vegetation in Area 2, looking east. ....................................................... 20 

 
Plate 5.   View of Area 3, looking north. ................................................................................ 21 
 
Plate 6.   Overview of Area 4, looking south. ......................................................................... 21 
 
Plate 7.   Overview of the project area, looking west. ............................................................ 22 
 
Plate 8.   View of the project area, looking north. .................................................................. 22 
 
Plate 9.   View of the project area, looking northwest from the southeastern corner along Air 

Base Road/Wright Road (an interior perimeter road). ............................................. 23 
 
Plate 10.   View along Air Base Road/Wright Road (an interior perimeter road), looking west.

.................................................................................................................................. 23 

 



 

1 

INTRODUCTION 

ASC Group, Inc. (ASC), under contract with Landrum & Brown, Inc. has completed an 

addendum Phase I archaeological survey to accompany the Section 106 Project Summary Form 

for the Rickenbacker Global Logistics Park (RGLP), Cargo Campus Environmental Assessment 

completed by Douglas Terpstra (2020). The project would be located on land that is owned by the 

Columbus Regional Airport Authority (CRAA). The project location is south of the Rickenbacker 

International Airport (LCK) in Madison Township, Pickaway County in the southeastern portion 

of the CRAA property (Figures 1 and 2). 

The Proposed Action consists of the development of five commercial bulk distribution 

warehouses, as well as an extension of Rickenbacker Parkway to provide access to the site. The 

Proposed Action would occur on an approximately 133.5-hectare (ha) [330-acre (ac)] site located 

south of LCK. The Proposed Action includes the following activities: 

 Site preparation of the Cargo Campus site which measures approximately 133.5 ha (330 
ac) in size and is located south of RGLP; 

 Extension of Rickenbacker Parkway Phases 3b and 4; 

 Construction and operation of five commercial bulk distribution warehouses totaling 
approximately 4.2 million square feet in area on the Cargo Campus; 

 Construction of paved parking and internal vehicle circulation roads; 

 Extension of utilities to and within the site; and  

 Development of stormwater mitigation areas. 
 

CRAA is proposing an expansion of warehouse facilities at the RGLP on the border of 

Franklin and Pickaway counties, Ohio. Most of this 133.5-ha (330-ac) area needed for the 

warehouse facilities was surveyed previously for archaeology at the Phase I level by ASC in 2005, 

but a rectangular 4.5-ha (11.3-ac) area was not surveyed (Hillen et al. 2005). The parcel includes 

the former Landings at Rickenbacker Golf Course that was privately owned and operated before 

the golf course was closed and the property was acquired by the CRAA in 2015. 

However, in 2019, ASC surveyed a 0.89-ha (2.2-ac) portion of this area for a laydown yard 

for a sanitary subtrunk sewer line installation (Aukeman and Schwarz 2019a, 2019b). Thus, 

currently there are 3.6 ha (9.1 ac) needing to be cleared by the Ohio State Historic Preservation 

Office (SHPO) prior to the construction of the logistics park. 
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There are various disturbances in the southern and eastern parts of this parcel, including 

disturbance associated with a golf course clubhouse, which has been demolished, and a driving 

range. The golf course landscaping introduced some disturbance and there is a pond. The parcel 

includes the former Landings at Rickenbacker Golf Course that was privately owned and operated 

before the golf course was closed and the property was acquired by the CRAA in 2015. In the 

northern portion of the 3.6 ha (9.1 ac) parcel, there is less evidence of disturbance, but there was a 

water treatment plant and another pond. Light Detection and Ranging (LiDAR) mapping shows 

evidence of soil berms and other earth moving. In the northern and northwest portions, 

approximately 0.61 ha (1.5 ac) of relatively undisturbed land was identified, which was formerly 

farmland and the former fringe of the golf facility. These areas were subjected to a Phase I 

archaeological survey with spot disturbance assessment of areas to the east and south. Today these 

areas are grassy. A fairly substantial prehistoric archaeological site (33PI757) is located 19.8 

meters (m) [65-feet (ft)] to the north, and a Phase II archaeological investigation was completed at 

the site in 2007 (Hillen et al. 2007). 

The purpose of this investigation is to provide information for compliance with Section 

106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966. The survey was completed in accordance 

with Archeology and Historic Preservation; Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines 

(Federal Register 1983). The federal standards are supplemented by the SHPO (1994) Archaeology 

Guidelines. The goals of this survey were to identify and document all archaeological resources in 

the project area and to determine if any of the identified resources might be eligible for inclusion 

in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The evaluation of eligibility followed the 

NRHP criteria for evaluation (Andrus 1997). 

An updated literature review was conducted for this project. Dawn Walter Gagliano, Eric 

Aukeman, and Marie Swartz completed the fieldwork on July 29, 2020. Kevin Schwarz, PhD, 

RPA, served as the principal investigator and project manager. This report outlines the methods 

and results of this Phase I cultural resources survey. 

RESEARCH GOALS 

The primary goal of this Phase I archaeological survey is the location and identification of 

archaeological resources in the study area and, if possible, to recommend a determination as to 

their eligibility for inclusion on the NRHP. As such, it is difficult to link the Phase I study with an 

explicit research design outside of the basic goals of anthropological and historical research. These 



 

3 

goals include the construction of cultural chronologies, the reconstruction of past lifeways, and the 

search for the processes of cultural change. 

BACKGROUND RESEARCH 

Before an effective cultural resources survey can be conducted, it is necessary to have an 

understanding of the environmental setting, the prehistory and history within that environment, 

and any previous research in the region. With this information it is possible to develop a framework 

for understanding the prehistoric and early historic settlement patterns in the region. This may be 

utilized to guide fieldwork and the interpretation of any cultural remains that might be encountered, 

and to preliminarily evaluate their NRHP eligibility. 

A detailed cultural history of the area has been adequately presented in numerous Phase I 

reports and will not be presented in this addendum document (Aukeman and Schwarz 2019a, 

2019b; Walter Gagliano 2020). A series of literature reviews have been conducted for numerous 

development projects adjacent to the current project area (Aukeman and Schwarz 2019a, 2019b; 

Terpstra 2020; Walter Gagliano 2020) and will be summarized below. 

LITERATURE REVIEW UPDATE 

The following information is adapted from Aukeman and Schwarz 2019a, 2019b; Terpstra 

2020; and Walter Gagliano 2020. The original literature review consisted of checking the 

following records pertaining to Franklin and Pickaway counties at SHPO and Ohio History 

Connection (OHC): National Historic Landmark (NHL) listings, NRHP listings, NRHP 

nomination form files, NRHP determination of eligibility files, Archeological Atlas of Ohio (Mills 

1914), United States Geological Survey (USGS) 15’ topographic maps, and USGS 7.5’ 

topographic maps. 

Historical maps and cemetery records pertaining to Pickaway County were checked at the 

Archives-Library, OHC. The literature review update consisted of checking the SHPO on-line 

Geographic Information Systems (GIS) website. These websites were used to identify any of the 

following types of resources that might be within the vicinity of the study area: the locations of 

NHL; historic properties listed in the NRHP, determined eligible for listing in the NRHP, and 

delisted from the NRHP; properties that have received federal and/or state historic rehabilitation 

tax credits; archaeological sites and architectural history resources included in the Ohio 

Archaeological Inventory (OAI) and Ohio Historic Inventory (OHI), respectively; dams; 

cemeteries recorded by the Ohio Genealogical Society (Troutman 2003); areas previously 
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surveyed for cultural resources pursuant to the Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 

Act of 1966, state law, and other cultural resources management activities; and historic bridges. 

Many previous surveys and cultural resources have been recorded near the project. No 

NHL or historic bridges are in the immediate vicinity of the project. Of the hundreds of sites in 

Franklin and Pickaway counties recorded by Mills (1914) along the Scioto River and Walnut 

Creek, the only one near the study area is a mound located about 0.8 km (0.5 mi) south of Air Base 

Road in the southwestern corner of Section 17. 

There are 42 archaeological sites recorded within 1.6 km (1 mi) of the parcel (Figure 3). 

While none are within the current project area, 33PI757 is located approximately 19 m (65 ft) to 

the north. 

Nine previous Phase I cultural resources surveys are documented within the literature 

review area: Aukeman and Schwarz (2019a, 2019b), Hillen and Bankowitz (2004), Hillen et al. 

2005, 2007), Schwarz (2008), Sewell et al. (2019), Terpstra (2020), and Walter Gagliano (2020) 

[Figure 3]. 

Aukeman and Schwarz (2019a, 2019b) completed two surveys for a sanitary sewer 

expansion project south of the RGLP. The surveys identified 12 archaeological sites, none of 

which were deemed to be eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. 

Hillen and Bankowitz (2004) completed a cultural resources survey to the southwest of the 

current project area that documented four archaeological sites and four architectural properties, 

none of which were deemed eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. 

Hillen et al. (2005) was a survey for development areas to the north, east, and west of this 

project area that documented 35 archaeological sites and 17 architectural history properties. 

Further work was recommended at three of the prehistoric archaeological sites (33PI757, 33PI767, 

and 33PI770) if they could not be avoided by the project; the rest of documented cultural resources 

were not deemed eligible for inclusion in the NRHP (Hillen et al. 2005). Hillen et al. (2007) 

completed a Phase II survey for 33PI757, which they recommended be determined not eligible for 

the NRHP. Ohio SHPO concurred with ASC’s eligibility recommendation for 33PI757. 

Sewell et al. (2019) conducted a cultural resource survey for the proposed Pickaway 

County Industrial Park. The project area for this survey is located mostly south of the former golf 

course. The Area of Potential Effects (APE) for above-ground structures in the Sewell et al. (2019) 

study extends north to include buildings along Air Base Road, including three near the present 
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project: PIC-757-4 through PIC-759-4. These three resources are not shown on Figure 3, which 

focuses on archaeological sites. No history/architecture resources recorded by Sewell et al. (2019) 

were recommended as eligible for the NRHP. 

Schwarz (2008) completed a Phase I archaeological survey on Columbus Regional Airport 

Authority property at RGLP for the Industrial Development Opportunity Area (IDO) 4 in Harrison 

Township, Pickaway County, Ohio. The project investigated approximately 4.2 ha (10.2 ac) and 

identified one archaeological site: 33PI960, a small historic scatter. The site was determined 

ineligible for inclusion in the NRHP and no further work was recommended.  

Terpstra (2020) completed a SHPO scoping request form, that this report is an addendum 

to, who concluded that no further cultural resources investigation of the APE is recommended. 

Walter Gagliano (2020) completed a Phase I archaeological survey for a proposed 

perimeter access road within the LCK grounds. Two sites were documented, none of which were 

deemed eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. 

Examination of historic USGS topographic maps show that the project area has previously 

had sparse aboveground development other than resources related to Lockbourne Air Force Base 

(AFB). The 1925 East Columbus, Ohio quadrangle (USGS 15’ topographic map) shows buildings 

north, west, and south of the project area that were removed during the development of Lockbourne 

AFB beginning in the 1940s. East of the project area, three buildings are depicted at the south bend 

in London Lancaster Road, none of which are extant today. There are three properties (PIC-757-4 

through PIC-759-4) along Air Base Road that were recorded in the OHI by Sewell et al. (2019). 

The 1964 Lockbourne, Ohio quadrangle (USGS 7.5’ topographic map) shows roads, buildings, 

and structures associated with Lockbourne AFB. Two farmsteads are depicted at the south bend in 

London Lancaster Road, neither of which are extant today, although the barn from one of the 

properties may now be part of a later property. No buildings are depicted along the eastern side of 

London Lancaster Road or along the road extending east from its south bend. No additional 

properties were present along Air Base Road. Detailed historic USGS mapping can be found in 

Terpstra (2020). 

The first Euroamerican burial made in Madison Township (Ohio Genealogical Society 

Identification [OGSID] 9513) is reportedly located in the center of Section 17 and depicted in the 

SHPO GIS database along the south side of Air Base Road near the eastern end of the project area 
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(Figure 3). The grave location is unknown and the burial condition is listed as one. It is labeled as 

“First Cemetery” on Figure 3. 

 
METHODS 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL FIELD METHODS 

Four methods of investigation were utilized during the Phase I archaeological survey: 

visual inspection, shovel test pit (STP) excavation, auger testing, and surface collection. All survey 

areas were entirely visually inspected to identify readily visible archaeological resources, such as 

mounds, earthworks, and building or structure remnants, and to identify areas of disturbance. 

Visual inspection, as the name implies, is a visual examination of areas. 

Surface collection was performed in areas that yielded greater than 50 percent surface 

visibility. Areas subjected to surface collection were traversed at 5-m (16.4-ft) intervals while the 

surface was carefully examined for cultural material. Surface collection was performed in Area 1. 

Auger testing was conducted in those areas having a potential for buried archaeological 

deposits. An 8.8-centimeter (cm) [3.5-inch (in)] screw type auger is utilized to test the alluvium as 

deeply as possible. Soils are examined for color, texture, structure, and artifact content. Soils 

recovered from the auger are screened through 0.64-cm (0.25-in) hardware cloth. Auger testing 

was conducted in Area 2 only. 

STP excavation is a subsurface testing strategy utilized to determine the presence of 

archaeological resources in relatively level areas where the surface visibility is less than 50 percent. 

Typically, STPs are excavated 15 m (50 ft) apart. However, for the current project, due to the high 

level of previous ground disturbance, the interval was increased to 30-m (98-ft) intervals. STPs 

are 50-cm (20-in) squares and are typically excavated to a minimum depth of 5 cm (2 in) into the 

subsoil, but do not usually exceed a depth of 50 cm (20in). Soil from the STPs is screened through 

0.64-cm (0.25-in) hardware cloth to facilitate the recovery of artifacts. In all instances, the STPs 

were placed at the discretion of the supervising archaeologist based on lot lines and buildings 

depicted on historic mapping. Notes are taken on each STP, to record soil characteristics and 

whether cultural material is present. STP excavations were conducted in Areas 2–4. 

Additional field notes are kept to record information including field conditions, methods 

of investigation, locations of STPs, sites, features, etc. Similar notes are kept for each site to record 

field conditions, landforms, methods of investigation, site characteristics, photograph numbers, 
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etc. Photographs of the sites, excavation units, and survey areas are taken as deemed appropriate. 

A record of the photographs is kept in a photo log. The locations where STPs are excavated and 

various landmarks, etc., are recorded using a Trimble GeoXT Global Positioning System (GPS) 

unit. 

 
RESULTS 

SURVEY RESULTS 

The overall acreage of the current project area was visually inspected. The area is currently 

overgrown with tall weeds offering very limited surface visibility. Based on the LiDAR data, four 

areas were identified as possibly having intact soils and the potential to yield cultural materials 

(Figure 4). The northwestern corner of the current project area is also in close proximity to 

33PI757, a large prehistoric site located 19.8 m (65.0 ft) to the north. The remainder of the parcel 

appears to be heavily disturbed by historic and modern disturbances. 

The project area was divided into four survey areas (Areas 1–4) based on available LiDAR 

and aerial imagery (Figure 4). Area 1 was visually inspected and surface collected; while Areas 2–

4 were visually inspected and shovel tested. Auger testing occurred in Area 2 only (Figure 5). 

Soils in the vicinity are part of the Crosby-Kokomo-Celina Association with Kokomo silt 

clay loam making up the majority of the project area, and a small part of the western portion of the 

project area consisting of Crosby silt loam (United States Department of Agriculture, Soil 

Conservation Service 1980). 

Area 1 is small triangular section in the northwestern corner of the project area and consists 

of a corn field with 80 percent surface visibility (Figure 5; Plates 1–2). Due to the high surface 

visibility, the corn field was surface collected at a 5-m (16.4-ft) interval. No cultural materials were 

found in Area 1. 

Area 2 is a section along the northern end of the project area boundary and adjacent to the 

corn field (Figure 5; Plates 3–4). This section for the project area is approximately 19 m (65 ft) 

south of site 33PI757, a Paleoinidan/Early Archaic camp. The area was investigated through STP 

excavation and auger testing. Due to the disturbed condition of the soils in this area, six STPs were 

excavated across the area at 30-m (98-ft) intervals. A generalized soil profile for Area 2 consists 

of a 0-35 cm (0-13 in) layer of mottled brown (10YR 5/3) silt loam with dark yellowish brown 

(10YR 4/4) compact silt loam over a mottled yellowish brown (10YR 5/6) silt loam with very dark 
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brown (10YR 2/2) compact redox silt loam. An auger test was placed in the base of STP T1 U3. 

The STP was excavated to a depth of 50 cm (20 in) below the ground surface, then the auger was 

used to investigate soils to a depth of 1 m (3 ft). The soils in the auger consisted of a mottled 

yellowish brown (10YR 5/6) silt loam with very dark brown (10YR 2/2) compact silt loam to a 

depth of 70 cm (27 in), then transition to a yellowish brown (10YR 5/6) sandy silt loam to the 

depth of 1 m (3 ft). No intact paleosols or cultural materials were encountered in the auger test. No 

cultural materials were found in Area 2. 

Areas 3 and 4 are along the northwestern edge of the project area, adjacent to the edge of 

the corn field (Figure 5; Plates 5–6). These areas are covered with dense weeds, thistles, and 

brambles, often indicative of disturbed soils. The visual inspection of Areas 3 and 4 showed 

numerous piles of pushed soils and gravel. The terrain was severely rutted and small exposed 

patches of soil showed mottled soils on the surface mixed with rocks and gravel. Shovel testing in 

Areas 3 and 4 indicated that the soils in these two sections are heavily disturbed. A generalized 

soil profile for Areas 3 and 4 consists of a 0–35 cm (0–13 in) layer of mottled brown (10YR 5/3) 

silt loam with dark yellowish brown (10YR 4/4) compact silt loam over a mottled yellowish brown 

(10YR 5/6) silt loam with very dark brown (10YR 2/2) compact redox silt loam. No cultural 

materials were found in Areas 3 or 4. 

The remainder of the overall project area was subject to visual inspection and a walk over 

(Figure 5; Plates 7–10). The areas contained two former pond locations with 70 percent surface 

visibility that had patches of soil that showed mottled soils on the surface mixed with rocks and 

gravel. The overall project area contained many push piles and evidence of prior ground 

disturbances. A review of aerial images on Google Earth indicates that the project area was heavily 

disturbed due to the golf course clubhouse construction and the installation of septic facilities 

dating back to at least 1994. 
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

CRAA is proposing an expansion of warehouse facilities at the RGLP on the border of 

Franklin and Pickaway counties, Ohio. ASC has completed an addendum Phase I archaeological 

survey for the proposed development in the area. 

The project area is adjacent to the previously surveyed IDO Area 4 (Hillen et al. 2005). 

Most of this 133.5-ha (330-ac) area needed for the warehouse facilities was surveyed previously 

for archaeology at the Phase I level by ASC in 2005, but a rectangular 4.5 ha (11.3-ac) area was 

not surveyed. In 2019, ASC surveyed a 0.89 ha (2.2-ac) portion of this area for a laydown yard for 

a sanitary subtrunk sewer line installation (Aukeman and Schwarz 2019a, 2019b). There are 3.6 

ha (9.1 ac) needing to be cleared by the SHPO prior to the construction of the logistics park. 

There are various disturbances in the southern and eastern parts of this parcel, including 

disturbance associated with a golf course clubhouse, which has been demolished, and a driving 

range. Also, the golf course landscaping introduced some disturbance, including the construction 

of a pond. In the northern portion of the 3.6 ha (9.1 ac) parcel, there is less evidence of disturbance, 

but there was a water treatment plant and another pond evident on aerial imagery dating back to 

2003. LiDAR mapping shows evidence of soil berms and other earth moving. In the northern and 

northwest portions, approximately 0.6 ha (1.5 ac) of relatively undisturbed land were identified, 

which was formerly farmland and the former fringe of the golf facility. These areas were subjected 

to a Phase I archaeological survey with spot disturbance assessment of areas to the east and south. 

Today these areas are grassy. 

The investigations described above were conducted in response to Section 106 of the 

National Historic Preservation Act. The goals of this investigation were to determine whether 

archaeological or other cultural resources exist within the project area and, if possible, to determine 

whether any identified resources meet the NRHP criteria for evaluation. 

Four survey areas were delineated for Phase I survey and subject to investigation. The 

remaining project area parcel was subject to visual inspection and a walk over. Area 1 was surface 

collected; while Areas 2–4 were shovel tested. One auger was placed in Area 2 to determine the 

depth of the disturbance and evaluate if any intact soils remained below the disturbance. The soils 

in Areas 2–4 are heavily disturbed. No cultural materials were encountered. Area 1 had good 

surface visibility at the time of the survey; however, no cultural materials were encountered. The 

remaining portion of the project area was heavily disturbed from modern earthmoving activities. 

No further work is recommended for this parcel. 
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Portions of the ODOT Franklin and Pickaway
counties highway map showing the vicinity of the
proposed project parcel.
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Plate 1.  Overview of the corn field in Area 1, looking southwest. 
 

 
 

Plate 2.  View of the surface visibility in Area 1, looking south. 
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Plate 3.  Overview of Area 2, looking northeast. 
 

 
 

Plate 4.  View of the vegetation in Area 2, looking east. 
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Plate 5.  View of Area 3, looking north. 
 

 
 

Plate 6.  Overview of Area 4, looking south. 
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Plate 7.  Overview of the project area, looking west. 
 

 
 

Plate 8.  View of the project area, looking north. 
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Plate 9.   View of the project area, looking northwest from the southeastern corner along Air 
Base Road/Wright Road (an interior perimeter road). 

 

 
 

Plate 10.  View along Air Base Road/Wright Road (an interior perimeter road), looking west. 
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Letter from SHPO to FAA with Concurrence of Finding of ‘No Effect on 
Historic Properties’ (dated October 26, 2020) 
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October 26, 2020 In reply, please refer to: 
       2020-FRA-49574 

 
Ernest P. Gubry 
Federal Aviation Administration 
Detroit Airports District Office 
Metro Airport Center 
11677 South Wayne Road, Suite 107 
Romulus, Michigan 48174 
 
RE: Proposed Cargo Campus Development at the Rickenbacker Global Logistics Park 
 Madison Township, Franklin and Pickaway Counties, Ohio 
 
Dear Mr. Gubry: 
  
This letter is in response to correspondence received on September 24, 2020. Our comments are made 
pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, and the 
associated regulations at 36 CFR Part 800. 
 
The Proposed Action consists of the development of several commercial cargo and warehouse 
structures, as well as extension of Rickenbacker Parkway to provide access to the site. The project is 
being proposed by the Columbus Regional Airport Authority (CRAA) and requires Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) consent to convert airport-dedicated property to non-aeronautical, revenue-
producing purposes. 
 
The following comments pertain to the Phase I Archaeological Survey: Addendum for the 
Rickenbacker Global Logistics Park, Cargo Campus Environmental Assessment in Madison Township, 
Pickaway County, Ohio (ASC Group, Inc.) (ASC) (2020). A literature review, visual inspection, and 
shovel test unit excavation were completed as part of the investigations. The current investigations did 
not result in the identification of any cultural materials. No additional investigation is necessary. 
 
The following comments pertain to the Section 106 Project Summary Form Supporting Information for 
the Rickenbacker Global Logistics Park, Cargo Campus Environmental Assessment in Madison 
Township, Franklin County, and Madison Township, Pickaway County, Ohio (ASC) (2020). A 
literature review and field survey were completed as part of the investigations. Four properties with a 
house or outbuilding fifty years of age or older were newly recorded to the Ohio Historic Inventory 
(OHI). Additionally, three previously recorded OHI properties were assessed for eligibility. It is ASC’s 
recommendation that the properties identified in the report are not eligible for listing in the National 
Register of Historic Places. Our office agrees with ASC’s recommendations regarding eligibility. 
 
Based on the information provided, our office concurs with your finding that the project as proposed 
will have no effect on historic properties. No further coordination with this office is necessary, unless 
the project changes. 
 



 

 

October 26, 2020 
Ernest P. Gubry 
Page 2 
 
 
If you have any questions, please contact me at jwilliams@ohiohistory.org. 
Thank you for your cooperation. 
 

 
 
“Please be advised that this is a Section 106 decision. This review decision may not extend to other SHPO programs.” 
 

RPR Serial No:  1085666 
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Via email: Ernest.Gubry@faa.gov 
 
January 6, 2021 
 
Ernest Gubry 
Detroit Airports District Office 
Metro Airport Center 
11677 South Wayne Road, Ste. 107 
Romulus, MI 48174 
 
Re: Cargo Campus Development at Rickenbacker Global Logistics Park, Franklin & Pickaway 
Counties, Ohio – Comments of the Miami Tribe of Oklahoma 
  
Dear Mr. Gubry: 
 
Aya, kikwehsitoole – I show you respect. The Miami Tribe of Oklahoma, a federally recognized 
Indian tribe with a Constitution ratified in 1939 under the Oklahoma Indian Welfare Act of 1936, 
respectfully submits the following comments regarding Cargo Campus Development at 
Rickenbacker Global Logistics Park in Franklin & Pickaway Counties, Ohio.   
 
The Miami Tribe offers no objection to the above-referenced project at this time, as we are not 
currently aware of existing documentation directly linking a specific Miami cultural or historic 
site to the project site.  However, given the Miami Tribe’s deep and enduring relationship to its 
historic lands and cultural property within present-day Ohio, if any human remains or Native 
American cultural items falling under the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation 
Act (NAGPRA) or archaeological evidence is discovered during any phase of this project, the 
Miami Tribe requests immediate consultation with the entity of jurisdiction for the location of 
discovery. In such a case, please contact me at 918-541-8966 or by email at 
dhunter@miamination.com to initiate consultation. 
 
The Miami Tribe accepts the invitation to serve as a consulting party to the proposed project. In 
my capacity as Tribal Historic Preservation Officer I am the point of contact for consultation. 
  
Respectfully, 
 

 
 
Diane Hunter 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 

Miami Tribe of Oklahoma 
 3410 P St. NW, Miami, OK 74354 ● P.O. Box 1326, Miami, OK 74355 

Ph: (918) 541-1300 ● Fax: (918) 542-7260 
www.miamination.com 
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Cummins-Sanchez, Guadalupe (FAA)

From: Cummins-Sanchez, Guadalupe (FAA)
Sent: Friday, June 25, 2021 4:20 PM
To: dhunter@miamination.com
Subject: Cargo Campus Development at Rickenbacker Global Logistics Park - EA

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Ms. Hunter,  
 
I am following up to my call this afternoon. I am contacting you in regards to the Environmental Assessment (EA) for the 
Proposed Cargo Campus Development at the Rickenbacker Global Logistics Park, in Columbus, Ohio. 
 
The FAA received your letter January 6, 2021 stating no objection to the proposed project.  During project scoping, the Ohio 
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) also concurred with the FAA’s finding the proposed project will have no effects on historic 
properties.   
 
A letter dated March 18, 2021 was sent to you by Landrum & Brown informing you of the availability of the Draft EA, which was 
available for public review from March 19 to April 20, 2021. A public virtual workshop was held on April 20, 2021. I apologize for 
not informing you directly of that project milestone.   
 
I wanted to confirm whether you had further comments and ask if you would like the FAA to provide a link to the electronic copy 
of the Final EA at the time of final FAA decision.   
 
Please let me know any comments you may have by July  2, 2021. 
 
Regards,  
 
 
Guadalupe Cummins 
Environmental Protection Specialist 
 
FAA Detroit Airports District Office 
11677 S. Wayne Road, Suite 107 
Romulus, MI 48174 
 
Cell: 313-282-1297 (during telework) 
 
 
 
 
 

Guadalupe Cummins-Sa
Highlight
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Appendix D – Water Resources 

This appendix contains a copy of the Jurisdictional Determination and coordination with the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers to obtain permitting in accordance with Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.  

A wetland delineation field survey was conducted at the Proposed Action in 2015 and updated in 2019. A 
Potential Jurisdictional Waters Survey Report and request for Jurisdictional Determination (JD) was submitted to 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) in December 2019. The USACE issued a JD on January 21, 2020. 
The Navigable Waters Protection Rule (NWPR), which revised previous guidance by which USACE determines 
the jurisdictional status of streams and wetlands, became effective on June 22, 2020. Therefore, additional 
coordination was conducted with the USACE to determine jurisdictional status of the wetlands and streams within 
the Proposed Action site. The following pages contains the following documentation: 

 Jurisdictional Determination – dated January 21, 2020 

 Request for early scoping comments on the EA – dated August 13, 2020 

 Response to request for scoping comments – dated September 3, 2020 

 Request for an updated JD (with revisions to the Potential Jurisdictional Waters Survey Report based on 
the June 2020 NWPR guidelines) – dated May 17, 2021 
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TranSystems 

400 West Nationwide Blvd 
Suite 225 
Columbus OH 43215 

www.transystems.com 
May 17, 2021 

Ms. Kayla Osborne 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Regulatory Division Office 
Huntington District Office  
502 Eighth Street 
Huntington, WV 25701 

Re: JD LRH-2019-990-SCR-UNT Walnut Creek Revised Jurisdictional 
Determination request for Cargo Campus 

Ms. Osborne, 

On behalf of the Columbus Regional Airport Authority (CRAA) we are submitting here for your 
review the revised Jurisdictional Determination Request (JDR) form for the Cargo Campus located 
in Lockbourne Ohio.  Also included is the Potential Jurisdictional Waters Survey Report dated 
November 2019, and revised on April 28, 2021 to account for the 2020 changes to the NWPR 

The CRAA is requesting that your agency review the attached revised report and issue a revised JD 
in accordance with the new definition of waters of the U.S. Should you have any questions or
comments please contact me at TranSystems (direct number: 614-433-7813 or 
bsmetz@transystems.com.   

Respectfully, 

Brian S. Metz, 
Senior Environmental Scientist 
TranSystems Corporation 

http://www.transystems.com/
mailto:bsmetz@transystems.com
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1.0  INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 Project Description 
TranSystems Corporation was selected to complete a comprehensive survey of potentially 
jurisdictional aquatic resources (i.e. wetlands, streams, jurisdictional ditches) on the 328.672 acre 
property, known as the Cargo Campus, owned by the Columbus Regional Airport Authority (CRAA) 
in and around the Rickenbacker International Airport in Franklin and Pickaway Counties, Ohio.  This 
area was previously surveyed in 2015. This report documents the results of the updated, 2019 field 
reconnaissance and survey.  Summaries of results are presented in tabular format within the report.  
Maps are presented in Appendix A, photos are presented in Appendix B, and field data sheets are 
presented in Appendix C. 
 
1.2 Study Area Description 
The study area is located directly southeast of Rickenbacker International Airport (Figures 1-2), and 
directly north of the former Landings at Rickenbacker Golf Club property.  The study area includes a 
mix of active row crop fields, wooded lots, and fallow fields. 
 
In years prior to the current survey, the dominant land use within the study area has been active 
agriculture. During the 2019 survey, the majority of the study area is still actively farmed and was 
planted in soybeans for the 2019 growing season. Non-agricultural areas are dominated by forest 
(ash-maple and ash-oak), shrub communities (multi-flora rose dominated), as well as streams and 
wetlands.  
 
The study area is located within the Big Run-Walnut Creek watershed (HUC 05060001-18-05).  
Study area waters flow south into Walnut Creek, which then flows southwest into the Scioto River. 
 
1.3 Study Objectives 
This report documents data that was collected to describe the aquatic and wetland habitats located 
within the study area.  The study objectives were as follows: 
 

 Identify and evaluate the significance of the aquatic and wetland habitats 
 

 Evaluate any streams and wetlands within the study area by utilizing the most current 
versions of the Qualitative Habitat Evaluation Index (QHEI), Headwater Habitat Evaluation 
Index (HHEI), Ohio Rapid Assessment Method (ORAM), and US Army Corps of Engineers 
Wetland Delineation (Midwest Region) Forms 
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2.0  METHODS 
 
A field survey of the study area was conducted on September 30, 2019.  The weather conditions 
were warm and sunny with limited cloud cover during the investigation.  The following discusses the 
methods employed to delineate and evaluate the aquatic and wetland resources within the study 
area.  Secondary source information was evaluated prior to the initiation of fieldwork.  This review 
involved a close examination of the study area aerial imagery (Figure 1. Aerial Location Map), USGS 
topographic map (Figure 2. Topographic Map), Wetland and Stream maps created based off 2015 
wetland delineation reporting, National Wetland Inventory maps (Figure 4. NWI Map), NRCS soil 
survey maps (Figure 5. Soil Map) and the Flood Insurance Rate map (FIRM) (Figure 6. Flood 
Insurance Rate map (FIRM)-Study Area). 
 
2.1 Aquatic Resources 
Stream habitat evaluation assessments were completed utilizing the proper methodology of the 
Headwater Habitat Evaluation Index (HHEI) and Qualitative Habitat Evaluation Index (QHEI) for all 
encountered streams within the proposed study area.  Streams with a drainage area of one square 
mile or less and with the deepest pools 40 centimeters or less were evaluated using the HHEI 
developed by Ohio EPA (Final v3.0 January 2012), while streams with a drainage area greater than 
one square mile and with pools deeper than 40 centimeters were evaluated using the QHEI (Ohio 
EPA, 2006).  Furthermore, the flow regime of each stream within the study area was estimated (i.e. 
perennial, intermittent or ephemeral) and the length for that portion of each stream which was located 
within the study area boundaries was calculated (Table 1). 
 
2.1.1  Qualitative Habitat Evaluation Index (QHEI) 
The Qualitative Habitat Evaluation Index (QHEI) was used to characterize streams with drainage 
areas greater than one square mile, and to determine their appropriate Aquatic Life Use Designation 
established by the Ohio EPA.  This classification system rates streams according to their physical 
aquatic habitat quality and includes the following categories:  Coldwater Habitat (CWH), Exceptional 
Warmwater Habitat (EWH), Seasonal Salmonid Habitat (SSH), Warmwater Habitat (WWH), Limited 
Warmwater Habitat (LWH), Modified Warmwater Habitat (MWH), and Limited Resource Waters 
(LRW).  The Aquatic Life Use Designation is intended to provide streams within anti-degradation 
protection (i.e. to protect the existing beneficial use designations of the stream). 
 
2.1.2  Headwater Habitat Evaluation Index (HHEI) 
The Headwater Habitat Evaluation Index (HHEI) was used to determine the status of smaller streams 
as one of three classes of Primary Headwater Habitats (PHWH).  Class I streams offer limited aquatic 
habitat (namely, ephemeral streams), Class II streams offer seasonal aquatic habitat for pioneering 
species of fish, salamander, and benthic macroinvertebrates (warm-water adapted native fauna 
communities), and Class III streams offer substantial benthic macroinvertebrate, fish, and amphibian 
habitat.  Class III streams are often associated with cold water adapted species of headwater fish 
and/or obligate aquatic species of salamanders (cool-cold water adapted native fauna community).   
 
The HHEI method scores streams on a range of 0 to 100 based on physical characteristics.  
Generally, scores less than 30 indicate a Class I PHWH, scores 30 to 50 indicate a Class II PHWH, 
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scores 50 to 70 can be either Class II or Class III depending on substrate composition, and scores 
70 or greater indicate a Class III PHWH.  QHEI and HHEI field data sheets can be found in Appendix 
C.  
 
2.2  Wetland Resources 
2.2.1 Wetland Determinations 
Wetlands within the study area were identified and their boundaries determined using the procedures 
outlined in the 1987 Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual (Environmental Laboratory, 
1987) and the Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual:  
Midwest Region (USACE, 2010).  Wetlands were identified based on the presence of the following 
three criteria: occurrence of hydric soils, wetland hydrology, and greater than 50% hydrophytic 
vegetation.  An area must meet all three criteria to be considered a wetland. 
 
To determine if hydrophytic vegetation was present and abundant within each suspect wetland 
community, the dominant species from each stratum (tree, sapling, shrub, herb, and/or woody vine) 
was visually estimated.  The indicator status of each of the dominant species was determined using 
the USACE wetland indicator status plant list for Ohio (Lichvar et al. 2014).  An indicator status of 
obligate wetland (OBL), facultative wetland (FACW), facultative (FAC), facultative upland (FACU) 
and/or upland (UPL) has been assigned to each plant species, with three facultative categories 
(FACW, FAC, and FACU).  An area is considered to have hydrophytic vegetation when under normal 
circumstances, more than 50 percent of the dominant species from all strata are OBL, FACW, or 
FAC species. 
 
Dominance and Prevalence Tests were also run on all suspect wetland communities. The 
Dominance Test assesses if greater than 50 percent of all dominant species have an indicator status 
of FAC, OBL, or FACW, then the community is assumed to be dominated by wetland vegetation.  If 
50 percent or less of the dominant species has these statuses, then the community is considered 
dominated by upland species.  A Prevalence Test was also run on each wetland community area, 
which utilizes the total cover percentage of OBL, FACW, FAC, FACU, and UPL plant species and 
various multipliers to yield a ratio.  The resulting ratio or number must be below or equal a value of 
3.0 to qualify as a hydrophytic vegetation indicator. 
 
Soils in suspect wetland communities were evaluated for the presence of hydric soil indicators.  Soils 
were sampled using a tile spade or soil probe to a depth of 12 to 18 inches.  The profile was 
characterized in accordance with the Corps manual, including assessing the colors of the soil by 
comparison to the Munsell Soil Color Chart (Kollmorgen, 1994). Other features of the soil, including 
redoximorphic characteristics, hydrogen sulfide production, and apparent moisture regime were also 
noted.  Soil texture was estimated by the tactile method.  Hydric soil indicators were also determined 
using the NRCS Field Indicators of Hydric Soils in the United States, Version 7.0 (NRCS, 2010). 
 
Within the study area, suspect wetlands were examined for signs of hydrology.  These included 
primary signs such as surface water, saturated soils, water marks, water-stained leaves, drift 
deposits, sediment deposits, oxidized root zones surrounding live roots within the upper 12 inches 
of soil, and secondary signs such as surface soil cracks and drainage patterns (USACE, 2010).   
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Suspect wetland communities that met all three criteria; hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soils, and 
wetland hydrology were considered to be wetlands.  Wetland boundaries were mapped at the margin 
where one or more of these three criteria gave way to upland characteristics.  Surveys were also 
conducted in nearby apparent upland areas to confirm that one or more of the criteria were not met 
in those locations. 
 
Waters of the United States do not include prior converted cropland. However, if narrow bands 
adjacent to or small pockets interspersed among agricultural land were unable to support crops or 
were unable to be tilled due to the presence of hydrology for one or more years, and if these areas 
demonstrated the criteria for a wetland, they have been delineated as a non-agricultural wetland (i.e. 
unable to support agriculture). None of the wetlands met the definition of prior converted cropland. 
 
Wetland boundaries were delineated using hand-held Trimble Global Positioning System (GPS) 
Units.  The GPS data points were then entered into a GIS base map and the wetland areas were 
calculated.  Wetland Determination sheets can be found in Appendix C. 
 
2.2.2  Ohio Rapid Assessment Method (ORAM) 
To assess the function and quality of all wetlands within the subject property, the Ohio Rapid 
Assessment Method for Wetlands (ORAM version 5.0) by the Ohio Environmental Protection 
Agency, was utilized (Mack, 2001).  Ohio EPA has developed a method for the categorization of 
wetlands based on the quantification of certain criteria, which imposes differing levels of regulation.  
Those wetland categories are defined as 1, 2, and 3 and correspond to wetlands of low, medium, 
and high “quality” as per the ORAM v. 5.0.  Following Ohio EPA guidance, scoring sheets for 
individual wetlands within the study area were completed by detailed field observations and were 
used as the basis for provisional wetland categorizations.  ORAM data sheets can be found in 
Appendix C. 
 
2.2.3  Determination of Adjacency 
A United States Supreme Court ruling in 2001, found that while the United States Army Corps of 
Engineers (Corps) does have jurisdiction over wetlands that are considered adjacent (hydrologically 
connected) to a “water of the United States,” it does not have jurisdiction over isolated wetlands 
(SWANCC v. USACE, et al., 2001).  In response to this decision, the Ohio General Assembly (2001) 
enacted a bill that gives the Ohio EPA authority to regulate and permit impacts to isolated wetlands.  
Therefore, in an attempt to establish the level of jurisdictional authority, the hydrology of each wetland 
within the subject property was evaluated to define whether individual wetlands should be considered 
adjacent or isolated.   
 
On June 25, 2020, Ohio EPA issued a final, combined general permit for ephemeral streams and 
certain isolated wetlands (level one) to help ensure the continued oversight of these resources 
following removal from federal jurisdiction under the 2020 Navigable Waters Protection Rule 
(NWPR). 
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The experience and professional opinion of a TranSystems Corporation wetland scientist was utilized 
to determine whether wetlands should be considered isolated, abutting, or adjacent to a lake or 
stream through a surface water connection.  The main criterion used in this determination was 
whether the wetland had a surface water (including intermittent or ephemeral) connection to a broad 
tributary system, considered “waters of the U.S.”  Under Section 404 of the federal Clean Water Act, 
any wetland adjacent to a perennial or intermittent upstream tributary system is considered 
jurisdictional by the Corps and thus regulated under their jurisdiction.  Based on the 2020 NWPR, 
Wetlands adjacent to an ephemeral stream are no longer considered jurisdictional. Wetlands that 
meet the three-wetland criteria as per the 1987 Manual, but are considered as not having a 
connection to other “waters of the U.S.” are classified as non-tributary or, isolated, and thus fall under 
the jurisdiction of the Ohio EPA only. Ephemeral streams also fall under the jurisdiction of the Ohio 
EPA only. 
 
 
Based on mapping conducted using ArcGIS FEMA 100-Year Flood Zones tool (Figure 6, Appendix 
A) and additional mapping, the study area is not located within the 100-year floodplain of a 
traditionally navigable water, interstate water, or the territorial seas.  The study area is located in 
proximity to Walnut Creek, which is not considered a traditional navigable water.  Based on this 
information, it was determined that a “significant nexus analysis” may not be required for any of the 
wetlands present within the study area limits. 
 
2.3  Ponds 
Unlike wetlands, ponds are classified as deepwater habitats.  According to the Wetland Classification 
System developed by Cowardin (Cowardin, et. al. 1979), a deepwater habitat is differentiated from 
a wetland by the presence of permanent, deep water where water, rather than air, is the principal 
medium within which the dominant organisms live.  According to the Corps, deepwater habitats are 
permanently inundated at a mean water depth greater than 6.6 feet, or are permanently inundated 
at less than or equal to 6.6 feet that do not support rooted-emergent or woody plant species (USACE, 
1987).   
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3.0  ECOLOGICAL RESOURCE RESULTS 
 
3.1  Streams  
Seven streams (Streams 20, 31, 34, 35, 36, 37, and 39) were identified during the investigation within 
the study area (Figure 3).  All streams were fully delineated within the study area, and labeled as 
such on the project mapping (Table 1).  HHEI field data sheets are located in Appendix C.  Color 
photographs of the streams can be found in Appendix B.  Streams within the study area are 
summarized in the following table: 
 
Table 1.  Summary of Streams within the Study Area 

Stream 
Identifier 

Stream 
Type 

HHEI 
Score/Class 

QHEI 
Score/Provisional 
Use Designation 

Length 
(linear 
feet) 

Date(s) 
Surveyed 

Photo Log 
Number 

Stream 20 Perennial 
63 

Mod Class II 
NA 2,664.81 09/30/2019 36-37 

Stream 31 Perennial 
69 

Mod Class II 
NA 501.08 09/30/2019 37-38 

Stream 34 Perennial NA 
37.5  

Mod WWH 
2,267.25 09/30/2019 31-35 

Stream 35 Ephemeral 
22 

Class I 
NA 596.16 09/30/2019 43-45 

Stream 36 Ephemeral 
22 

Class I 
NA 773.58 09/30/2019 46-47 

Stream 37 Ephemeral 
19 

Class I 
NA 1,140.10 09/30/2019 39-42 

Stream 39 Intermittent 
50 

Mod Class II 
NA 1,991.51 09/30/2019 48-49 

 
Stream 20 (Appendix B, photos 36-37) is an unnamed tributary to Walnut Creek.  Stream 20 flows 
north to south throughout the eastern portion of the study area (Figure 3).  The stream appears to 
have been highly channelized and modified, as evident by the deeply cut, trapezoidal banks, and 
appears to drain portions of the surrounding farm fields, and portions of the Rickenbacker 
International Airport area located north of the study area.  This stream has an approximate drainage 
area of 0.8 square miles, and shallow flow throughout the study area; therefore the HHEI was used 
to evaluate stream habitat.  Stream 20 had a score of 63 utilizing the latest version of the HHEI 
(Appendix C).  Due to the modifications of the stream channel, this score places Stream 20 as a 
Modified Class II primary headwater habitat stream (Ohio EPA, 2012).  Stream flow appeared 
perennial, due to consistent surrounding and upstream drainage inputs. 
 
Stream 31 (Appendix B, photos 37-38) is an unnamed tributary to Walnut Creek.  Stream 31 flows 
northwest to southeast throughout a small portion of the eastern study area boundary (Figure 3).  
The stream appears to have been highly channelized and modified, as evident by the deeply cut, 
trapezoidal banks, and appears to drain the Rickenbacker International Airport area located north of 
the study area, as evidenced by two large drainage culverts located at the northern boundary of the 
stream.  This stream has an approximate drainage area of 0.5 square miles, therefore the HHEI was 
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used to evaluate stream habitat.  Stream 31 had a score of 69 utilizing the latest version of the HHEI 
(Appendix C).  Due to the modifications of the stream channel, this score places Stream 31 as a 
Modified Class II primary headwater habitat stream (Ohio EPA, 2012).  Stream flow appeared 
perennial, due to consistent surrounding drainage inputs. 
 
Stream 34 (Appendix B, photos 31-35) is an unnamed tributary to Walnut Creek.  Stream 34 flows 
north to south throughout the eastern portion of the study area (Figure 3).  The stream appears to 
have been highly channelized and modified, as evident by the deeply cut, trapezoidal banks, and 
appears to drain the Rickenbacker International Airport area located north of the study area.  
Additionally, there is a large low-head dam present just north of the southern road crossing boundary 
(Airbase Rd), which causes water to pool and backup in Stream 34. This stream has an approximate 
drainage area of 2.4 square miles; therefore the QHEI was used to evaluate stream habitat.  Stream 
34 had a score of 37.5 utilizing the latest version of the QHEI (Appendix C).  Due to stream 
channelization and limited stream substrate diversity, this score places Stream 34 in the Modified 
Warm Water Habitat Aquatic Life Use Designation (Ohio EPA, 2006).  Stream flow appeared 
perennial, due to consistent surrounding and upstream drainage inputs. 
 
Stream 35 (Appendix B, photos 43-45) is an unnamed tributary to Walnut Creek.  Stream 35 flows 
northwest to southeast within the central portion of the study area (Figure 3).  The stream appears 
to have been highly channelized and modified, as evident by the deeply cut, trapezoidal banks, and 
appears to drain portions of the surrounding farm fields, access roads, and portions of the 
Rickenbacker International Airport area located north of the study area.  This stream has an 
approximate drainage area of less than 1.0 square miles, and shallow flow throughout the study 
area; therefore the HHEI was used to evaluate stream habitat.  Stream 35 had a score of 22 utilizing 
the latest version of the HHEI (Appendix C).  Due to the modifications of the stream channel, this 
score places Stream 35 as a Class I primary headwater habitat stream (Ohio EPA, 2012).  Stream 
flow appeared ephemeral, and the stream channel was completely dry at the time of the field 
investigation.  
 
Stream 36 (Appendix B, photos 46-47) is an unnamed tributary to Walnut Creek.  Stream 36 flows 
southwest to northeast within the central portion of the study area (Figure 3), and downstream 
portions receive some flow from Stream 35, before proceeding further downstream (northeast) 
towards a drainage culvert.  The stream appears to have been highly channelized and modified, as 
evident by the deeply cut, trapezoidal banks, and appears to drain portions of the surrounding farm 
fields, access roads, and portions of the Rickenbacker International Airport area located north of the 
study area.  This stream has an approximate drainage area of less than 1.0 square miles, and 
shallow flow throughout the study area; therefore the HHEI was used to evaluate stream habitat.  
Stream 36 had a score of 22 utilizing the latest version of the HHEI (Appendix C).  Due to 
modifications of the stream channel, this score places Stream 36 as a Class I primary headwater 
habitat stream (Ohio EPA, 2012).  Stream flow appeared ephemeral, and the stream channel was 
completely dry at the time of the field investigation.  
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Stream 37 (Appendix B, photos 39-42) is an unnamed tributary to Walnut Creek.  Stream 37 flows 
northwest to southeast within the western portion of the study area (Figure 3), and continues to flow 
downstream into Stream 39.  The stream appears to have been highly channelized and modified, as 
evident by the deeply cut, trapezoidal banks, and appears to drain portions of the surrounding farm 
fields, access roads, and portions of the Rickenbacker International Airport area located north of the 
study area.  Upstream portions of Stream 37 have lost their defined channel (bed and bank) and 
ordinary high water mark, due to ephemeral conditions; and are now functioning as a wetland 
(Wetland 2-NEW).  This stream has an approximate drainage area of less than 1.0 square miles, 
and shallow flow throughout the study area; therefore the HHEI was used to evaluate stream habitat.  
Stream 37 had a score of 19 utilizing the latest version of the HHEI (Appendix C).  Due to the 
modifications of the stream channel, this score places Stream 37 as a Class I primary headwater 
habitat stream (Ohio EPA, 2012).  Stream flow appeared ephemeral, and the stream channel was 
completely dry at the time of the field investigation.  
 
Stream 39 (Appendix B, photos 48-49) is an unnamed tributary to Walnut Creek.  Stream 39 flows 
northwest to southeast within the southwestern portion of the study area (Figure 3), and continues 
to flow downstream out of the study area, and through the former Landings at Rickenbacker Golf 
Club property.  The stream appears to have been highly channelized and modified, as evident by the 
deeply cut, trapezoidal banks, and appears to drain portions of the surrounding farm fields and 
access roads.  Stream 37 also contributes some hydrology to Stream 39 near its upstream boundary.  
Stream 39 has an approximate drainage area of less than 0.31 square miles, and shallow flow 
throughout the study area; therefore the HHEI was used to evaluate stream habitat.  Stream 39 had 
a score of 50 utilizing the latest version of the HHEI (Appendix C).  Due to the modifications of the 
stream channel, this score places Stream 39 as a Modified Class II primary headwater habitat stream 
(Ohio EPA, 2012).  Stream flow appeared intermittent, as groundwater contributes to seasonal flow 
in addition to precipitation, though this is highly dependent on surrounding drainage area inputs. 
 
3.2  Wetlands 
In 2015, the Cargo Campus was surveyed for potential wetlands and streams. During this initial 
survey, ten wetlands were identified. The 2019 survey identified an additional 3 wetlands, and 
confirmed that two of the originally identified wetlands are no longer present. The National Wetlands 
Inventory (NWI) Wetlands Mapper identified nine potential wetlands and two freshwater ponds within 
the study area boundaries (Figure 3). Four of the nine mapped wetlands coincided with wetlands 
actually found during field reconnaissance, which is generally expected because NWI wetlands are 
mapped using aerial imagery and generally not confirmed via field reconnaissance. None of the 
depicted ponds were located during the investigation. The nine potential wetlands and two freshwater 
ponds are depicted on the NWI (Figure 4) as the following types (number of each type follows in 
parenthesis):  
 

 PEM1C(2): Palustrine emergent, persistent, seasonally flooded 
 PEM1Cd(1): Freshwater emergent wetland 
 PFO1C(2): Freshwater forested/shrub wetland 
 PEM1A(4): Palustrine emergent, persistent, temporarily flooded 
 PUBGx(2): Freshwater pond 



9 
Rickenbacker - Cargo Campus 
Columbus Regional Airport Authority (CRAA) 
Potential Jurisdictional Waters Survey Report  
November 2019, rev May 4, 2021 
 

 
The field investigation confirmed the presence of eight previously surveyed wetlands, three new 
wetlands, and the removal of two previously surveyed wetlands that are no longer present. All 
identified wetlands were found to consist of one of the following wetland habitat types or a complex 
of one or more of the following per the classification system developed by Cowardin et al. (1979) for 
wetland categorization: 
 

 Palustrine Emergent (PEM) Wetland Habitat is characterized by erect, rooted herbaceous 
hydrophytes, excluding mosses and lichens, and includes a vast array of grasslike plants, 
true grasses, and broad leaf plants (Cowardin et al., 1979). 

 Palustrine Forested (PFO) Wetland Habitat is characterized by woody vegetation that is 
six meters or taller and normally possesses an overstory of trees, an understory of young 
trees or shrubs, and a herbaceous layer (Cowardin, et al., 1979). 

 Palustrine Scrub-Shrub (PSS) Wetland Habitat is characterized by woody vegetation less 
than six meters tall.  The species composition includes true shrubs, young trees, and trees 
or shrubs that are small or stunted due to environmental conditions (Cowardin, et al., 1979). 
 

Wetland Descriptions 
A total of 11 wetlands comprised of at least three different wetland habitat types were identified within 
the study area (Table 2).  Each individual wetland is described in detail according to the habitat type, 
including dominant plant species and facultative status, probable hydrologic regime, mapped soil 
type, provisional wetland category, and total wetland acreage.  Wetlands that were located within 
close proximity to each other, shared hydrologic connectivity, and were located in similar geographic 
positions were considered wetland complexes and analyzed as one wetland.  Wetlands with upland 
inclusions within the wetland area were delineated around the perimeter of these wetland/upland 
complexes.  Field data was collected on Wetland Determination Data Forms, Midwest Region 
(Appendix C), while ORAM scoring sheets (Appendix C) were used to rate and categorize each 
wetland.  The routine data forms provide the field support for the wetland/upland boundary 
determinations.  Color photographs of the wetlands can be found in Appendix B.   
 
Table 2.  Summary of Wetlands within the Study Area 

Wetland 
Identifier 

ORAM 
Score 

Provisional 
Antidegradation 

Category 
Isolated? 

Size 
(acres) 

Date 
Surveyed 

Photo 
Log 

Number 
2019 Wetland 

1 
29 Category 1 Yes 0.07  09/30/2019 1-3 

2019 Wetland 
2 

30 Category 2 Yes 0.51 09/30/2019 4-6 

2019 Wetland 
3 

19.5 Category 1 Yes 0.04 09/30/2019 7-8 

Wetland 1-
NEW 

36 
Modified 

Category 2 
No 0.03 09/30/2019 50-51 

Wetland 2-
NEW 

26 Category 1 Yes 0.32 09/30/2019 15-18 
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Wetland 
Identifier 

ORAM 
Score 

Provisional 
Antidegradation 

Category 
Isolated? 

Size 
(acres) 

Date 
Surveyed 

Photo 
Log 

Number 
       

Wetland 3-
NEW 

22 Category 1 Yes 0.03 09/30/2019 9-11 

Wetland BK 42 
Modified 

Category 2 
No 1.70 09/30/2019 24-26 

Wetland CL 32.5 Category 2 Yes 0.59 09/30/2019 19-21 
Wetland CM 33 Category 2 Yes 0.09 09/30/2019 22-23 

Wetland CO 38 
Modified 

Category 2 
Yes 0.72 09/30/2019 27-30 

Wetland CQ 34 Category 2 Yes 0.52 09/30/2019 12-14 
Note: Wetlands not hydrologically connected to a perennial or intermittent stream were classified as isolated in accordance with the 
final Navigable Waters Protection Rule. 

 
2019-Wetland 1 (Appendix B, photos 1-3) is a PEM wetland located near the eastern portion of the 
project limits in a former agricultural field. 2019 Wetland 1 is dominated by path rush (Juncus tenuis), 
wool grass (Scirpus cyperinus) and Eastern cottonwood (Populus deltoides) saplings. This wetland 
is likely seasonally saturated during the growing season, with soils composed of Crosby-Urban land 
complex, nearly level throughout the complex (NRCS, 2019). According to the latest version of the 
ORAM, this wetland scored a 29, which makes this a Category 1 wetland (Mack, 2001). In total 
extent, this wetland is 0.07 acres within the study area (Figure 3).  
 
2019-Wetland 2 (Appendix B, photos 4-6) is a PEM wetland located just southeast of Stream 36 in 
an actively farmed agricultural field. 2019-Wetland 2 is dominated by yellow nut sedge (Cyperus 
esculentus), rough cocklebur (Xanthium strumarium), and narrow leafed cat-tail (Typha angustifolia). 
This wetland is likely seasonally inundated during most of the growing season, with soils composed 
of Crosby silt loam, Southern Ohio Till Plain, 0 to 2 percent (NRCS, 2019). 2019-Wetland 2 appears 
to be adjacent to Stream 36, with sources of hydrology including precipitation, and potential 
intermittent surface water (stream flow). According to the latest version of the ORAM, this wetland 
scored a 30, which makes this a Category 2 wetland (Mack, 2001). In total extent, this wetland is 
0.51 acres within the study area (Figure 3).  
 
2019-Wetland 3 (Appendix B, photos 7-8) is a small PEM wetland complex located just west of 2019-
Wetland 1 along the edge of an agricultural field. 2019-Wetland 3 is dominated by narrow leafed cat-
tail. This wetland is likely seasonally inundated during most of the growing season, with soils 
composed of Crosby-Urban land complex, with nearly level slopes. According to the latest version 
of the ORAM, this wetland scored a 19.5, which makes this a Category 1 wetland (Mack, 2001). In 
total extent, this wetland is 0.04 acres within the study area (Figure 3).  
 
Wetland 1-NEW (Appendix B, photos 50-51) is a PFO/PSS wetland complex located just east of the 
confluence of Stream 20 and Stream 34.  Wetland 1 is dominated by spice bush (Lindera benzoin-
FACW), gray’s sedge (Carex grayii-FACW), and green ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica-FACW).  This 
wetland is likely seasonally inundated/saturated during most of the growing season, with soils 
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composed of Crosby silt loam (CrA), Southern Ohio Till Plain, 0 to 2 percent slopes, throughout the 
complex (NRCS, 2019).  Wetland 1-NEW appears to be adjacent to Stream 34, with sources of 
hydrology including precipitation, and potential intermittent surface water (stream flow).  According 
to the latest version of the ORAM, this wetland scored a 36, which makes this a Modified Category 
2 wetland (Mack, 2001).  In total extent, this wetland is 0.03 acres within the study area (Figure 3). 
 
Wetland 2-NEW (Appendix B, photos 15-18) is a PEM/PSS wetland complex located northwest of 
Stream 39, and portions of Stream 37.  Wetland 2-NEW is dominated by rice cutgrass (Leersia 
oryzoides-OBL), and sandbar willow (Salix exigua-FACW).  This wetland is likely seasonally 
saturated throughout most of the growing season, with soils composed of Kokomo-Urban land 
complex (Ku), throughout the complex (NRCS, 2019).  Wetland 2-NEW appears to be abutting 
Stream 37, as Wetland 2-NEW has formed in areas where inconsistent stream flow has caused the 
loss of a defined stream channel and habitat features, and given way to dominant hydrophytic 
wetland vegetation.  Sources of hydrology for Wetland 2-NEW include precipitation and intermittent 
surface water (Stream 37 flow).  According to the latest version of the ORAM, this wetland scored a 
26, which makes this a Category 1 wetland (Mack, 2001).  In total extent, this wetland is 0.32 acres 
within the study area (Figure 3). 
 
Wetland 3-NEW (Appendix B, photos 9-11) is a PEM wetland complex located southeast of Wetland 
CQ.  Wetland 3-NEW is dominated by rice cutgrass (Leersia oryzoides-OBL), and rough cocklebur 
(Xanthium strumarium-FAC).  This wetland is likely seasonally saturated through most of the growing 
season, with soils composed of Crosby-Urban land complex (CuA), nearly level,  throughout the 
complex (NRCS, 2019).  Wetland 3-NEW appears to be isolated, with sources of hydrology including 
precipitation only.  According to the latest version of the ORAM, this wetland scored a 22, which 
makes this a Category 1 wetland (Mack, 2001).  In total extent, this wetland is 0.03 acres within the 
study area (Figure 3). 
 
Wetland BK (Appendix B, photos 24-26) is a PFO wetland complex located along the northern 
boundary of the study area.  Wetland BK is dominated by pin oak (Quercus palustris-FACW), eastern 
cottonwood (Populus deltoides-FAC), poison ivy (Toxicodendron radicans-FAC), and crested sedge 
(Carex cristatella-FACW).  This wetland is likely seasonally inundated through most of the growing 
season, due to high water marks visible on the surrounding trees, and may be functioning as a vernal 
pool.  Soils within Wetland BK are composed of Kokomo-Urban land complex (Ku), throughout the 
complex (NRCS, 2019).  Sources of hydrology for Wetland BK include precipitation and potential 
intermittent surface water from the adjacent Stream 20.  According to the latest version of the ORAM, 
this wetland scored a 42, which makes this a Modified Category 2 wetland (Mack, 2001).  In total 
extent, this wetland is 1.70 acres within the study area (Figure 3). 
 
Wetland CL (Appendix B, photos 19-21) is a PEM wetland complex located west of Stream 35, and 
occurs as a long wetland swale within an active row crop field.  Wetland CL is dominated by rough 
cocklebur (Xanthium strumarium-FAC).  This wetland is likely seasonally saturated through most of 
the growing season, with soils composed of Crosby-Urban land complex (CuA), nearly level,  
throughout the complex (NRCS, 2019).  Wetland CL appears to be isolated, with sources of 
hydrology including precipitation and potential roadside ditch flow.  According to the latest version of 
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the ORAM, this wetland scored a 32.5, which makes this a Category 2 wetland (Mack, 2001).  In 
total extent, this wetland is 0.59 acres within the study area (Figure 3). 
 
Wetland CM (Appendix B, photos 22-23) is a PFO/PSS wetland complex located just south of 
Stream 36.  Wetland CM is dominated by pin oak (Quercus palustris-FACW), green ash (Fraxinus 
pennsylvanica-FACW), and poison ivy (Toxicodendron radicans-FAC).  This wetland is likely 
seasonally saturated through most of the growing season, with soils composed of Crosby silt loam 
(CrA), Southern Ohio Till Plain, 0 to 2 percent slopes, throughout the complex (NRCS, 2019).  
Wetland CM appears to be adjacent to Stream 36, with sources of hydrology including precipitation 
and intermittent surface water.  According to the latest version of the ORAM, this wetland scored a 
33, which makes this a Category 2 wetland (Mack, 2001).  In total extent, this wetland is 0.09 acres 
within the study area (Figure 3). 
 
Wetland CO (Appendix B, photos 27-30) is a PFO wetland complex located southwest of Wetland 
CL in a large wooded lot.  Wetland CO is dominated by pin oak (Quercus palustris-FACW), green 
ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica-FACW), poison ivy (Toxicodendron radicans-FAC), and shallow sedge 
(Carex lurida-OBL).  This wetland is likely seasonally saturated through most of the growing season, 
with soils composed of Crosby-Urban land complex (CuA), nearly level,  throughout the complex 
(NRCS, 2019).  Wetland CO appears to be isolated, with sources of hydrology including precipitation 
only.  According to the latest version of the ORAM, this wetland scored a 38, which makes this a 
Modified Category 2 wetland (Mack, 2001).  In total extent, this wetland is 0.72 acres within the study 
area (Figure 3). 
 
Wetland CQ (Appendix B, photos 12-14) is a PEM wetland complex located southeast of Wetland 
CO.  Wetland CQ is dominated by rice cutgrass (Leersia oryzoides-OBL), and water plantain (Alisma 
subcordatum-OBL).  This wetland is likely seasonally saturated through most of the growing season, 
with soils composed of Crosby-Urban land complex (CuA), nearly level,  throughout the complex 
(NRCS, 2019).  Wetland CQ appears to be isolated, with sources of hydrology including precipitation 
only.  According to the latest version of the ORAM, this wetland scored a 34, which makes this a 
Category 2 wetland (Mack, 2001).  In total extent, this wetland is 0.52 acres within the study area 
(Figure 3). 
 
3.2.1 Wetland Categorization 
The study area wetlands were assessed utilizing the ORAM (Version 5.0) for categorizing wetlands 
as developed by the Ohio EPA (Mack, 2001).  This methodology has been designed to attempt to 
evaluate wetlands based on quality and function.  ORAM scores are typically used to categorize 
wetlands during initial project planning and to determine wetland mitigation ratios.  Field 
investigations determined that four (4) wetlands were provisional Category 1 wetlands, four (4) 
wetlands were Category 2 wetlands, and three (3) were Modified Category 2 wetlands (Table 2).  In 
general, the scores of most of the wetlands were low due to the intense surrounding land use 
(farming).  During drier years, some of the wetlands may be farmed when the ground is dry enough 
to support farming equipment, as evidenced by tire ruts and successional growth of vegetation along 
the edges of some wetlands.  Lower scores were generally expected due to wetland size and narrow 
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buffers, while higher scores of some wetlands were the result of greater acreage and surrounding 
forested areas.  The ORAM Data Sheets can be found in Appendix C. 
 
The provisional wetland categories previously presented in Table 2 are based on Ohio EPA 
classifications shown below in Table 3.  Ultimately, the provisional categories assigned to each 
wetland are subject to verification by Ohio EPA.  An ORAM score that falls into one of the 
“transitional” zones between two categories should be placed in the higher of the two categories 
unless proven otherwise (Mack, 2001).  
 
Table 3.  Determination of Wetland Category based on the ORAM score 

ORAM 
Score 

0-29.9 30-34.9 35-44.9 45-59.9 60-64.9 65-100 

Category 1 
1 or 2  

gray zone  
Modified 2 2 

2 or 3 gray 
zone 

3 

 
These three categories (1, 2, and 3) correspond to wetlands of low, medium, and high quality (Mack, 
2001).  Category 1 wetlands are generally low quality wetland habitats that “support minimal wildlife 
habitat, and minimal hydrological and recreational functions” and do not provide critical habitat for 
threatened or endangered species or contain rare, threatened, or endangered species (Mack, 2001).  
Category 2 wetlands are defined as wetlands that “support moderate wildlife habitat, or hydrological, 
or recreational functions” and are dominated by native plant species (Mack, 2001).  Category 3 
wetlands are wetlands which contain or provide habitat for rare, threatened, or endangered species, 
are high quality mature forested wetlands, vernal pools, bogs, fens, or wetlands which are scarce 
regionally and/or statewide (Mack, 2001).  No Category 3 wetlands were identified during the field 
investigations within the boundaries of the study area. 
 
3.2.2 Wetland Delineation Summary 
A total of 11 wetlands comprising 4.62 acres were delineated within the study area (Table 2). Four 
(4) wetlands were considered Category 1 wetlands, four (4) wetlands were considered Category 2, 
and three (3) wetlands were considered Modified Category 2 wetlands. Two of the 11 wetlands within 
the study area were determined to be “non-isolated” or abutting/adjacent wetlands.  This means that 
they do exhibit a connection to a “water of the U.S.” and therefore fall under the jurisdiction of both 
the USACE and Ohio EPA.  The remaining nine wetlands did not exhibit a connection to a water of 
the United States and, therefore, could be considered isolated and fall under the jurisdiction of the 
Ohio EPA only. 
 
3.3 Ponds & Potential Jurisdictional Ditches 
No ponds or potentially jurisdictional ditches with apparent connectivity to waters of the U.S. were 
identified during the comprehensive site survey. 
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4445 Lake Forest Drive 
Suite 700. 
Cincinnati, OH 45242 
USA 
T +1 513 530 5333 
F +1 513 530 1278 
landrum-brown.com 

 

August 13, 2020 
 

Teresa Spagna  
Chief, North Branch 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Regulatory Division Office 
502 8th Street 
Huntington, West Virginia 25701 

Re:  Agency Scoping for Cargo Campus Development Project Environmental Assessment at the 
Rickenbacker Global Logistics Park 

Dear Ms. Spagna, 

This letter is sent to inform you that the Columbus Regional Airport Authority (CRAA) is preparing an 
Environmental Assessment (EA) for the proposed Rickenbacker Global Logistics Park (RGLP) Cargo Campus 
development (the Proposed Action). The Proposed Action would occur on an approximately 330-acre site located 
to the south of Rickenbacker International Airport (LCK). The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is the lead 
Federal agency that will review the EA. The EA will investigate, analyze, and disclose any potential environmental 
impacts associated with the Proposed Action. 

The Proposed Action consists of the development of several commercial cargo and warehouse structures, as well 
as extension of Rickenbacker Parkway to provide access to the site. Exhibit 1, Project Site, shows the general 
project area along with the location of the project site at LCK. The Proposed Action, which is shown on 
Exhibit 2, Proposed Action, includes the following activities: 

 Site preparation of the Cargo Campus site which measures approximately 330 acres in size and is 
located south of LCK; 

 Extension of Rickenbacker Parkway Phases: 3b, and 4; 

 Construction and operation of five commercial bulk distribution warehouse buildings totaling 
approximately 4.2 million square feet in area on the Cargo Campus;  

 Construction of paved parking and internal vehicle circulation roads;   

 Extension of utilities to and within the site; and  

 Development of stormwater mitigation areas. 

The Project Site is surrounded by commercial and aviation land uses to the north and east and a former golf 
course to the south. Project site features include undeveloped land that is leased for agriculture, a former golf 
course clubhouse, and a former U.S. Air Force firing range. 



 
 

Landrum & Brown | 2 
 

The Proposed Action, when fully operational, would include bulk distribution warehouse facilities that are not 
dependent upon air travel. As such, the facilities would have no access to the airfield. Therefore, the proposed 
facilities would not cause an increase or decrease in aircraft operations and would not result in changes to the 
aircraft fleet at LCK.   

A Wetland and Waters of the US Delineation has been conducted in accordance with the US Army Corps of 
Engineers 1987 Wetlands Delineation Manual and the 2010 Midwest Regional Supplement. A Jurisdictional 
Determination was received from your office dated January 21, 2020. The site contains both jurisdictional and 
isolated wetlands. There are ten wetlands and six streams within the Project Site that would be impacted. 
Additional coordination will be conducted to obtain the necessary permits per Section 401 and 404 of the Clean 
Water Act. 

The EA document will be prepared in accordance with FAA Order 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts: Policies and 
Procedures and FAA Order 5050.4B, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Implementing Instructions for 
Airport Actions. As part of the coordination process for this EA, the CRAA and the FAA are respectfully seeking 
your comments and identification of any specific areas of concern related to this Proposed Action. We would 
appreciate your assistance and request that your comments are returned within 30 days or at your earliest 
convenience. If you would like additional information on this project, or would like to speak with me directly, 
please do not hesitate to contact me at (513) 530-1256 or by email at csandfoss@landrum-brown.com.  

Please send any written comments to the following address: 

Landrum & Brown 
Attn: Chris Sandfoss 
4445 Lake Forest Drive 
Suite 700 
Cincinnati, OH 45242 

Your prompt response is appreciated so that the project may proceed as scheduled. Thank you for your 
consideration of this request. 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Chris Sandfoss, AICP 
Managing Consultant 
 
cc: Ernest Gubry, Federal Aviation Administration 

Mark Kelby, Columbus Regional Airport Authority 

Enclosure 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
HUNTINGTON DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

502 EIGHTH STREET 
HUNTINGTON, WEST VIRGINIA 25701-2070 

  
September 3, 2020 

 
Regulatory Division 
North Branch 
LRH-2019-990-SCR-UNT Walnut Creek 
 
 
 
 
Mr. Chris Sandfoss 
Landrum & Brown 
4445 Lake Forest Drive 
Suite 700 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45242 
 
Dear Mr. Sandfoss: 
 

I refer to the agency scoping letter dated August 13, 2020 submitted on behalf of the 
Columbus Regional Airport Authority (CRAA) and the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA).  
You have requested the United States Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) submit comments for 
consideration in the FAA’s preparation of an Environmental Assessment for the proposed CRAA 
Cargo Campus Development Project pursuant to FAA Order 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts: 
Policies and Procedures and FAA Order 5050.4B, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
Implementing Instructions for Airport Actions. 
 

The Corps’ authority to regulate waters of the United States is based on the definitions and 
limits of jurisdiction contained in 33 CFR 328, including the amendment to 33 CFR 328.3 (85 
Federal Register 22250), and 33 CFR 329.  Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (Section 404) 
requires a Department of the Army (DA) permit be obtained prior to the discharge of dredged 
and/or fill material into waters of the United States, including wetlands.  Section 10 of the Rivers 
and Harbors Act of 1899 requires a DA permit be obtained for any work in, on, over or under 
navigable water. 

 
As you are aware, this office completed a jurisdictional determination (JD) dated January 21, 

2020 for the CRAA Cargo Campus Development Project.  Based upon a review of the 
information provided, this office determined the site contains streams and wetlands which may 
be waters of the United States in accordance with the Regulatory Guidance Letter for JDs issued 
by the Corps on October 31, 2016 (Regulatory Guidance Letter No. 16-01).   

 
Based on a preliminary review of the provided information, the proposed project will require 

authorization under Section 404.  Therefore, a DA permit will be required.  In this regard, to 
ensure the information presented in any NEPA document is adequate to fulfill the Corps 
statutory requirements, including the requirements of Section 404(b)(1) of the Clean Water Act 

REPLY TO                       
ATTENTION OF                          
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and the Corps’ public interest review, the Corps requests the topics listed in Enclosure 1 be 
included in the scoping and evaluation of any submitted NEPA document. 
 

The Corps accepts your invitation to serve as a cooperating agency.  We look forward to 
working with the FAA and the CRAA during the preparation of the EA for the proposed project.  
If you have any questions concerning the above, please contact Kayla Adkins of the North 
Branch at 304-399-5850, by mail at the above address, or by email at 
kayla.n.adkins@usace.army.mil.   
 

Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 

Teresa D. Spagna 
Chief, North Branch 

 
 

Teresa 
Spagna

Digitally signed 
by Teresa 
Spagna 
Date: 2020.09.03 
12:07:10 -04'00'
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Enclosure 1 - Corps Request for Items to be Scoped and Evaluated in the NEPA document 
 
1) Purpose and Need for the Project.  The NEPA document should clearly describe the 

purpose and need for the proposed project. 
 

2) Aquatic Resource Identification.  The NEPA document must include a site-specific 
identification of all aquatic resources within the proposed project areas, including any aquatic 
resources within proposed borrow, spoil, or mitigation areas.  The identification should 
include a description of any streams, open water areas, and wetlands.  The identification of 
aquatic resources within the on-site and off-site project areas must be based on field 
observations and field data.  The identification must include a wetland delineation for each 
site prepared in accordance with the Corps’ 1987 Wetland Delineation Manual (87 Manual) 
and any applicable Regional Supplement.  This information would be required to determine 
the effects of the project on aquatic resources. 
 

3) Avoidance and Minimization.  A fundamental precept of the Corps’ Regulatory Program 
under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act is that the discharge of dredged and/or fill material 
into waters of the United States will be avoided and minimized, where it is practicable to do 
so.  Under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, only the least environmentally damaging 
practicable alternative would receive Corps authorization.  An alternative is practicable if it is 
available and capable of being done after taking into consideration cost, logistics and existing 
technology in light of overall project purposes.  The NEPA document should evaluate how 
the project was designed to avoid and minimize the discharge of dredged and/or fill material 
into waters of the United States.  The alternatives analysis section of the NEPA document 
should analyze on-site avoidance and minimization alternatives and avoidance and 
minimization alternatives for any off-site borrow, spoil, or mitigation areas. 

 
4) Compliance with the Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines.  The Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines 

(Guidelines) are the substantive criteria used in evaluating discharges of dredged and/or fill 
material under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.  The Guidelines are published at 40 CFR 
Part 230.  The fundamental precept of the Guidelines is that discharges of dredged and/or fill 
material into waters of the United States, including wetlands, should not occur unless it can 
be demonstrated that such discharges, either individually or cumulatively, will not result in 
unacceptable adverse effects on the aquatic ecosystem.  Subpart B of the Guidelines 
establishes the four (4) conditions which must be satisfied in order to make a finding that a 
proposed discharge of dredged and/or fill material complies with the Guidelines.  These 
conditions generally state: 
 

a. No discharge of dredged and/or fill material shall be permitted if there is a practicable 
alternative to the proposed discharge which would have less adverse impact on the 
aquatic ecosystem, so long as the alternative does not have other significant adverse 
environmental consequences. 

 
b. No discharge of dredged or fill material shall be permitted if it: 

i. Causes or contributes, after consideration of disposal site dilution and 
dispersion, to violations of any applicable State water quality standard; 
Violates any applicable toxic effluent standard or prohibition under section 
307 of the Act; 
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ii. Jeopardizes the continued existence of species listed as endangered or 
threatened under the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended, or results 
in likelihood of the destruction or adverse modification of a habitat which is 
determined by the Secretary of Interior or Commerce, as appropriate, to be a 
critical habitat under the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended; or 

iii. Violates any requirement imposed by the Secretary of Commerce to protect 
any marine sanctuary designated under title III of the Marine Protection, 
Research, and Sanctuaries Act of 1972. 
 

c. No discharge of dredged and/or fill material shall be permitted which will cause or 
contribute to significant degradation of the waters of the United States.  Under these 
Guidelines, effects contributing to significant degradation considered individually or 
collectively, include: 

i. Significant adverse effects of the discharge of pollutants on human health or 
welfare, including but not limited to effects on municipal water supplies, 
plankton, fish, shellfish, wildlife, and special aquatic sites; 

ii. Significant adverse effects of the discharge of pollutants on life stages of 
aquatic life and other wildlife dependent on aquatic ecosystems, including the 
transfer, concentration, and spread of pollutants or their byproducts outside of 
the disposal site through biological, physical and chemical processes; 

iii. Significant adverse effects of the discharge of pollutants on aquatic ecosystem 
diversity, productivity, and stability. Such effects may include, but are not 
limited to, loss of fish and wildlife habitat or loss of the capacity of a wetland 
to assimilate nutrients, purify water, or reduce wave energy; or 

iv. Significant adverse effects of discharge of pollutants on recreational, aesthetic 
and economic values. 
 

Findings of significant degradation related to the proposed discharge are based upon 
appropriate factual determinations, evaluations, and tests required by Subparts B and 
G of the Guidelines, after consideration of subparts C through F, with special 
emphasis on the persistence and permanence of the effects outlined in those subparts.   
 

d. No discharge of dredged and/or fill material shall be permitted unless appropriate and 
practicable steps have been taken which will minimize potential adverse impacts of 
the discharge on the aquatic ecosystem. 

 
NEPA document should provide a sufficient analysis to determine compliance with the 
Guidelines. 

 
5) Corps Public Interest Review Factors.  The Corps must evaluate the probable impacts, 

including cumulative impacts, of the proposed activity and its intended use on the public 
interest.  Among the factors that must be evaluated as part of the Corps’ public interest 
review include: conservation, economics, aesthetics, general environmental concerns, 
wetlands, historic properties, fish and wildlife values, flood hazards, floodplains values, land 
use, navigation, shore erosion and accretion, recreation, water supply and conservation, 
energy needs, safety, food and fiber production, mineral needs, water quality, considerations 
of property ownership, air and noise impacts, and, in general, the needs and welfare of the 
people (See 33 CFR 320.4).  These factors should be scoped and evaluated in the NEPA 
document.  
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6) Effects to Aquatic Resources.  The NEPA document should quantify the anticipated 

impacts to waters of the United States, both temporary and permanent, resulting from 
activities within the Corps jurisdiction.  For rivers and streams, the quantity should be 
described in linear feet and in acreage.  For wetlands, the quantity should be described by 
acreage.  The NEPA document should also describe the wetland classification (e.g. 
palustrine, forested, scrub-shrub, or emergent).  The NEPA document should differentiate 
between permanent and temporary impacts and must describe any permanent conversion in 
the wetland classification (e.g. palustrine forested to palustrine emergent, etc.). 

 
7) Cumulative and Indirect Effects.  The cumulative and indirect impacts on aquatic 

resources resulting from the project should be scoped and evaluated in the NEPA document. 
 

8) Off-Site Areas.  The NEPA document should include an analysis of the environmental 
effects to any off-site borrow, spoil, or mitigation areas. 

 
9) Compliance with Other Federal Laws and Executive Orders.  The NEPA document 

should document compliance with: 
a. Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act.  The Corps suggests the FAA contact the 

United States Fish and Wildlife Service for an updated list of listed species.  
b. Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA).  The NEPA 

document must describe compliance with Section 106 of the NHPA and must 
describe the research efforts undertaken to identify historic properties within the 
project areas, including any off-site borrow, spoil, or mitigation area.  The NEPA 
document should use site-specific collected data in the identification of historic 
properties within the project area. 

c. Section 401 of the Clean Water Act.  The NEPA document must describe 
compliance with Section 401 of the Clean Water Act. 

d. Section 402 of the Clean Water Act.  The NEPA document must describe 
compliance with Section 402 of the Clean Water Act 

e. Migratory Bird Treaty Act.  The NEPA document must describe compliance with 
the Migratory Bird Treaty Act.  

f. Executive Orders (EO).  The NEPA document must described compliance with  
i. EO 13175, Consultation with Indian Tribes, Alaska Natives, and Native 

Hawaiians;  
ii. EO 11988, Floodplain Management;  

iii. EO 12898, Environmental Justice;  
iv. EO 13112, Invasive Species; and  
v. EOs 13212 and 13302, Energy Supply and Availability. 
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Appendix E – Air Quality  

 Introduction 

The purpose of this Air Quality Technical Report is to provide supporting documentation for the Environmental 
Assessment (EA) being prepared for the Cargo Campus development project (the Proposed Action) at the 
Rickenbacker Global Logistics Park (RGLP).  The following document discloses the affected environment and 
environmental consequences of air quality for construction and operation of the Proposed Action. Construction of 
the Proposed Action is anticipated to occur in phases between 2022 and 2029. 

 Regulatory Setting 

This air quality assessment of the Proposed Action and its alternatives was conducted in accordance with the 
guidelines provide in the more recent version of the FAA’s Aviation Emissions and Air Quality Handbook.1 

E.2.1 National Ambient Air Quality Standards 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) is the primary federal agency responsible for regulating air 
quality. The USEPA implements the provisions of the Clean Air Act (CAA). The CAA, including the 1990 
Amendments, provides for the establishment of standards and programs to evaluate, achieve, and maintain 
acceptable air quality in the U.S.  Under the CAA, the USEPA established a set of standards, or criteria, for six 
pollutants determined to be potentially harmful to human health and welfare.2 The USEPA considers the presence 
of the following six criteria pollutants to be indicators of air quality: 

 Ozone (O3); 
 Carbon monoxide (CO); 
 Nitrogen dioxide (NO2); 
 Particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5);3  
 Sulfur dioxide (SO2); and 
 Lead (Pb). 

The National Ambient Air Quality Standards for the criteria pollutants (NAAQS) are summarized in Table E-1. For 
each of the criteria pollutants, the USEPA established primary standards intended to protect public health, and 
secondary standards for the protection of other aspects of public welfare, such as preventing materials damage, 
preventing crop and vegetation damage, and assuring good visibility. Areas of the country where air pollution 
levels consistently exceed these standards may be designated nonattainment by the USEPA. 

  

 
1  Federal Aviation Administration, Aviation Emissions and Air Quality Handbook, Version 3 Update 1, January 2015. 
2  USEPA, Code of Federal Regulations, Title 40, Part 50 (40 CFR Part 50) National Primary and Secondary Ambient Air Quality Standards 

(NAAQS), July 2011. 
3  PM10 and PM2.5 are airborne inhalable particles that are less than ten micrometers (coarse particles) and less than 2.5 micrometers (fine 

particles) in diameter, respectively. 
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Table E-1 National Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Pollutant 
Primary / 
Secondary 

Averaging 
Time 

Level Form 

Carbon Monoxide (CO) primary 
8 hours 9 ppm Not to be exceeded more than 

once per year 1 hour 35 ppm 

Lead (Pb) 
primary and 
secondary 

Rolling 
3-month 
average 

0.15 µg/m3 (1) Not to be exceeded 

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) 

primary 1 hour 100 ppb 
98th percentile of 1-hour daily 
maximum concentrations, 
averaged over 3 years 

primary and 
secondary 

1 year 53 ppb (2) Annual Mean 

Ozone (O3) 
primary and 
secondary 

8 hour 0.070 ppm (3) 
Annual fourth-highest daily 
maximum 8-hr concentration, 
averaged over 3 years 

Particulate 
Matter 

PM2.5 

primary 1 year 12.0 µg/m3 
Annual mean, averaged over 3 
years 

secondary 1 year 15.0 µg/m3 
Annual mean, averaged over 3 
years 

primary and 
secondary 

24 hours 35 µg/m3 
98th percentile, averaged over 
3 years 

PM10 
primary and 
secondary 

24 hours 150 µg/m3 
Not to be exceeded more than 
once per year on average over 
3 years 

Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) 

primary 1 hour 75 ppb (4) 
99th percentile of 1-hour daily 
maximum concentrations, 
averaged over 3 years 

secondary 3 hours 0.5 ppm 
Not to be exceeded more than 
once per year 

(1)  In areas designated nonattainment for the Pb standards prior to the promulgation of the current (2008) standards, and for which 
implementation plans to attain or maintain the current (2008) standards have not been submitted and approved, the previous standards 
(1.5 µg/m3 as a calendar quarter average) also remain in effect. 

(2)  The level of the annual NO2 standard is 0.053 ppm. It is shown here in terms of ppb for the purposes of clearer comparison to the 1-hour 
standard level. 

(3)  Final rule signed October 1, 2015, and effective December 28, 2015. The previous (2008) O3 standards additionally remain in effect in 
some areas. Revocation of the previous (2008) O3 standards and transitioning to the current (2015) standards will be addressed in the 
implementation rule for the current standards. 

(4)  The previous SO2 standards (0.14 ppm 24-hour and 0.03 ppm annual) will additionally remain in effect in certain areas: (1) any area for 
which it is not yet 1 year since the effective date of designation under the current (2010) standards, and (2)any area for which an 
implementation plan providing for attainment of the current (2010) standard has not been submitted and approved and which is 
designated nonattainment under the previous SO2 standards or is not meeting the requirements of a SIP call under the previous SO2 
standards (40 CFR 50.4(3)).  A SIP call is an EPA action requiring a state to resubmit all or part of its State Implementation Plan to 
demonstrate attainment of the required NAAQS. 

Notes: ppm is parts per million; ppb is parts per billion, and μg/m3 is micrograms per cubic meter. 
Source: EPA, https://www.epa.gov/criteria-air-pollutants/naaqs-table Accessed November 2, 2020. 
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A nonattainment area is a homogeneous geographical area4 (usually referred to as an air quality control region) 
that is in violation of one or more NAAQS and has been designated as nonattainment by the USEPA as provided 
for under the CAA.  Some regulatory provisions, for instance the CAA conformity regulations, apply only to areas 
designated as nonattainment or maintenance.   

A maintenance area describes the air quality designation of an area previously designated nonattainment by the 
USEPA and subsequently redesignated attainment after emissions are reduced.  Such an area remains 
designated as maintenance for a period up to 20 years at which time the state can apply for redesignation to 
attainment, provided that the NAAQS were sufficiently maintained throughout the maintenance period.  

E.2.2 General Conformity 

The General Conformity Rule under the CAA is conducted in three phases: (1) applicability, (2) evaluation, and 
(3) determination.  The General Conformity Rule establishes minimum values, referred to as the de minimis 
thresholds, for the criteria and precursor pollutants5 for the purpose of:  

 Identifying federal actions with project-related emissions that are clearly negligible (de minimis); 

 Avoiding unreasonable administrative burdens on the sponsoring agency; and 

 Focusing efforts on key actions that would have potential for significant air quality impacts.   

The de minimis rates vary depending on the severity of the nonattainment area and further depend on whether 
the general federal action is located inside an ozone transport region.6 An evaluation relative to the General 
Conformity Rule (the Rule), published under 40 CFR Part 937, is applicable to general Federal actions that would 
cause emissions of the criteria or precursor pollutants, and are: 

 Federally-funded or federally-approved; 

 Not a highway or transit project8; 

 Not identified as an exempt project9 under the CAA; 

 Not a project identified on the approving federal agency’s Presumed to Conform list10; and 

 Located within a nonattainment or maintenance area.   

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) has designated the Franklin County as maintenance for 
ozone (O3) and maintenance for fine particulate matter (PM2.5). The Primary Annual PM2.5 (1997) NAAQS was 
revoked effective October 24, 2016.11 Franklin County is designated attainment for all other Federally regulated 
pollutants, which are carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur dioxide (SO2), coarse particulate matter (PM10), and 

 
4  A homogeneous geographical area, with regard to air quality, is an area, not necessarily bounded by state lines, where the air quality 

characteristics have been shown to be similar over the whole area.  This may include several counties, encompassing more than one 
state, or may be a very small area within a single county. 

5  Precursor pollutants are pollutants that are involved in the chemical reactions that form the resultant pollutant.  Ozone precursor pollutants 
are NOx and VOC, whereas PM2.5 precursor pollutants include NOx, VOC, SOx, and ammonia (NH3). 

6  The ozone transport region is a single transport region for ozone (within the meaning of Section 176A(a) of the CAA), comprised of the 
States of Connecticut, Delaware, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, 
Vermont, and the Consolidated Metropolitan Statistical Area that includes the District of Columbia, as given at Section 184 of the CAA. 

7  USEPA, 40 CFR Part 93, Subpart B, Determining Conformity of General Federal Actions to State or Federal Implementation Plans, July 1, 
2006. 

8  Highway and transit projects are defined under Title 23 U.S. Code and the Federal Transit Act. 
9  The Proposed Action is not listed as an action exempt from a conformity determination pursuant to 40 CFR Part 93.153(c).  An exempt 

project is one that the USEPA has determined would clearly have no impact on air quality at the facility, and any net increase in emissions 
would be so small as to be considered negligible. 

10  The provisions of the CAA allow a Federal agency to submit a list of actions demonstrated to have low emissions that would have no 
potential to cause an exceedance of the NAAQS and are presumed to conform to the CAA conformity regulations.  This list would be 
referred to as the “Presumed to Conform” list.  The FAA Presumed to Conform list was published in the Federal Register on February 12, 
2007 (72 FR 6641-6656) and includes airport projects that would not require evaluation under the General Conformity regulations.   

11  PM-2.5 NAAQS SIP Requirements Final Rule, effective October 24, 2016. (81 FR 58009) 
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lead (Pb).12 Pickaway County is designated attainment for all criteria pollutants. Therefore, the Proposed Action 
meets the remaining criteria for requiring an evaluation under the General Conformity Rule. When the action 
requires evaluation under the General Conformity regulations, the net total direct and indirect emissions due to 
the Federal action may not equal or exceed the relevant de minimis thresholds unless:  

 An analytical demonstration is provided that shows the emissions would not exceed the NAAQS; or 

 Net emissions are accounted for in the State Implementation Plan (SIP) planning emissions budget; or 

 Net emissions are otherwise accounted for by applying a solution prescribed under 40 CFR Part 93.158.   

The federal de minimis thresholds established under the CAA are given in Table E-2. Conformity to the de 
minimis thresholds is relevant only with regard to those pollutants and the precursor pollutants for which the area 
is nonattainment or maintenance. Notably, there are no de minimis thresholds to which a federal agency would 
compare ozone emissions. This is because ozone is not directly emitted from a source.  Rather, ozone is formed 
through photochemical reactions involving emissions of the precursor pollutants, nitrogen oxides (NOx) and 
volatile organic compounds (VOC), in the presence of abundant sunlight and heat. Therefore, emissions of ozone 
on a project level are evaluated based on the rate of emissions of the ozone precursor pollutants, NOx and VOC. 
Because conformity to the de minimis threshold is relevant only with regard to the ozone precursor pollutants, 
only NOx and VOC emissions are presented and evaluated in this report.   

If the General Conformity evaluation for this air quality assessment were to show that any of the applicable 
thresholds were equaled or exceeded due to the Proposed Action, further, more detailed analysis to demonstrate 
conformity would be required, which is referred to as a General Conformity Determination. Conversely, if the 
General Conformity evaluation were to show that none of the relevant thresholds were equaled or exceeded, the 
Proposed Action would be presumed to conform to the applicable Ohio SIPs and no further analysis would be 
required under the CAA.   

  

 
12  USEPA Nonattainment Status for Each county by Year for Ohio, (Current as of September 30, 2020). Accessed on October 10, 2020 via 

https://www3.epa.gov/airquality/greenbook/anayo_oh.html  
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Table E-2 De Minimis Thresholds 

Criteria and Precursor 
Pollutants 

Type and Severity of 
Nonattainment Area 

Tons Per Year Threshold 

Ozone (VOC or NOx)1 

Serious nonattainment 50 

Severe nonattainment 25 

Extreme nonattainment 10 

Other areas outside an ozone 
transport region (OTR) 

100 

Ozone (NOx)1 

Marginal and moderate 
nonattainment inside an OTR2 100 

Maintenance 100 

Ozone (VOC)1 

Marginal and moderate 
nonattainment inside an OTR2 

50 

Maintenance within an OTR2 50 

Maintenance outside an OTR2 100 

Carbon monoxide (CO) All nonattainment & maintenance 100 

Sulfur dioxide (SO2) All nonattainment & maintenance 100 

Nitrogen dioxide (NO2) All nonattainment & maintenance 100 

Coarse particulate matter (PM10) 

Serious nonattainment 70 

Moderate nonattainment and 
maintenance 

100 

Fine particulate matter (PM2.5)  

(VOC, NOx, NH3, and SOx)3 
All nonattainment & maintenance 100 

Lead (Pb) All nonattainment & maintenance 25 

1  The rate of increase of ozone emissions is not evaluated for a project-level environmental review because the formation of 
ozone occurs on a regional level and is the result of the photochemical reaction of NOx and VOC in the presence of 
abundant sunlight and heat.  Therefore, USEPA considers the increasing rates of NOx and VOC emissions to reflect the 
likelihood of ozone formation on a project level.  

2  An OTR is a single transport region for ozone, comprised of the states of Connecticut, Delaware, Maine, Maryland, 
Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Vermont, and the Consolidated 
Metropolitan Statistical Area that includes the District of Columbia. 

3  For the purposes of General Conformity applicability, VOCs and NH3 emissions are only considered PM2.5 precursors in 
nonattainment areas where either a State or USEPA has made a finding that the pollutants significantly contribute to the 
PM2.5 problem in the area.  In addition, NOX emissions are always considered a PM2.5 precursor unless the State and 
USEPA make a finding that NOX emissions from sources in the State do not significantly contribute to PM2.5 in the area.  
Refer to 74 FR 17003, April 5, 2006. 

Notes: Federal thresholds that are shaded are applicable to this project. 
 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Title 40, Protection of the Environment. 
 USEPA defines de minimis as emissions that are so low as to be considered insignificant and negligible.  
 Volatile organic compounds (VOC); Nitrogen oxides (NOx); Ammonia (NH3); Sulfur oxides (SOx). 
Sources: USEPA, 40 CFR Part 93.153(b)(1) & (2). 
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E.2.3 Transportation Conformity Rule Applicability 

Although airport improvement projects are usually considered under the General Conformity regulations, there 
can be elements of a federal action or its alternatives that may require an analysis to demonstrate Transportation 
Conformity, such as actions relating to transportation plans, programs, projects developed, funded, or approved 
under Title 23 United States Code (U.S.C.) or the Federal Transit Act (FTA)13, or that involve federal highways. In 
such cases, the sponsoring federal agency would be required to coordinate with the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA), the state Department of Transportation (DOT), and the local metropolitan planning 
organization (MPO) to assist in completing a Transportation Conformity evaluation.   

As with General Conformity, Transportation Conformity regulations apply only to federal actions located within a 
nonattainment or maintenance area. The Proposed Action would not be developed, funded, or approved by the 
FHWA or FTA. Therefore, the Transportation Conformity regulations would not apply.14 

 Modeling Methodology 

The primary sources of air emissions accounted for in the inventory data presented in this report are derived from 
construction and operational activities. The following software were used to develop the construction and 
operations emissions inventory attributed to the Proposed Action. 

Airport Construction Emissions Inventory Tool Version 1 

The Airport Construction Emissions Inventory Tool (ACEIT) Version 1 was developed by the Transportation 
Research Board (TRB) to assist airports and other stakeholders in developing airport construction emissions 
inventories. The ACEIT was used to find the type of equipment and the hours of usage for each type of equipment 
based on the proposed construction activities.15 

Motor Vehicle Emissions Simulator Version 2014b 

The USEPA’s Motor Vehicle Emissions Simulator (MOVES) Version 2014b is an emission modeling system that 
estimates emissions for mobile sources at the national, county, and project level for criteria air pollutants, 
greenhouse gases, and air toxics.  The type and usage of construction equipment found in the ACEIT was 
inputted into MOVES, which was used to estimate construction activity emissions resulting from on-road and non-
road construction equipment.   

 Construction Activities 

Temporary impacts would result from construction activities associated with the Proposed Action, primarily from 
air pollutants emitted by construction equipment. Construction of the Proposed Action is anticipated to be 
completed in phases, starting in 2022 and finished by 2029/30. 

E.4.1 Construction Phasing 

The Proposed Action construction phases and estimated construction years are detailed in Table E-3. The 
Proposed Action with building site boundaries is shown on Exhibit E-1, Proposed Action with Building Sites.

 
13  USEPA, 40 CFR Part 93.153, Applicability, July 1, 2006. 
14  At this time, no Federal funding is expected for Rickenbacker Parkway extension Phase 3b or Phase 4.  
15  ACEIT uses emission factors from the USEPA’s Motor Vehicle Emissions Simulator (MOVES) and NONROAD modeling programs to 

estimate emissions resulting from construction activities.  While ACEIT is not mentioned in Section 6.1.4 of the Aviation Emissions and Air 
Quality Handbook, Version 3, the Handbook recommends the use of MOVES and NONROAD emission factors to estimate emissions from 
construction activities.  Furthermore, FAA Order 1050.1F, Paragraph 4-2.b allows the use of supplemental models for analysis of non-
aviation sources “with prior approval from [the Office of Environment and Energy (AEE)].” 
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Exhibit E-1 – Proposed Action with Building Sites 
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Table E-3 Estimated Project Construction 

Element 
Estimated 

Construction Year 

Site Preparation 2022 

Phase 3b of Rickenbacker Parkway extension and utilities for all warehouse sites 2023 

Phase 4 of Rickenbacker Parkway extension and construction of warehouse Site L 
and associated parking 

2024 

Construction of warehouse Site K and associated parking 2025 

Construction of warehouse Site M and associated parking 2026 

Construction of warehouse Site N and associated parking 2028 

Construction of warehouse Site P and associated parking 2029 

Source: CRAA and Landrum & Brown analysis, 2020 

E.4.2 Construction Emissions 

A construction emissions inventory was prepared to reflect the use of construction equipment and vehicles 
attributed to the Proposed Action. ACEIT defaults were used for construction equipment and construction worker 
trip generation data. Project cost inputs for ACEIT were based on costs of similar development costs. The 
construction equipment defaults from ACEIT were used as inputs into MOVES, along with the construction 
phasing, to get the annual construction emissions inventory provided in Table E-4. Construction emissions are 
expected to be higher during the third and fourth construction years when a majority of the warehouse 
construction is anticipated to occur.  

Table E-4 Construction Emissions Inventory 

Year 
Annual Emissions (short tons per year) 

CO VOC NOx SOx PM10 PM2.5 

2022 0.3 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 

2023 0.9 0.6 2.0 0.1 0.2 0.2 

2024 1.7 1.5 3.2 0.1 0.3 0.3 

2025 0.7 0.9 1.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 

2027 0.7 0.5 1.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 

2026 0.7 0.7 1.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 

2028 0.7 0.5 1.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 

2029 0.7 0.3 1.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 

Source: Landrum & Brown analysis, 2020. 
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 Operational Activities 

The Proposed Action, when fully operational, would include bulk distribution warehouse facilities that are not 
dependent upon air travel. As such, the facilities would have no access to the airfield. Therefore, the proposed 
facilities would not cause an increase or decrease in aircraft operations and would not result in changes to the 
aircraft fleet at LCK.  

The Proposed Action is intended to meet existing warehouse and distribution needs in the central Ohio region. 
The end users of the facilities would operate warehousing and distribution facilities to meet local demand. These 
users may benefit from the proximity to the Airport for shipping and receiving goods. However, it is anticipated 
that the majority of shipping and receiving would primarily occur via truck. While some goods may be shipped 
inbound or outbound via air cargo carriers, it is expected that the shipping via air would utilize existing cargo 
capacity and would not cause an increase in the number of cargo operations at LCK. Therefore, no change in 
aircraft operations or emissions would occur as a result of the Proposed Action. The increase in emissions would 
be limited to temporary emissions from construction activity and operational emissions from surface vehicle traffic 
to and from the proposed warehouses.  

Operation of the Proposed Action would result in indirect emissions as the result of surface vehicle traffic from 
trucks and employee vehicles traveling to and from the proposed distribution warehouses. This additional surface 
vehicle traffic was estimated based on the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) trip generation methodology 
to determine the number of vehicles based on the proposed building square footages. Table E-5 shows the 
estimated annual number of trucks and employee vehicles that would be expected to operate at the site. 
Operational emissions are expected to occur after construction of the first warehouse site and continue to 
increase annually in proportion to the increase in warehouse space. Table E-6 shows the estimated operational 
emissions from that activity based on modeling conducted using MOVES Version 2014b 

Table E-5 Commercial Truck and Employee Vehicle Trip Generation Estimates 

Year 

Average Daily Traffic Volumes (round trips) 

Employee Cars 
and Light Trucks 

Tractor Trailer 
Trucks 

Total Surface 
Vehicles 

2025  1,288   694   1,982  

2026  2,644   1,424   4,068  

2027  3,627   1,953   5,580  

2028  4,215   2,269   6,484  

2029  4,494   2,420   6,914  
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Table E-6 Operational Emissions Inventory 

Year 
Annual Emissions (short tons per year) 

CO VOC NOx SOx PM10 PM2.5 

2025 11.9 1.5 14.7 0 0.7 0.6 

2026 24.4 3.1 30.1 0 1.4 1.3 

2027 33.4 4.3 41.3 0.1 1.9 1.8 

2028 38.8 5 6.8 0.1 2.2 2.1 

2029 41.4 5.4 51.1 0.1 2.4 2.2 

 

 Environmental Setting and Proposed Action Site 

Table E-7 shows the total net emissions for the Proposed Action, that includes both construction and operational 
emissions. As shown in Table E-5, this analysis of the Proposed Action demonstrates that the applicable de 
minims thresholds would not be exceeded and there would be no significant air quality impacts from construction 
or operation of the Proposed Action. The Proposed Action is therefore assumed to comply with the provisions of 
the Ohio State Implementation Plan (SIP) and meet all relevant requirements under the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) and the CAA. 
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Table E-7 Total Net Emissions – Proposed Action 

Year   

Criteria and Precursor Pollutants (tons per year) 

CO VOC NOx SOx PM10 PM2.5 

CAA De Minimis 
Thresholds 

n/a 100 100 n/a n/a 100 

2021 

Construction 0.7 0.5 1.6 0 0.1 0.1 

Operation n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Total 0.7 0.5 1.6 0 0.1 0.1 

2022 

Construction 0.3 0 0.3 0 0 0 

Operation n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Total 0.3 0 0.3 0 0 0 

2023 

Construction 0.9 0.6 2 0.1 0.2 0.2 

Operation n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Total 0.9 0.6 2 0.1 0.2 0.2 

2024 

Construction 1.7 1.5 3.2 0.1 0.3 0.3 

Operation n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Total 1.7 1.5 3.2 0.1 0.3 0.3 

2025 

Construction 0.7 0.9 1.1 0 0.1 0.1 

Operation 11.9 1.5 14.7 0 0.7 0.6 

Total 12.6 2.4 15.8 0 0.8 0.7 

2026 

Construction 0.7 0.7 1.1 0 0.1 0.1 

Operation 24.4 3.1 30.1 0 1.4 1.3 

Total 25.1 3.8 31.2 0 1.5 1.4 

2027 

Construction 0.7 0.5 1.1 0 0.1 0.1 

Operation 33.4 4.3 41.3 0.1 1.9 1.8 

Total 34.1 4.8 42.4 0.1 2 1.9 

2028 

Construction 0.7 0.3 1.1 0 0.1 0.1 

Operation 38.8 5 6.8 0.1 2.2 2.1 

Total 39.5 5.3 7.9 0.1 2.3 2.2 

2029 

Construction n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Operation 41.4 5.4 51.1 0.1 2.4 2.2 

Total 41.4 5.4 51.1 0.1 2.4 2.2 

Notes:  NOx and VOC emissions from the project is compared with the 100 tons per year de-minimis threshold. The Primary Annual PM2.5 
(1997) NAAQS was revoked effective October 24, 2016 and Franklin County is in attainment for the 2006 24-hour Standard and the 
2012 Annual Standard; however, the Ohio State Implementation Plan still recognizes Franklin County as maintenance for PM2.5. 
Therefore, net annual emissions are compared in this table to a de minimis threshold of 100 tons per year. Emissions of CO, SO2, 
and PM10 are provided for disclosure purposes. 

Total may not sum correctly due to rounding. 
Source: Landrum & Brown analysis, 2021. 
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Appendix F – Farmland 

This appendix contains a copy of the coordination materials for consultation with the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service related to the Farmland Protection Policy Act.  
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U.S. Department of Agriculture 

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING 

PART I (To be completed by Federal Agency)      Date Of Land Evaluation Request      

Name of Project      Federal Agency Involved      

Proposed Land Use      County and State      

PART II (To be completed by NRCS)      Date Request Received By 
NRCS                    

Person Completing Form: 

   Does the site contain Prime, Unique, Statewide or Local Important Farmland? 

   (If no, the FPPA does not apply - do not complete additional parts of this form) 

  YES      NO 

             
Acres Irrigated 

      
Average Farm Size 

      

   Major Crop(s) 

      

Farmable Land In Govt. Jurisdiction 

Acres:                %       

Amount of Farmland As Defined in FPPA 

Acres:               %      

Name of Land Evaluation System Used 

      

Name of State or Local Site Assessment System 

      

Date Land Evaluation Returned by NRCS 

      

Alternative Site Rating PART III (To be completed by Federal Agency) 
Site A Site B Site C Site D 

   A. Total Acres To Be Converted Directly                         

   B. Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly                         

   C. Total Acres In Site                         

PART IV (To be completed by NRCS)  Land Evaluation Information     

   A. Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmland                         

   B. Total Acres Statewide Important or Local Important Farmland                         

   C. Percentage Of Farmland in County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted                         

   D. Percentage Of Farmland in Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value                         

PART V (To be completed by NRCS)  Land Evaluation Criterion 

              Relative Value of Farmland To Be Converted (Scale of 0 to 100 Points) 

                        

PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency)   Site Assessment Criteria 

(Criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658.5 b. For Corridor project use form NRCS-CPA-106) 
Maximum

Points 
Site A Site B Site C Site D 

   1.  Area In Non-urban Use  (15)                         

   2.  Perimeter In Non-urban Use  (10)                         

   3.  Percent Of Site Being Farmed  (20)                         

   4.  Protection Provided By State and Local Government  (20)                         

   5.  Distance From Urban Built-up Area  (15)                         

   6.  Distance To Urban Support Services  (15)                         

   7.  Size Of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average  (10)                         

   8.  Creation Of Non-farmable Farmland  (10)                         

   9.  Availability Of Farm Support Services  (5)                         

   10. On-Farm Investments  (20)                         

   11. Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services  (10)                         

   12. Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use  (10)                         

   TOTAL SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS 160                         

PART VII (To be completed by Federal Agency)      

   Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 100                         

   Total Site Assessment (From Part VI above or local site assessment) 160                         

   TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 260                         

 

Site Selected:       

 

Date Of Selection       

Was A Local Site Assessment Used? 

              YES                 NO   

Reason For Selection:      

      

      

      

Name of Federal agency representative completing this form:       Date:       

(See Instructions on reverse side) Form AD-1006 (03-02) 

 8/13/2020
 RGLP Cargo Campus Development  Federal Aviation Administration

 Commercial Warehouses Franklin & Pickaway Counties, Ohio

 330 

330

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0



STEPS IN THE PROCESSING THE FARMLAND AND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING FORM 

 
Step 1 - Federal agencies (or Federally funded projects) involved in proposed projects that may convert farmland, as defined in the Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) 

to nonagricultural uses, will initially complete Parts I and III of the form. For Corridor type projects, the Federal agency shall use form NRCS-CPA-106 in place 

of form AD-1006. The Land Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) process may also be accessed by visiting the FPPA website, http://fppa.nrcs.usda.gov/lesa/. 

 

Step 2 - Originator (Federal Agency) will send one original copy of the form together with appropriate scaled maps indicating location(s)of project site(s), to the Natural 

Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) local Field Office or USDA Service Center and retain a copy for their files. (NRCS has offices in most counties in the 

U.S. The USDA Office Information Locator may be found at http://offices.usda.gov/scripts/ndISAPI.dll/oip_public/USA_map, or the offices can usually be 

found in the Phone Book under U.S. Government, Department of Agriculture. A list of field offices is available from the NRCS State Conservationist and State 

Office in each State.) 

 

Step 3 - NRCS will, within 10 working days after receipt of the completed form, make a determination as to whether the site(s) of the proposed project contains prime, 

unique, statewide or local important farmland. (When a site visit or land evaluation system design is needed, NRCS will respond within 30 working days. 

 

Step 4 - For sites where farmland covered by the FPPA will be converted by the proposed project, NRCS will complete Parts II, IV and V of the form. 

 

Step 5 - NRCS will return the original copy of the form to the Federal agency involved in the project, and retain a file copy for NRCS records. 

 

Step 6 - The Federal agency involved in the proposed project will complete Parts VI and VII of the form and return the form with the final selected site to the servicing 

NRCS office. 

 

Step 7 - The Federal agency providing financial or technical assistance to the proposed project will make a determination as to whether the proposed conversion is consistent 

with the FPPA. 

 

 

INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING THE FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING FORM 
(For Federal Agency) 

 
Part I: When completing the "County and State" questions, list all the local governments that are responsible for local land 

use controls where site(s) are to be evaluated. 
 
 
Part III: When completing item B (Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly), include the following: 
 
1. Acres not being directly converted but that would no longer be capable of being farmed after the conversion, because the 

conversion would restrict access to them or other major change in the ability to use the land for agriculture. 
2. Acres planned to receive services from an infrastructure project as indicated in the project justification (e.g. highways, 

utilities planned build out capacity) that will cause a direct conversion. 
 
 
Part VI: Do not complete Part VI using the standard format if a State or Local site assessment is used. With local and NRCS      

assistance, use the local Land Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA). 
 
1. Assign the maximum points for each site assessment criterion as shown in § 658.5(b) of CFR. In cases of corridor-type 

project such as transportation, power line and flood control, criteria #5 and #6 will not apply and will, be weighted zero, 
however, criterion #8 will be weighed a maximum of 25 points and criterion #11 a maximum of 25 points. 

 
2. Federal agencies may assign relative weights among the 12 site assessment criteria other than those shown on the 

FPPA rule after submitting individual agency FPPA policy for review and comment to NRCS. In all cases where other 
weights are assigned, relative adjustments must be made to maintain the maximum total points at 160. For project sites 
where the total points equal or exceed 160, consider alternative actions, as appropriate, that could reduce adverse 
impacts (e.g. Alternative Sites, Modifications or Mitigation). 

 
 
 
Part VII: In computing the "Total Site Assessment Points" where a State or local site assessment is used and the total 
maximum number of points is other than 160, convert the site assessment points to a base of 160.  
Example: if the Site Assessment maximum is 200 points, and the alternative Site "A" is rated 180 points: 
 
 
 
 
For assistance in completing this form or FPPA process, contact the local NRCS Field Office or USDA Service Center. 
 
NRCS employees, consult the FPPA Manual and/or policy for additional instructions to complete the AD-1006 form. 
 

Total points assigned Site A 180 
Maximum points possible  200 = X 160  = 144 points for Site A
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From: Glanville, Jeff - NRCS, Columbus, OH <jeff.glanville@usda.gov>
Sent: Friday, August 28, 2020 9:44 AM
To: Chris Sandfoss
Cc: Ortiz, Eliezer - NRCS, Columbus, OH; Armintrout, Justin - NRCS, Circleville, OH; Mark Kelby; 

Ernest.Gubry@faa.gov
Subject: RE: Request for Consultation for Rickenbacker Global Logistics Park Development EA
Attachments: Rickenbacker_Cargo_Campus_Franklin_AD-1006.zip.pdf; 

Rickenbacker_Cargo_Campus_Pickaway_AD-1006.zip.pdf; Rickenbacker_Cargo_Campus_WSS_report_
08282020.pdf; Rickenbacker_Cargo_Campus_WSS_important_farmland_08282020.pdf; 
Rickenbacker_Cargo_Campus_WSS_productivity_index_08282020.pdf

CAUTION: This email attachment originated from a third party. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe. 

I have attached completed AD‐1006 forms for this project.  I had to separate these by county, since this project runs 
across county line. 
 
I have also attached some Web Soil Survey reports. 
 
Please note that acre total of my area of interest in Web Soil Survey exceeded the ~330ac estimate in your letter and 
preliminary AD‐1006. 
 
Please let me know of any questions or concerns. 
 
 
 
Jeff Glanville 
Soil Scientist/Soil Database Manager and acting State Soil Scientist 
USDA‐NRCS 
200 North High Street, Room 522 
Columbus, OH 43215‐2478 
 
614‐255‐2507 
855‐867‐9515 FAX 
 
Jeff.Glanville@oh.usda.gov 
 

From: Ortiz, Eliezer ‐ NRCS, Columbus, OH <eliezer.ortiz@usda.gov>  
Sent: Thursday, August 13, 2020 4:23 PM 
To: Chris Sandfoss <csandfoss@landrum‐brown.com> 
Cc: Armintrout, Justin ‐ NRCS, Circleville, OH <justin.armintrout@usda.gov>; Mark Kelby 
<MKelby@ColumbusAirports.com>; Ernest.Gubry@faa.gov; Glanville, Jeff ‐ NRCS, Columbus, OH 
<jeff.glanville@usda.gov> 
Subject: RE: Request for Consultation for Rickenbacker Global Logistics Park Development EA 
 
Good afternoon, 
 



2

Your request has been submitted to the Ohio NRCS‐USDA Acting State Soil Scientist Jeff Glanville.  He have been 
included in this e‐mail.  He will be in contact with you soon.  Direct any questions related to this request to Jeff. 
 
Jeff Glanville 
Soil Scientist/Soil Database Manager and acting State Soil Scientist 
USDA‐NRCS 
200 North High Street, Room 522 
Columbus, OH 43215‐2478 
614‐255‐2507 
855‐867‐9515 FAX 
Jeff.Glanville@oh.usda.gov  
 
Thanks, 
 
 

    Eliezer Ortiz-Barbosa 
Resource Conservationist Franklin & Pickaway Co 
Natural Resources Conservation Service |U.S. Department of Agriculture  
Franklin Co Field Office |Columbus Service Center 
Suite 164 N |1550 Old Henderson Rd | Columbus, OH 43220  
Phone: 614.459.4225 etx. 4065 |Fax: 1.855.842.8012 
 
 

From: Chris Sandfoss <csandfoss@landrum‐brown.com>  
Sent: Thursday, August 13, 2020 3:27 PM 
To: Ortiz, Eliezer ‐ NRCS, Columbus, OH <eliezer.ortiz@usda.gov> 
Cc: Armintrout, Justin ‐ NRCS, Circleville, OH <justin.armintrout@usda.gov>; Mark Kelby 
<MKelby@ColumbusAirports.com>; Ernest.Gubry@faa.gov 
Subject: Request for Consultation for Rickenbacker Global Logistics Park Development EA 
 
Mr. Barbosa, 
 
Hello, My firm, Landrum & Brown, is assisting the Columbus Regional Airport Authority with an Environmental 
Assessment for the proposed Cargo Campus Development at the Rickenbacker Global Logistics Park near Rickenbacker 
International Airport in Franklin and Pickaway counties. We are seeking any comments from your agency and assistance 
with completion of Form AD‐1006. Please let me know if there is any other information needed for your review. 
 
Thanks for your assistance. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Chris 
 
Chris Sandfoss, AICP 
Managing Consultant 

Landrum & Brown 
Global Aviation Planning & Development 

T +1 513 530 1256  

landrum-brown.com 

The content of this email is confidential and intended for the recipient specified in message only. It is strictly forbidden to share any part of this message with any third party, without written consent of the 
sender. If you received this message by mistake, please reply to this message and follow with its deletion, so that we can ensure such a mistake does not occur in the future. 



 
4445 Lake Forest Drive 
Suite 700. 
Cincinnati, OH 45242 
USA 
T +1 513 530 5333 
F +1 513 530 1278 
landrum-brown.com 

 

November 5, 2020 
 

Jeff Glanville 
Soil Scientist/Soil Database Manager and Acting State Soil Scientist 
USDA, Natural Resources Conservation Service 
200 North High Street, Room 522 
Columbus, OH 43215 

Re:  Agency Scoping for Cargo Campus Development Project Environmental Assessment at 
Rickenbacker Global Logistics Park 

Dear Mr. Glanville, 

Thank you for your response dated August 28, 2020 with the updated Farmland and Conversion Impact Rating 
Form AD-1006 for the proposed Cargo Campus Development at the Rickenbacker Global Logistics Park (RGLP).  
Please find the enclosed copies of the forms for Franklin and Pickaway Counties with Part VI completed, and 
Attachment A with the rationale for the score for each assessment criteria.  

Per your direction, separate versions of the form have been completed for the proposed project site (Site A) in 
Franklin County and Pickaway County since the site is located on the county boundary. The assessment resulted 
in a score of 127 total points (out of a possible 260 points) for the area in Franklin County and 136 points (out of a 
possible 260 points) for the area in Pickaway County. According to the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 
Order 1050.1F Desk Reference, Section 6.1.1, a score below 160 for either area indicates that no further analysis 
is necessary and no significant impacts to farmlands would occur due to the Proposed Action. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me at (513) 530-1256 or by email at csandfoss@landrum-brown.com if there are 
any additional comments or questions. Thank you for your time and assistance with this process. 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Chris Sandfoss, AICP 
Managing Consultant 
 
cc: Ernest Gubry, Federal Aviation Administration 

Mark Kelby, Columbus Regional Airport Authority 

Enclosures: Completed Form AD-1006 for Franklin and Pickaway County areas, Attachment A, Exhibits 1 & 2 
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ATTACHMENT A 

 
FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING 

 
PART VI SCORING RATIONALE
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1. How much land is in non-urban use within a radius of 1.0 mile from where the project is 

intended? 

As shown in Exhibit 1, Urban Area within 1-Mile Radius of the Project Site, there is 
nearby commercial development to the west of the site and the Rickenbacker International 
Airport facilities are located to the northwest of the site that would be considered urban area. 
The table below provides the total urban and non-urban acreage within the 1-mile radius of 
the proposed project site. 

Land Use Acres Percent of Total
Urban 1,493 34%
Non-urban 2,854 66%
Total 4,347 100%

  
Points Allocated: 10  

2. How much of the perimeter of the site borders on land in non-urban use? 

As shown in Exhibit 1, the proposed project site is in the vicinity of urban land uses; 
however, the perimeter of the site does not directly border any urban uses. 

Points Allocated: 10 

3. How much of the site has been farmed (managed for schedule harvest or timber activity) 
more than five of the last ten years? 

Several parcels within the site are leased to a local farmer for agricultural purposes. 
Exhibit 2, Property Leased for Farmland, shows the areas that are leased and used for 
farming within the proposed project site. Based on a review of past aerial imagery, it 
appears that these areas have been farmed for more than five of the past ten years. The 
Table below presents the total acreage and percent of the site farmed within each county. 

 Total Acres Acres Farmed Percent Farmed 
Franklin County 90 25 28%
Pickaway County 240 129 54%
Total 330 155 47%
 
Points Allocated: Franklin County 4, Pickaway County 11 

4. Is the site subject to state or unit of local government policies or programs to protect 
farmland or covered by private programs to protect farmland? 

The Project Site is owned by the Airport and then leased to the farm owner.  There are no 
state or local policies or programs applicable to the Airport to protect the farmland such as 
tax relief, right to farm laws, agricultural districting, agricultural zoning, development rights, 
Governor’s executive order, voluntary, or mandatory state programs. Therefore a score of 0 
points was assessed for this criteria. 

Points Allocated: 0 
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5. How close is the site to an urban built-up area? 

There are commercial areas to the west of the proposed project site. These facilities are not 
adjacent to the proposed project site; although they are less than one mile from the project 
site boundary. Therefore a score of 5 points was assessed for this criteria. 

Points Allocated: 5 

6. How close is the site to water lines, sewer lines and/or other local facilities and services 
whose capacities and design would promote nonagricultural use? 

The proposed project site is within less than one mile of existing commercial development 
with access to public utilities. Existing utility service lines, including electric, natural gas, 
water, and wastewater, are located approximately one-half mile from the perimeter of the 
proposed project site. 

Points Allocated: 0 

7. Is the farm unit(s) containing the site (before the project) as large as the average-size 
farming unit in the county?  (Average farm sizes in each county are available from the NRCS 
field offices in each state.  Data are from the latest available Census of Agriculture, Acreage 
of Farm Units in Operation with $1,000 or more in sales.) 

The total number of farms and total farm acreage was obtained from the USDA, Census of 
Agriculture, 2017 Census Volume 1, Chapter 2: County Level Data.1 The table below 
provides the total number of farms, farm acreage, and average farm size for Franklin and 
Pickaway Counties. 

 

Number 
of Farms

Acres 
Operated

Average 
Farm Size

Franklin County 408 52,356 128
Pickaway County 805 296,988 369
 

The total acreage farmed within the proposed project site within Franklin County is 25 acres, 
or 20% of the average farm size in the County. The total acreage farmed within the 
proposed project site within Pickaway County is 129 acres, or 35% of the average farm size 
in the County. Since both values are less than 50% of the average farm size, zero points 
were assessed for this criteria. 

Points Allocated: 0 

8. If this site is chosen for the project, how much of the remaining land on the farm will become 
non-farmable because of interference with land patterns? 

There would be no land remaining for farming activities after construction of the Proposed 
Action has been completed.  Therefore, the maximum score of 10 points was assessed for 
this criteria. 

Points Allocated: 10 

 
1 https://www.nass.usda.gov/Quick_Stats/CDQT/chapter/2/table/1/state/OH/county/129/year/2017 
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9. Does the site have available adequate supply of farm support service and markets, i.e., farm 
suppliers, equipment dealers, processing and storage facilities and farmer’s markets? 

Both Franklin County and Pickaway County have ongoing farming activities that require 
adequate farming support services; therefore, it is expected that all services are available to 
the farm and therefore the maximum number of 5 points was assigned for this criteria. 

Points Allocated: 5 

10. Does the site have substantial and well-maintained on farm investments such as barns, 
other storage buildings, fruit trees and vines, field terraces, drainage, irrigation, waterways 
or other soil and water conservation measure. 

The property is leased as-is to the local farmer. The site does not contain any 
improvements, such as barns, sheds, other outbuildings, or permanent irrigation systems, to 
support farming activities. Such improvements are restricted by the lease agreement; 
therefore, zero points were assessed for this criteria. 

Points Allocated: 0 

11. Would the project at this site, by converting farmland to nonagricultural use, reduce the 
support for farm support services so as to jeopardize the continued existence of these 
services and thus, the viability of the farms remaining in the area? 

The farmed land within the proposed project site represents a small percentage (less than 
0.1%) of the total farmed acres in Franklin and Pickaway Counties. Therefore, it is not likely 
that conversion of the property to non-farming use would be of substantial socioeconomic 
impact on farm equipment companies or cause a reduction in other farming support service. 
Therefore a score of 0 points was assessed for this criteria. 

Points Allocated: 0 

12. Is the kind and intensity of the proposed use of the site sufficiently incompatible with 
agriculture that it is likely to contribute to the eventual conversion of the surrounding 
farmland to nonagricultural use? 

The proposed project includes construction and operation of bulk distribution warehouses. 
Activities on the site would include truck traffic and short-term storage of goods and 
materials. Similar development exists within less than one-half mile of the site and has 
limited effect on current farming activities on the site. Therefore, the proposed project would 
not be incompatible with farming activities and is unlikely to contribute to the conversion of 
neighboring farmland. Therefore, a score of 2 points was assessed for this criteria. 

Points Allocated: 2 

 

Total Points Assessed for Part VI of Form AD-1006:  

Franklin County: 46 

Pickaway County: 53 
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U.S. Department of Agriculture 

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING 

PART I (To be completed by Federal Agency)      Date Of Land Evaluation Request      

Name of Project      Federal Agency Involved      

Proposed Land Use      County and State      

PART II (To be completed by NRCS)      Date Request Received By 
NRCS                    

Person Completing Form: 

   Does the site contain Prime, Unique, Statewide or Local Important Farmland? 

   (If no, the FPPA does not apply - do not complete additional parts of this form) 

  YES      NO 

             
Acres Irrigated 

      
Average Farm Size 

      

   Major Crop(s) 

      

Farmable Land In Govt. Jurisdiction 

Acres:                %       

Amount of Farmland As Defined in FPPA 

Acres:               %      

Name of Land Evaluation System Used 

      

Name of State or Local Site Assessment System 

      

Date Land Evaluation Returned by NRCS 

      

Alternative Site Rating PART III (To be completed by Federal Agency) 
Site A Site B Site C Site D 

   A. Total Acres To Be Converted Directly                         

   B. Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly                         

   C. Total Acres In Site                         

PART IV (To be completed by NRCS)  Land Evaluation Information     

   A. Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmland                         

   B. Total Acres Statewide Important or Local Important Farmland                         

   C. Percentage Of Farmland in County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted                         

   D. Percentage Of Farmland in Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value                         

PART V (To be completed by NRCS)  Land Evaluation Criterion 

              Relative Value of Farmland To Be Converted (Scale of 0 to 100 Points) 

                        

PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency)   Site Assessment Criteria 

(Criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658.5 b. For Corridor project use form NRCS-CPA-106) 
Maximum

Points 
Site A Site B Site C Site D 

   1.  Area In Non-urban Use  (15)                         

   2.  Perimeter In Non-urban Use  (10)                         

   3.  Percent Of Site Being Farmed  (20)                         

   4.  Protection Provided By State and Local Government  (20)                         

   5.  Distance From Urban Built-up Area  (15)                         

   6.  Distance To Urban Support Services  (15)                         

   7.  Size Of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average  (10)                         

   8.  Creation Of Non-farmable Farmland  (10)                         

   9.  Availability Of Farm Support Services  (5)                         

   10. On-Farm Investments  (20)                         

   11. Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services  (10)                         

   12. Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use  (10)                         

   TOTAL SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS 160                         

PART VII (To be completed by Federal Agency)      

   Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 100                         

   Total Site Assessment (From Part VI above or local site assessment) 160                         

   TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 260                         

 

Site Selected:       

 

Date Of Selection       

Was A Local Site Assessment Used? 

              YES                 NO   

Reason For Selection:      

      

      

      

Name of Federal agency representative completing this form:       Date:       

(See Instructions on reverse side) Form AD-1006 (03-02) 

 8/13/2020
 RGLP Cargo Campus Development  Federal Aviation Administration

 Commercial Warehouses Franklin County, Ohio

 08/13/2020 J. Glanville

✔ 362 128

corn, soybeans, wheat  281341  81 62 214277

 OH OH 08/28/2020

 330 

330

0.2
0.0

 .000000
42
81

10
10
4
0
5
0
0
10
5
0
0
2
46 0 0 0

81 0 0 0
46 0 0 0
127 0 0 0

Site A  10/28/2020 ✔

The proposed project meets the stated need to provide bulk distribution warehouse space in the Columbus area and does not
cause a significant impact to prime or unique farmland, or farmland of statewide or local importance.



U.S. Department of Agriculture 

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING 

PART I (To be completed by Federal Agency)      Date Of Land Evaluation Request      

Name of Project      Federal Agency Involved      

Proposed Land Use      County and State      

PART II (To be completed by NRCS)      Date Request Received By 
NRCS                    

Person Completing Form: 

   Does the site contain Prime, Unique, Statewide or Local Important Farmland? 

   (If no, the FPPA does not apply - do not complete additional parts of this form) 

  YES      NO 

             
Acres Irrigated 

      
Average Farm Size 

      

   Major Crop(s) 

      

Farmable Land In Govt. Jurisdiction 

Acres:                %       

Amount of Farmland As Defined in FPPA 

Acres:               %      

Name of Land Evaluation System Used 

      

Name of State or Local Site Assessment System 

      

Date Land Evaluation Returned by NRCS 

      

Alternative Site Rating PART III (To be completed by Federal Agency) 
Site A Site B Site C Site D 

   A. Total Acres To Be Converted Directly                         

   B. Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly                         

   C. Total Acres In Site                         

PART IV (To be completed by NRCS)  Land Evaluation Information     

   A. Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmland                         

   B. Total Acres Statewide Important or Local Important Farmland                         

   C. Percentage Of Farmland in County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted                         

   D. Percentage Of Farmland in Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value                         

PART V (To be completed by NRCS)  Land Evaluation Criterion 

              Relative Value of Farmland To Be Converted (Scale of 0 to 100 Points) 

                        

PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency)   Site Assessment Criteria 

(Criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658.5 b. For Corridor project use form NRCS-CPA-106) 
Maximum

Points 
Site A Site B Site C Site D 

   1.  Area In Non-urban Use  (15)                         

   2.  Perimeter In Non-urban Use  (10)                         

   3.  Percent Of Site Being Farmed  (20)                         

   4.  Protection Provided By State and Local Government  (20)                         

   5.  Distance From Urban Built-up Area  (15)                         

   6.  Distance To Urban Support Services  (15)                         

   7.  Size Of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average  (10)                         

   8.  Creation Of Non-farmable Farmland  (10)                         

   9.  Availability Of Farm Support Services  (5)                         

   10. On-Farm Investments  (20)                         

   11. Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services  (10)                         

   12. Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use  (10)                         

   TOTAL SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS 160                         

PART VII (To be completed by Federal Agency)      

   Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 100                         

   Total Site Assessment (From Part VI above or local site assessment) 160                         

   TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 260                         

 

Site Selected:       

 

Date Of Selection       

Was A Local Site Assessment Used? 

              YES                 NO   

Reason For Selection:      

      

      

      

Name of Federal agency representative completing this form:       Date:       

(See Instructions on reverse side) Form AD-1006 (03-02) 

 8/13/2020
 RGLP Cargo Campus Development  Federal Aviation Administration

 Commercial Warehouses Pickaway County, Ohio

 08/13/2020 J. Glanville

✔  2604 369

corn, soybeans, wheat  308457  95 88 285000

 OH OH 08/28/2020

 330 

330

177.5
0.0
.06
 26
83

10
10
11
0
5
0
0
10
5
0
0
2
53 0 0 0

83 0 0 0
53 0 0 0
136 0 0 0

Site A  10/28/2020 ✔

The proposed project meets the stated need to provide bulk distribution warehouse space in the Columbus area and does not
cause a significant impact to prime or unique farmland, or farmland of statewide or local importance.
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Appendix G – Public Involvement 

This Appendix contains the copies of coordination materials for this Environmental Assessment. The following 
documentation is included: 

1) Public Workshop / Hearing materials including the Notice of Availability and the public
workshop/hearing presentation;

2) Comments received on the Draft EA; and

3) Responses to those comments.
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PUBLIC WORKSHOP/ HEARING 

A public workshop / public hearing was held to present the findings and obtain public comment on the Draft EA on 
April 20, 2021 from 5:30pm to 7:00pm.  

Due to the recommended precautions to stop the spread of COVID-19, this workshop / hearing was conducted 
online. Notification about the workshop / hearing was published in local newspapers and online at 
https://www.airportprojects.net/lck-campus-ea/. 

A dedicated telephone number was set up to allow members of the public to contact the project team with any 
need for special accommodations to view the Draft EA or participate in the public workshop/hearing.  

This appendix includes a copy of the presentation that was given at the online public workshop. 

There was one agency question/comment during the public hearing. There was no public testimony given during 
the public hearing. 
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Public Workshop Presentation 4/20/2021

April 20, 2021

Rickenbacker Global 
Logistics Park (RGLP) 
Cargo Campus
Environmental Assessment (EA)

Agenda

• Welcome and Discussion of Virtual Meeting Resources

• Environmental Assessment (EA) Process

• Proposed Action

• Environmental Resource Categories

• EA Findings

• Next Steps

2

1

2

G-17



Public Workshop Presentation 4/20/2021

Meeting Resources

3

If computer audio does not 
work, click 

“Audio Settings” 
to check speaker settings, or 

dial 
(312) 626-6799

and enter passcode 
926 6485 6133#

and enter # as the attendee ID 
for meeting audio

Meeting Resources

4

To submit 
comments or 

questions about 
the 

Environmental 
Assessment 
click Q&A 

below to open 
window

3

4
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Meeting Resources

5

When the 
window opens, 

type your 
comment here

To submit 
comments or 

questions about 
the 

Environmental 
Assessment 
click Q&A 

below to open 
window

Environmental Assessment (EA) Process
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)

• Federal statute

• Requires Federal agencies to evaluate the potential environmental effects of
a proposed project

• Requires public review and comment before making decisions

6

5

6
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Environmental Assessment (EA) Process
What is an EA?

• An EA is a “concise public document” that identifies environmental effects of
a proposed action.

• An EA:

– Defines the purpose and need

– Considers the range of reasonable alternatives

– Analyzes the potential impacts of a proposed project and its alternatives

– Demonstrates compliance with other Executive Orders and
environmental statutes

• Serves as the basis for either a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) or
the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

7

Environmental Assessment (EA) Process

8

Identification 
of Proposed 
Action and 
Reasonable 
Alternatives

Background
Data 

Collection

Federal Agency 
Determines 

need for 
an EA

Prepare 
Environmental 
Analysis and 

Draft EA

Circulation 
and Review 
of Draft EA

Conduct 
Public 

Hearing

Public  
Comment 

Period

Review and 
Address  

Comments

Federal 
Agency 

Determines 
Significance 
of Impacts

Revise 
Draft EA

If Impacts are 
Significant

Proceed with 
EIS

If Impacts are 
Not Significant
Agency Issues 
Finding of No 

Significant 
Impact

We are 
here

7

8
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RGLP Cargo Campus – Project Location

9

RGLP Cargo Campus – Proposed Action

10

The drawing shows a conceptual layout 
of buildings, roadways, and parking. The 
final design, orientation, and location will 
be dependent upon the needs of the 
future tenants. The overall project 
boundary and proposed tree avoidance 
area will not change as the site is 
developed.

9

10
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Public Workshop Presentation 4/20/2021

Proposed Action

11

Purpose and Need

• The purpose for the Proposed Action is to provide additional revenue to the

Columbus Regional Airport Authority and to accommodate the demand for

commercial/industrial facilities that includes bulk distribution warehouses

with convenient access to an intermodal terminal within the Columbus

Region.

Findings

12

Environmental Resource Categories

• Air Quality

• Biological Resources

• Climate

• Coastal Resources

• Department of Transportation Act Section 4(f) Resources

• Farmlands

• Hazardous Materials, Solid Waste, and Pollution Prevention

• Historical, Architectural, Archeological, and Cultural Resources

• Land Use

• Noise and Noise-Compatible Land Use

• Socioeconomics, Environmental Justice, and Children’s Health and Safety Risks

• Visual Effects and Light Impacts

• Water Resources (Wetlands / Surface Water / Floodplains / Groundwater / Wild & Scenic Rivers)

11

12
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Findings

13

Air Quality

• Emissions would occur from construction equipment and operation of trucks
at the proposed commercial bulk distribution warehouses.

• Emissions would not exceed applicable de minimis levels

• No violation of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards would occur as a
result of the Proposed Action.

Findings

14

Biological Resources

• No adverse effects to federally endangered, threatened, proposed, or
candidate species are anticipated as a result of the Proposed Action.

13

14
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Findings

15

Climate

• Increase in greenhouse gas emissions would occur due to operation of
construction equipment and trucks at the proposed commercial bulk
distribution warehouses as a result of the Proposed Action.

Findings

16

Coastal Resources

• No Resources Present

15

16
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Findings

17

Department of Transportation Act, Section 4(f) Resources

• No direct or indirect impact would occur to public parks, recreation facilities,
wildlife or waterfowl refuges, or historic sites due to the Proposed Action.

Findings

18

Farmlands

• Some of the property is leased for farming activity; however, the land is a
small percentage of farmland in the Columbus Region. Therefore, no
significant impacts to farmland would occur due to the Proposed Action.

17

18
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Findings

19

Hazardous Materials, Solid Waste, and Pollution Prevention

• All applicable laws regarding use, transport, and storage of hazardous waste
would be adhered to.

• Therefore, no hazardous conditions would occur as a result of the Proposed
Action.

Findings

20

Historical, Architectural, Archeological, and Cultural Resources

• No adverse effects would occur to any resources on or eligible for the
National Register of Historic Places as a result of the Proposed Action.

19

20
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Findings

21

Land Use

• The Proposed Action would not be inconsistent with local land use plans or
zoning regulations.

Findings

22

Natural Resources and Energy Supply

• The Proposed Action would not cause demand for energy supplies or natural
resources to exceed local energy capacity or construction material supplies.

21

22
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Findings

23

Noise and Noise-Compatible Land Use

• No change in aircraft operations would occur at Rickenbacker International
Airport as a result of the Proposed Action.

• Therefore, no aircraft noise impacts would occur.

• Noise from trucks is not expected to be significantly different from existing
traffic levels.

Findings

24

Socioeconomics, Environmental Justice, and Children’s 
Health and Safety Risks

• No relocation of businesses or residences or disruption of an established
community would occur.

• Truck traffic would increase on Rickenbacker Parkway and other routes to
major highways. ODOT and local jurisdictions would be expected to
continue to monitor traffic levels and implement traffic improvements as
necessary.

• No disproportionate impacts to minority or low-income populations would
occur.

• No impacts to children's health and safety would occur as a result of the
Proposed Action.

23

24
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Findings

25

Visual Effects and Light Impacts

• The Proposed Action would include new development and lighting that is
similar to existing commercial warehouses in the vicinity.

• Trees on the southeast corner of the Proposed Action site would be avoided
during construction to provide a visual buffer between residences east of the
Proposed Action site on Airbase Road.

• The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) is currently conducting a study
to determine clean-up requirements from former military training activity that
occurred on this site. Depending upon the findings, USACE may be required
to clear the trees to remediate the site.

Findings

26

Water Resources

• Wetlands & Streams: The Proposed Action would impact approximately
4,900 linear feet of streams and 4.3 acres of wetlands. Permits would be
obtained and mitigation would be implemented in accordance with
Sections 401 & 404 of the Clean Water Act to offset impacts.

• Floodplains: The Proposed Action would not encroach upon or impact a
100-year floodplain.

• Groundwater: No groundwater sources would be impacted by the Proposed
Action.

• Wild and Scenic Rivers: No resources present

25

26
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Next Steps

27

• Public comment period ends May 5, 2021

• Review of public and agency comments

• Address comments and revise Draft Environmental Assessment (EA)

• Submit Final EA for Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Review

Columbus Regional Airport Authority (CRAA) - By request - Contact (513) 818-0617 for an appointment

Local Libraries - Contact library staff prior to arrival to confirm hours and availability

Review Online

• www.airportprojects.net/lck-campus-ea

Where to review the Draft EA

28

• Rickenbacker International Airport

Administration Building

Operations Department

7250 Starcheck Drive, Suite 100

Columbus, OH  43217

• John Glenn Columbus International Airport

Administrative Offices

4600 International Gateway

Columbus, Ohio 43219

• Pickaway County Library

Floyd E. Younkin Branch

51 Long St.

Ashville, Ohio 43103

Phone: (740) 983-8856

• Columbus Metropolitan Library 

Southeast Branch 

3980 S. Hamilton Road

Groveport, OH 43125

Phone: (614) 645-2275

27

28
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How to submit comments

29

Using the Q&A function during the meeting until 7pm

• Email: LCK-EA@landrumbrown.com

• Mail:

Landrum & Brown

Attn: Chris Sandfoss

4445 Lake Forest Drive, Suite 700

Cincinnati, OH 45242

• Please submit comments by May 5, 2021

• A copy of this presentation will be available online following this meeting.

29
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COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT EA 

This section includes all comments received during the Draft EA comment period. Responses to comments are 
included in the following section.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Commenter  Number  Comment  Response 
U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service 

USFWS‐1  The Service has reviewed your project description and 
concurs with your determination that the project, as 
proposed, is not likely to adversely affect any federally 
listed species.  An acoustic survey for Indiana bats 
(Myotis sodalis) and northern long‐eared bats (Myotis 
septentrionalis) was conducted in the summer of 2020 
and did not detect either species.  Negative survey 
results are valid for five years.  No tree clearing should 
occur on the site after March 31, 2026 without further 
coordination with the Service. 
This concludes consultation on this action as required by 
section 7(a)(2) of the ESA.  Should, during the term of 
this action, additional information on listed or proposed 
species or their critical habitat become available, or if 
new information reveals effects of the action that were 
not previously considered, consultation with the Service 
should be reinitiated to assess whether the 
determinations are still valid.   

This comment has been included in the official record 
for this EA.   

U.S. 
Department of 
Housing and 
Urban 
Development 

N/A 
Discussion 
during 
Public 
Hearing 

 

Question / comment about potential noise impacts 
related to construction and long‐term operation of the 
proposed development and proximity to HUD properties 
northwest of the site. 

As noted in Section 5.1.10 of this EA, the Proposed 
Action would not cause a change in aircraft operations 
at LCK. Therefore, no increase in aircraft noise would 
occur. Noise levels from construction equipment 
during construction of the Proposed Action would be 
limited to construction time periods. During operation, 
noise from delivery trucks and employee vehicles 
accessing the site may be audible. It is anticipated that 
the noise from truck activity would be similar to noise 
from trucks that currently operate at the existing 
distribution warehouses to the west of the Proposed 
Action site. Trucks would follow established routes. 
Therefore, no significant noise impacts would occur. 
Section 5.1.11.2 describes truck routes to and from 
the Proposed Action site.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS, (CONTINUED) 

Commenter  Number  Comment  Response 
U.S. 
Department of 
Housing and 
Urban 
Development 

HUD‐1  Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment 
on the draft Environmental Assessment and attend the 
public hearing/presentation for the proposed Cargo 
Campus Development at the Rickenbacker Global 
Logistics Park.  HUD’s Office of Environment and Energy 
has reviewed the content of the draft Environmental 
Assessment and has no comments to contribute at this 
time. 

This comment has been included in the official record 
for this EA.   

U.S. 
Environmental 
Protection 
Agency,  
Region V 

USEPA‐1  It’s unclear how the Norfolk Southern Railroad 
Rickenbacker Intermodal Terminal is considered in the 
analysis of impacts and calculation of expected 
operation truck trips. 

It is expected that access to the Intermodal Facility 
could reduce the need for some truck traffic as some 
users may ship goods via rail. However, shipping 
methods would be at the discretion of end users and 
unknown at this time. Therefore, the trip generation 
analysis was based on average trips per building size 
without any potential reduction in trips or distance 
traveled due to the proximity to the Intermodal 
Facility. This information has been included in 
Section 5.1.11.2 of the Final EA (see Page 5‐18). 

U.S. 
Environmental 
Protection 
Agency,  
Region V 

USEPA‐2  Provide data to demonstrate the need for the proposed 
project. 

Data has been added to the Final EA presenting 
projections of employment growth in the 
transportation & warehousing sector from the Ohio 
Department of Job & Family Services; and data 
provided by the developer on warehouse 
occupancy/vacancy rates. See Section 2.1 and 
Table 2‐1.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS, (CONTINUED) 

Commenter  Number  Comment  Response 
U.S. 
Environmental 
Protection 
Agency,  
Region V 

USEPA‐3  Explain what the extension of Rickenbacker Parkway 
Phases 3b and 4 entails. Is this part of a larger project, 
and are phases 1 and 2 complete? Would state or 
federal agencies need to approve the extension, and 
how is that portion of the project funded? A fuller 
description of the Parkway extension would facilitate a 
better understanding of project impacts and help 
support the EA’s statements around Transportation 
Conformity. 

A description of Rickenbacker Parkway Phase 1 & 2 has 
been added to the Final EA (see Page 1‐1, Footnote 1). 
Appendix E describes the Clean Air Act conformity 
requirements. Because no Federal funding is involved 
in the Rickenbacker Parkway extension, Phase 3b or 
Phase 4, and no Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) approval is required, the project falls under 
the requirements of General Conformity. 

U.S. 
Environmental 
Protection 
Agency,  
Region V 

USEPA‐4  Identify and commit to specific measures to reduce 
construction emissions. Options include: (1) requiring 
dust suppressant strategies, such as use of tarps and 
watering soils, (2) limiting idling time for construction 
trucks and heavy equipment, and (3) soliciting bids that 
require zero‐emission technologies or advanced 
emission control systems. See additional best practices 
in the enclosed Construction Emission Control Checklist. 

These recommendations have been forwarded to the 
developer for inclusion in their construction planning. 
Best management practices and commitments for dust 
control have been included in the Final EA in 
Section 5.1.1 (see Page 5‐4). 

U.S. 
Environmental 
Protection 
Agency,  
Region V 

USEPA‐5  Consider measures to reduce operational emissions from 
the cargo campus, such as requiring, incentivizing, or 
otherwise promoting the use trucks with cleaner engine 
technologies and minimizing idling. 

These recommendations have been forwarded to the 
developer for inclusion in their construction planning. 
Best management practices for emission reductions 
have been included in the Final EA in Section 5.1.1 
(see Page 5‐4). 



Columbus Regional Airport Authority  Environmental Assessment for Cargo Campus Development 
   Final – June 2021 
 

G-48 | Landrum & Brown 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS, (CONTINUED) 

Commenter  Number  Comment  Response 
U.S. 
Environmental 
Protection 
Agency,  
Region V 

USEPA‐6  Discuss the study that determined site safety for areas 
other than the two MSRs currently being remediated. 
Clarify who performed the study, who approved the 
study, whether the USACE or other agencies were 
involved, and which standards for cleanup were met. We 
raise this to help ensure there are no unintended 
consequences with hazardous materials during 
construction. 

Section 4.2.6 of the Final EA has been revised to note 
that the USACE conducted an airport‐wide review to 
identify areas of concern for hazardous materials. As 
described in Section 4.2.6, that review identified areas 
that warranted further investigation and remediation. 
Approval of the report and remediation plan has not 
yet occurred. Section 5.1.6 of the Final EA has been 
revised to note that CRAA continues to coordinate 
with USACE to confirm site remediation is conducted 
to meet appropriate standards for future construction 
and use of the Proposed Action site. 

U.S. 
Environmental 
Protection 
Agency,  
Region V 

USEPA‐7  Discuss outreach and engagement with residents about 
increases in truck traffic and associated air quality, noise, 
and transportation safety impacts. Include residents in 
the mobile home park on Ashville Park and multi‐ and 
single‐ family homes on the proposed truck route 
(pictured on page 5‐17). Are residents aware of the 
proposed increases in truck traffic and associated air and 
noise impacts? How has public input informed project 
decision‐making? 

The Proposed Action would cause an increase in 
surface vehicle traffic during construction and 
operation. As noted in Section 5.1.1, no significant 
impacts to air quality would occur during construction 
or operation of the proposed development. As noted 
in Section 5.1.10, noise from surface vehicles 
accessing the site may be audible within nearby areas; 
however, it is anticipated that the noise from truck 
activity would be similar to noise from trucks that 
currently operate at the existing distribution 
warehouses to the west of the Proposed Action site. 
Trucks would follow established haul routes. 
Therefore, no significant noise impacts would occur to 
residential areas. Section 5.1.11.2 describes the truck 
routes to and from the Proposed Action site. No 
significant safety risks are expected to occur as a result 
of construction or operation of the proposed 
development. The Final EA has been updated to 
document the Public Hearing and notification efforts 
(see documentation in this Appendix G, Pages G‐1 to 
G‐42).  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS, (CONTINUED) 

Commenter  Number  Comment  Response 
U.S. 
Environmental 
Protection 
Agency,  
Region V 

USEPA‐8  The EA concludes that implementation of roadway 
projects from a 2018 Mid‐Ohio Regional Planning 
Commission report, “would be expected to improve 
traffic conditions and reduce any impacts of additional 
vehicle trips to and from the proposed Cargo Campus 
development. Therefore, no significant traffic impacts 
would occur” (page 5‐18). Are these roadway projects 
funded, scheduled, and certain to occur? If not, what 
would traffic impacts from the proposed cargo campus 
consist of absent the roadway projects? How does the 
timing of the roadway projects align with the timing of 
the cargo campus? 

The Final EA has been revised to include details of the 
level of service (LOS) analysis that was prepared (see 
Section 5.1.11). The status of funding and timing of 
any regional traffic improvements are unknown at this 
time. Therefore, the LOS analysis presents conditions 
expected under the No Action and Proposed Action 
scenarios without any traffic improvements. Some of 
the affected intersections already score below 
satisfactory LOS (E or F). The LOS analysis shows that 
no segment or intersection would be downgraded 
from satisfactory to unsatisfactory based on Ohio DOT 
standards as a result of the Proposed Action.  

U.S. 
Environmental 
Protection 
Agency,  
Region V 

USEPA‐9  We continue to encourage the project team to provide 
information in a NEPA document that supports the 
project’s compliance with the Clean Water Act Section 
404(b)(1) Guidelines. 

As noted in Section 5.1.13, coordination is ongoing 
with U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Ohio 
Environmental Protection Agency (OEPA) to ensure 
compliance with Clean Water Act Section 401 and 404. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS, (CONTINUED) 

Commenter  Number  Comment  Response 
U.S. 
Environmental 
Protection 
Agency,  
Region V 

USEPA‐10  Explain how the project was designed to avoid and 
minimize the discharge of dredged and/or fill material 
into Waters of the United States (Waters). Provided an 
analysis of siting and design alternatives the project 
team considered for (1) on‐site avoidance and 
minimization of impacts to Waters and (2) off‐site 
avoidance and minimization of impacts to Waters for 
borrow or spoil areas. 

The EA notes that one wetland and all of Stream 37 
and sections of Streams 20 and 39 would be avoided 
(see Section 5.3.1). The Final EA clarifies that site plans 
were developed to avoid aquatic features to the 
extent practical (see Section 3.3). The Final EA has 
been revised to note that the developer intends to use 
cut/fill from within the site; therefore, no offsite 
borrow or spoil areas are expected (see Section 1.2). 

U.S. 
Environmental 
Protection 
Agency,  
Region V 

USEPA‐11  Discuss the location and availability of appropriate 
mitigation for unavoidable impacts. 

The mitigation plan for addressing unavoidable 
impacts to wetlands and streams is currently being 
formulated. Coordination is ongoing between the 
CRAA, USACE, and OEPA to develop mitigation 
requirements. Potential sources of mitigation include 
wetland and stream banks, in‐lieu fee program 
payment, and potential preservation of other 
resources on LCK and CMH property. Section 5.1.13 of 
the Final EA has been updated to note potential 
locations of mitigation (see footnote #46). 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS, (CONTINUED) 

Commenter  Number  Comment  Response 
U.S. 
Environmental 
Protection 
Agency,  
Region V 

USEPA‐12   See examples and take best practices from efficient 
warehouses and distribution centers described on the 
U.S. Green Building Council’s website at  
https://www.usgbc.org/projects?Rating+System=%5B
%22Warehouse%20and%20distribution%20centers%2
0‐%20Existing%20Buildings%22%5D  

 Consider Green Infrastructure for managing 
stormwater. Guidance and tools are available at 
https://www.epa.gov/green‐infrastructure.  

 Consider best practices for energy efficiency and 
sustainable building design for the new warehouses. 
Examples include south‐facing skylights and windows, 
motion‐sensored lighting, and use of Energy Star 
certified products. Consider incorporating solar power 
into the project design. 

 Consider Leadership in Energy and Environmental 
Design (LEED) and other green building programs, as 
well as designing for net‐zero energy usage. In 
addition to reducing the overall environmental 
footprint, green building certification programs 
promote health by encouraging practices that protect 
indoor air quality.  

 Consider incorporating electric vehicle charging 
stations in new parking areas. 

 Commit to recycle construction and demolition debris, 
which preserves valuable landfill space and makes use 
of materials that have high embodied energy. 

 Consider replacing raw materials with recycled 
materials for infrastructure components. 

These recommendations have been forwarded to the 
developer for consideration. The Final EA has been 
revised to note that all buildings are expected to meet 
LEED certification and construction and demolition 
materials will be recycled where possible 
(see Section 5.1.9).   
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