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A.1 Scoping 
For this EA, the Raleigh-Durham Airport Authority (Airport Authority) and the FAA completed 
several scoping activities. Scoping is an early and open process that solicits input from the 
public to determine the scope of issues to be addressed in the EA and to identify any significant 
environmental issues related to the Proposed Action. The scoping process is meant to focus the 
EA analysis on the most pertinent issues and impacts. 

A.1.1 Public Scoping 
Due to health precautions related to COVID-19, there was no in-person scoping meeting. The 
Airport Authority and the FAA posted a narrated presentation for the public to review on the EA 
project website. The presentation described the Proposed Action, the EA NEPA review process, 
and opportunities to learn more about the purpose and need, potential alternatives, and the 
environmental resources to be analyzed. Notifications for the availability of the virtual 
presentation were published in the local newspaper before the presentation was posted on the 
EA project website. The notice and link to the presentation were also published on the main 
RDU website and a blog was posted on the RDU website (https://www.rdu.com/rdu-preparing-
to-replace-its-longest-runway/). Both a legal ad and display ad were published in the local 
newspaper, the News & Observer (legal ad and display ad published June 21, 2021, and follow 
up display ad published again on July 12, 2021). A legal ad is located in the legal section of the 
newspaper and provides formal notice of the public scoping. A display ad is located within the 
main section of the newspaper and is provided to garner greater public attention than just listing 
in the legal section. The virtual presentation was posted to the EA project website on July 21, 
2021.  

A telephone number was made available for the public to request special accommodations, 
such as audio or visual assistance, if people did not have internet access. The telephone 
number was provided on the virtual presentation and on the legal and display ads. Letters were 
mailed directly to property owners near the proposed borrow areas to inform them about the 
scoping activities. A display ad was also published one time in Spanish in the La Conexion 
newspaper on June 23, 2021, alerting the public about the scoping activities. The display ad in 
Spanish had the same content as the display ad for the News & Observer newspaper.  

The virtual presentation and the newspaper notices provided the timeframe for the public to 
provide comments. Comments on the scoping presentation were accepted through email and 
mail for 30 days after the presentation was posted on the EA project website. 

A.1.2 Agency Scoping 
In addition to public scoping, key governmental agencies were invited to attend an online 
agency scoping meeting. The Airport Authority and the FAA conducted the agency scoping 
meeting at 10:00 a.m. on August 4, 2021. At this meeting, the Airport Authority conducted a 
presentation about the Proposed Action and the preliminary scope of environmental analysis to 
be included in the EA. A list of the key governmental agencies invited to the agency scoping 
meeting are shown in Table A-1. 
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TABLE A-1, AGENCIES INVITED TO AGENCY SCOPING MEETINGS 
FEDERAL AGENCIES 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA)  
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 

STATE AGENCIES 
North Carolina State Historic Preservation Office (NCSHPO) 
North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (NCDEQ) 
North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT) 
North Carolina Department of Natural and Cultural Resources 
(NCDCR) Division of Parks and Recreation 
North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission 
North Carolina State Clearinghouse 

 

A.1.3 Scoping Comments Received 
All of the public and agency comments received during the scoping comment period from 
federal, state, and local agencies, organizations, and individuals were collected and reviewed by 
the Airport Authority and the FAA in their entirety. There were 138 public comment submissions 
and six agency comment submissions for a total of 144 total comment submissions.  There 
were a number of people who submitted more than one comment. The Airport Authority and the 
FAA then categorized and grouped the scoping comments into major topics. The scoping 
comments received fell into 17 major topics: 
 
1. General Comments 
2. Proposed Action 
3. Purpose and Need 
4. Alternatives 
5. Umstead State Park 
6. Noise 
7. Biological Resources 
8. Air Quality/Climate 
9. Water Resources 
10. Hazardous Materials 
11. Public Outreach 
12. Study Areas 
13. Historical, Architectural, Archeological, and Cultural Resources 
14. U.S. Department of Transportation 4(f) 
15. Cumulative Impacts 
16. Environmental Justice 
17. Energy Efficiency and Recycling 
From each major topic, unique individual comments were identified and numbered. 
 
From each major topic, unique individual comments were identified and numbered.  All of the 
scoping comments received and how they were grouped are included in this appendix. 
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A.1.4 Responses to Scoping Comments Received 
The Airport Authority and the FAA prepared responses to the scoping comments received. 
Table A-2 identifies the assigned comment identification number, name of the commenter, 
whether the comment was public or agency, and the index of the submission into the comment 
summary number.  Table A-3 presents each major topic, the comment summary number, and 
the response.  

  





12A AF.........................................................................THE NEWS & OBSERVER MONDAY JUNE 21 2021

cofounder Jude Samulski.
AskBio uses AAV for a
number of experimental
gene therapies, including
treatments for Pompe
disease, Huntington’s
disease and multiple sys-
tem atrophy. 

AAV, once injected into
the brain, delivers glial
cell line-derived neu-
rotrophic factor genes — a
protein that promotes cell
growth and protects dopa-
mine. 

CLINICAL TRIALS
BEGAN LAST YEAR,
CONTINUE FOR FIVE
MORE

The experimental proce-
dure started Phase 1b
clinical trials last year.
The trials will help deter-
mine the safety of the
therapy before it is ex-
panded to larger groups of
patients. Ten patients
have been enrolled since
last August. AskBio hopes
to add two more patients
to the trial, and will follow
their progress for the next
five years. 

Previous experiments in
rodents and monkeys
showed the gene therapy
led to better movement
control, Van Laar said,
though she noted that “we
are limited in what we can
ask from a monkey.” 

AskBio is part of a mul-
tibillion-dollar bet that
Bayer, the German phar-
maceutical giant, has
made on treatments for
Parkinson’s disease. Bayer
bought AskBio last year in
a deal worth potentially $4
billion, The News &
Observer previously
reported.

Another Bayer subsidi-
ary, BlueRock

turn, help control bodily
movement. 

Once the breakdown
begins, Parkinson’s symp-
toms usually start with a
slight tremor in the hand,
but progress to involun-
tary movements of other
limbs and body parts.

At the moment, the
disease is usually treated
by dopamine substituting
drugs, like levodopa. But
levodopa grows less effec-
tive over time and does
not target the actual caus-
es of the brain degener-
ation. 

“We are still using the
same medications that my
grandfather — had he
been a neurologist —
would have been using,”
Amber Van Laar, AskBio’s
vice president of clinical
development, said in an
interview. “There have
been a lot of new drugs
that have come on the
market, but that are pri-
marily just reiterations on
levodopa.”

AskBio, she said, is
trying to “actually address
the underlying disease
mechanisms to stop dis-
ease progression and not
just the symptoms that are
there.”

The company’s therapy
aims directly for the part
of the brain that controls
movement. The compa-
ny’s therapy involves in-
jecting an adeno-associ-
ated virus (AAV) carrying
therapeutic genes into the
brain. 

AAV is used because it
doesn’t cause disease in
humans and does not
replicate inside the body
like other viruses. Its use
was pioneered by UNC
scientist and AskBio

Therapeutics, recently
started another Parkin-
son’s-focused clinical trial
using stem cells.

Katherine High, presi-
dent of therapeutics at
AskBio, said a difference
with her company’s ap-
proach is the type of pa-
tient it is targeting. 

Most clinical trials, she
said, enroll patients with
advanced cases of Parkin-
son’s. AskBio’s gene ther-
apy might work best in
people who only recently
were diagnosed with the
disease. 

That’s because it is
designed to preserve the
health of the brain, and to
do that, it needs more
healthy cells to be present
at the time of treatment. 

“Based on the safety
data generated so far, we
convinced the regulators
that it was appropriate to
go into patients who were
earlier in the course of the
disease,” High said. “Be-
cause at that point, you
still have a lot more of the
cells that you’re trying to
rescue.” 

Typically, treating re-
cently diagnosed patients
with gene therapies has
been shied away from,
said Van Laar. The deliv-
ery of the gene therapy
requires brain surgery,
which comes with its own
risks. 

“When you’re talking
about a patient who was
just diagnosed, we know
we’re going to get a good
couple of years with just
(levodopa),” Van Laar
said. “That makes it really
hard to justify doing a
direct brain delivery of
anything.” 

FOR BRAIN SURGERY, IT
IS ‘MINIMALLY
INVASIVE’

Van Laar notes that, as
far as brain surgeries go, it

is a relatively minimally
invasive procedure — most
people go home within a
day of the surgery. “It’s a
catheter: it goes in, it goes
back out,” she said.
“There’s no hardware left
behind. That automatical-
ly reduces a lot of the risk
that’s associated with this
type of procedure.” 

Shying away from the
procedure could mean
missing out on long-term
progress.

“We need to try and
save what’s there,” she
said. “You’re kind of de-
feating the whole purpose
of this neuroprotective
strategy by trying to do
this in folks where they’ve
already lost more than
half their brain cells.” 

“We’re really trying to

preserve what’s there, if
not regrow (those brain
cells) a little bit better,”
Van Laar added, “so that
we can stop disease pro-
gression and hopefully
treat symptoms as well.”

High said the gene ther-
apy trial will provide more
direction for researchers
whether it is successful or
not. 

“The people that are
actively searching for
treatments, even if a treat-
ment is not successful,
they typically have learned
something about the dis-
ease,” she said. “... There
is virtually no successful
product that doesn’t build
on efforts that have been
going on before.” 

But with the presence of
a number of gene ther-

apies in trials for Parkin-
son’s, Van Laar said there
is “an awful lot of hope.” 

“Parkinson’s is a very
high hurdle for gene ther-
apy, no question,” she
said. “But I sure think the
time is ripe.”

This story was produced
with financial support from
a coalition of partners led
by Innovate Raleigh as part
of an independent journal-
ism fellowship program.
The N&O maintains full
editorial control of the
work. Learn more; go to
bit.ly/newsinnovate

Zachery Eanes:
919-419-6684, @zeanes
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RALEIGH

Travelers heading
across the state by bus
could soon buy cocktails,
wine and beer along the
way. 

House Bill 693 would
legalize a new trend in
other states where bus
companies have added a
bar to the chartered bus
experience. The bill
passed the House on
Wednesday in an 89-14
vote.

The bill’s sponsor, Rep.
Tim Moffitt, a Henderson
County Republican, said
the services cater to “first
class and business class”
travelers, and he expects
the routes would include
Charlotte to Raleigh and
Raleigh to Wilmington.

But Moffitt stressed that
his bill wouldn’t add bars
to the types of buses that
ferry party people between
bars. 

“There has been some
concern about this leading
to party buses, and other
types of unsavory things —
that is not the purpose of

the bill,” he said. The
alcohol permits would be
valid only on bus trips of
at least 75 miles, when the
destination is at least 10
miles from the starting
point. 

The bill cleared the
House Finance Commit-
tee on Tuesday without
any opposition. At an
earlier committee meeting
on the bill, the Rev. Mark
Creech of the conservative
Christian Action League
said he’s opposed to al-
lowing a “bar on wheels.” 

Creech said the idea is
different than the alcohol

currently allowed on
trains and planes because
train and air travel is limit-
ed. With buses though,
there’s potential for “in-
calculable fleets of them,
each possessing a bar for
its passengers,” he said.

MORE NC ALCOHOL
BILLS MOVING AHEAD

HB 693 was one of
several alcohol- and
event-related bills on the
Finance Committee’s
agenda on Tuesday.
House Bill 477 would
allow event promoters to
use vacant buildings on a
trial basis without up-
grading the spaces for
building code and zoning
purposes. 

Rep. Mark Brody, R-
Union and sponsor of the
bill, said the idea is to hold
a small number of events
to see if there’s demand
and interest in the space

before paying for reno-
vations. Promoters would
still need a safety inspec-
tion of the building first.
HB 477 passed the full
House on Wednesday in a
104-1 vote.

House Bill 619, which
was on Tuesday’s agenda
for discussion only, ad-
dresses a tax code
problem for breweries that
expand into restaurant
service. Breweries typical-
ly pay the mill machinery
tax for the equipment they
use to make beer, but if
they later add food service
that accounts for more
than half of their revenue,
they’re taxed like a restau-
rant. 

That means higher taxes
on equipment purchases.
Alex Miller, a lobbyist for
the N.C. Craft Brewers
Guild, described a brew-
ery in Boone that got hit
with a hefty bill for back

taxes on brewing equip-
ment after its pizza proved
so popular that it exceed-
ed beer revenue. 

“We find that situation
to be fairly ridiculous,” he
said. Now, according to
Miller, other breweries are
hesitant to add food serv-
ice for fear of the tax con-
sequences. HB 619 would
put brewery equipment
under the machinery tax
regardless of how the
business is structured.

For more North Carolina
government and politics
news, listen to the Under
the Dome politics podcast
from The News & Observer
and the NC Insider. You
can find it at link.chtbl.
com/underthedomenc or
wherever you get your pod-
casts.

Colin Campbell:
919-829-4698,
RaleighReporter

Full bar on your next
long-distance bus trip? NC
House looks to legalize it

BY COLIN CAMPBELL

ccampbell@ncinsider.com

RALEIGH

For the third summer in
a row, visitors to Ocracoke
Island will have the option
of taking a passenger-only
ferry from Hatteras Island
that delivers them to Sil-
ver Lake Harbor in the
village.

And for the third year in
a row, the N.C. Depart-
ment of Transportation
will be leasing a boat for
its Ocracoke Express
service, while the one it
ordered several years ago
remains unfinished.

NCDOT is leasing the
M/V Martha’s Vineyard
Express, a catamaran-style
passenger ferry owned by
Seastreak Marine of New
Jersey. Gov. Roy Cooper
signed a bill into law this
week that provides
$700,000 to lease and
operate the boat from
Monday, June 21, until
Aug. 15, or until the state-
owned ferry is ready.

The Ocracoke Express is

being built in Hubert, near
Swansboro, and is now in
the water for testing, said
NCDOT spokesman Jamie
Kritzer.

“That’s part of the pro-
cess the builder goes
through before turning it
over to the Ferry Divi-
sion,” Kritzer wrote in an
email Friday. “Until that
happens we won’t know
when it will be ready for
service.”

The state expected its
passenger ferry would be
finished in April 2018.

When it became clear the
boat would not be ready
for the 2019 season, the
state leased the M/V
Martha’s Vineyard
Express to take its place.

NCDOT and US Work-
boats, the company that
won the contract to build
the ferry, blamed each
other for the delays in
construction.

In a Wake County court-
room in late 2019, the
company’s lawyers ac-
cused the state of trying to
apply a higher standard of
welding than was spec-
ified in the contract. An
attorney for the state
countered that the compa-
ny was trying to avoid
some of the testing re-
quired to determine the
welds were safe and that
some of the tests perform-
ed at that point had un-
covered “significant prob-
lems.”

Kritzer said another
company, Waterline
Systems, has taken over
construction of the ferry. 

The Ocracoke Express
was conceived as an al-

ternative to the car ferries
that run between Hatteras
and Ocracoke islands,
after shoaling in Hatteras
Inlet reduced the number
of runs those boats could
make each day. The car
ferries are free, but there’s
often a wait on busy sum-
mer days.

The passenger ferry
enjoys support in the Gen-
eral Assembly. Last year,
when NCDOT scrapped
plans to operate the serv-
ice because of the CO-
VID-19 pandemic, law-
makers reversed the deci-
sion, providing $1.1 mil-

lion to lease and operate
the boat even as they cut
half a billion dollars in
transportation spending
elsewhere.

The passenger ferry will
make three round trips a
day, leaving from Hatteras
at 9:30 a.m. and 1 and
4:30 p.m. The crossing
takes 65 minutes, about
the same as the car ferry,
which lands on the north
end of the island.

Tickets are $5 each way,
and an additional $1 per
bicycle. Children 3 and
under are free. Reserva-
tions can be made online

at www.ncferry.org or by
calling 800-293-3779.
Riders who ask at the
terminal or make a reser-
vation by phone can buy
one ticket and get one free
until the end of June.

The federal government
still requires passengers to
wear face coverings inside
ferries and enclosed ter-
minals, to help prevent the
spread of the coronavirus.

Richard Stradling:
919-829-4739,
@RStradling

NC lawmakers pony up
more money to lease
Ocracoke passenger ferry

BY RICHARD STRADLING

rstradling@newsobserver.com

NCDOT

The Ocracoke Express, as it looked in December 2018 at the US Workboats shipyard in
Hubert. The passenger ferry, which is three years behind schedule, is now in the water
undergoing final tests.

NCDOT

The state is again leasing
the M/V Martha’s Vineyard
Express so it can begin its
passenger-only ferry
service between Hatteras
and Ocracoke islands on
June 21.
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lifted a 16-year ban on
renaming buildings last
summer, after significant
demand from members of
the campus community
and alumni.

In her statement
Tuesday, Hannah-Jones
said the work of driving
change for racial justice
often falls on marginalized
people.

“It is not my job to heal
this university, to force the
reforms necessary to en-
sure the Board of Trustees
reflects the actual pop-
ulation of the school and
the state, or to ensure that
the university leadership
lives up to the promises it
made to reckon with its
legacy of racism and in-
justice,” Hannah-Jones
said.

Michelle L. Thomas,
president of UNC’s Black
Student Movement from
1991-93, believes the
structural racism at the
university has intensified.
People of color on campus
have been dehumanized,
she said. In particular, she
cited the work of student
activists to set up a system
in 2019 to alert individu-
als when white suprema-
cists are spotted on cam-
pus and recent allegations
that Acting Police Chief
Rahsheem Holland as-
saulted Black students at a
June 30 trustees meeting.

“We encountered a
system [in which] not only
did they not celebrate
Black contributions, or
contributions of communi-
ties of color, they worked
aggressively to stifle our
voices,” Thomas said.
“But what the students
and the faculty and staff
are dealing with today is
significantly worse than it
was then.”

Thomas said she loves
her alma mater, but “the
systems were not designed
for us.” 

“You would think with
the public discourse that

has been taking place in
the past year, that our
flagship public institution,
the oldest public uni-
versity in the nation,
would be at the forefront
of leading the change,”
she said. 

“It is exhausting for
Black students, faculty
and staff and their allies to
have to constantly be in a
state where we are push-
ing, pushing, pushing for
the basic things that
everyone else has,” she
said.

Thomas has volun-
teered to assist Black
students across the coun-
try through the college
admissions process, often
helping them to choose
UNC. She said she will no
longer do that, and that
she’s since sat down with
her 13-year-old son to
begin thinking about other
universities. 

‘A PATTERN’
Renée Alexander Craft,

an associate professor in
UNC’s Department of
Communication, was a
student member of the
Black Cultural Center
advisory board at UNC
during the 1990s. 

Alexander Craft also
participated in the June 25
BSM rally to protest the
trustees’ initial refusal to
give tenure to Hannah-
Jones. It was important for
her to attend, she said.

“As a Black alum and as
a Black faculty member, I
know what it is to also
exist in a network of care
of people reaching back,
people reaching to the
side, people reaching up
and down from every
direction, to try to keep
one another safe,” she
said. 

Hearing from current
students that part of the
Black experience at UNC
is marked by trauma
breaks her heart, she said. 

“The long work of mak-

ing institutions that were
not created for Black mo-
bility and for Black excel-
lence — to make them
allow space for that — is a
process that is ongoing,”
she said. 

Brandon Nwokeji, a
rising senior in the Huss-
man School of Journalism
and Media, said he has
enjoyed his academic
experiences at UNC, but is
also glad to see racial
injustice being brought to
light. He said he questions
why he hasn’t seen signif-
icant reform. 

“It seems like just kind
of deja vu,” Nwokeji said.
“It’s this kind of a pattern
of [the university] going
into the media for this
negative event, and this
negative event, but we
don’t really see any lasting
changes.” 

Nwokeji said the role
that donors play at the
school should be re-eval-
uated. 

“[Hussman], in a sense,
dictates the politics of the
school, the infrastructure
of the school,” Nwokeji
said. “And students don’t
really have a voice in
that.”

Nwokeji also hopes to
see more student repre-
sentation on the Board of
Trustees. Notably, Student
Body President Lamar
Richards, the only student
member on the board, was
the trustee to call the
special meeting to vote on
Hannah-Jones’ tenure.

In order to have change,
things need to get uncom-
fortable, Nwokeji said. 

“And so I’m actually
excited for things to get
more uncomfortable,” he
said. “Because we need to
start holding this adminis-
tration accountable for
improving upon the
wrongdoings of the past
and not just shying away
from them.”

Maydha Devarajan is an
intern at The News &
Observer, supported by the
North Carolina Local News
Lab Fund at the North
Carolina Community
Foundation.
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Action League.
“Rates of marijuana use

and addiction increase
significantly more in
states that passed medical
marijuana laws compared
to states that have not,”
said the Rev. Mark
Creech, a Johnston Coun-
ty preacher and leader of
the Christian Action
League, at a June 23 hear-
ing at the legislature.

MEDICAL VS.
RECREATIONAL
MARIJUANA

Creech is well-known to
lawmakers for his years
spent fighting against
looser rules governing
alcohol in North Carolina,
often successfully. He has
repeatedly told them now
that he fears the medical
marijuana bill is a slippery
slope to fully legalized
weed, even for non-med-
ical uses.

The current proposal
would authorize doctors to
prescribe marijuana to
ease the symptoms of
ailments like cancer,
PTSD, ALS and sickle cell
anemia, but not glaucoma
or migraines like other
states allow.

Suttle thinks the ad
would help advocates
convince voters who are
on the fence but so far are
mainly hearing from oppo-
nents.

“We need to get to the
voter in one of those coun-
ties that we can’t always
get to, who sees this on TV
and says, ‘Wow that’s my
friend Betty, she had can-
cer and could’ve used
this,’” Suttle said. “That’s
going to help her vote with
her heart and make an
informed decision.”

BALLOT INITIATIVES
VS. LEGISLATIVE
ACTION

Shadowing the PSA
fundraising campaign is a
key question: Why film
the ad in the first place?
Medical marijuana is pop-
ular, even among Repub-
lican voters. Why spend
money trying to convince
the small number of hold-
outs?

An Elon University poll
from February found that
in North Carolina, 73% of
voters support medical
marijuana and just 18%
are opposed. That in-
cluded 64% of Republican
voters who said they
would support medical
marijuana, more than
double the 27% of GOP
voters opposed.

But popularity doesn’t
matter as much in North
Carolina as it does else-
where. And that’s by de-
sign.

Nearly every Southern
state with medical mari-
juana has legalized it the
same way: Through a
citizen-led ballot initiative.
That’s when a petition
becomes popular enough
that it can be put on the
ballot for a statewide vote,
bypassing the legislature
entirely.

Alabama is one rare
exception. Its GOP-led
legislature approved med-
ical marijuana two months
ago, and Republican Gov.
Kay Ivey then signed it
into law. But in general,
fellow Southern states —
like Arkansas, Florida and
Mississippi — have ap-
proved medical marijuana
by ballot initiative, not at
the legislature.

Ballot initiatives, how-
ever, are banned in North
Carolina.

The only way medical
marijuana will ever be-
come legal here is if the
state legislature or Con-
gress makes it so.

And that lack of ballot
initiatives — combined
with the fact that many
Republican lawmakers are
in safe seats where their
real threat to reelection is
not from Democrats but
rather a primary challenge
from fellow Republicans —
gives the 18% of voters
opposed to medical mari-
juana outsize influence.

Primary elections have
very low turnout. So while
opponents of medical
marijuana might make up
only a small fraction of the
total vote, they could very
well swing a GOP primary
if that becomes a key
issue.

But Jason Husser, direc-
tor of the Elon Poll, told
The News & Observer in
February that their polling
shows many Republican
lawmakers might not
actually have as much to
fear from their voters as
they might expect.

While fully legal recre-
ational weed is more con-
troversial, he said, med-
ical marijuana has major-
ity support among every
age, race and gender de-
mographic.

“Unless a member of
the General Assembly is in
a very conservative, ex-
tremely religious district,
they’re not likely to lose
votes for supporting it,”
Husser said.

For more North Carolina
government and politics
news, listen to the Under
the Dome politics podcast
from The News & Observer
and the NC Insider. You
can find it at
link.chtbl.com/
underthedomenc or wherev-
er you get your podcasts.

Will Doran: 919-836-2858,
@will_doran

FROM PAGE 1A

MARIJUANA

DURHAM

Inceptor Bio, a young
Research Triangle Park
startup funding new can-
cer treatments, said
Wednesday that its first
investment is going to a
promising cancer-treat-
ment technology out of
UNC-Chapel Hill. 

Inceptor, which raised
$26 million from investors
last month, will license a
CAR-T therapy technology
that was developed in the
lab of Dr. Lishan Su, a
researcher who spent 24
years at UNC before be-
coming head of the Mary-
land Institute of Human
Virology last year.

CAR-T therapy involves
genetically altering T
cells, a type of white blood
cell that is critical to the

immune system, to attack
specific cancers. 

The UNC technology,
which could be applied to
several cancer types, has
shown some promise in
animal models for renal
cell carcinoma, said Mike
Nicholson, Inceptor Bio’s
chief scientific officer.

Inceptor, founded last
year, plans to launch a
number of companies
around different cancer
treatments in the coming
years. The CAR-T therapy,
for instance, will be devel-
oped under the name
FastBack Bio, while still
remaining under the In-
ceptor umbrella.

The hope is to use In-
ceptor’s funding to take
the therapy into to clinical
trials — though it isn’t
clear yet what type of
cancer the CAR-T treat-
ment will ultimately tar-
get.

Inceptor’s strategy relies
on centralizing things like
manufacturing and human
resources under, while the
smaller companies it spins
off focus solely on re-
search and development.
This, the company argues,
will allow the individual
teams researching treat-
ments to remain lean and
efficient. 

Inceptor hopes to lease
around 25,000 square
feet of manufacturing and
research space in the RTP
area in the coming weeks.
Most of Inceptor’s funding
is going toward that space
and the hiring of around
50 to 75 people by the end
of next year. 

The company has been
working at BioLabs North
Carolina, a flexible lab
space provider in down-
town Durham.

Abe Maingi, head of
business operations at
Inceptor, said that as part
of its licensing agreement
with UNC, Su will contin-
ue to develop his CAR-T
therapy with FastBack Bio. 

Nicholson said FastBack
hopes to apply for permis-
sion to do clinical trials on
its CAR-T program by the
end of 2023. 

Triangle firm
launches potential
cancer treatment 

BY ZACHERY EANES

zeanes@newsobserver.com
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TABLE A-2, INDEX OF SCOPING COMMENTS 

COMMENTER 
ID LAST NAME FIRST NAME PUBLIC /  

AGENCY COMMENT NUMBER 

AC01 Vinson Scott NCDEQ Division of 
Water Resources 1.6 

AC02 Farrel Christine NC Division of Parks 
and Recreation 1.7 

AC03 Gledhill-Earley Renee State Historic 
Preservation Office 1.7, 1.8, 13.3 

AC04 White Douglas USEPA 4.1, 4.3, 6.1, 7.5, 7.6, 8.2, 9.4, 9.5, 9.6, 10.8, 10.9, 16.1, 
17.1 

AC05 Phillips Lyle USACE 4.4, 4.5 

AC06 Crystal Best 

Agency - State 
Environmental 
Review 
Clearinghouse 

1.9, 2.13, 9.7, 9.8, 9.9, 10.10, 15.2 

PC01 Olson Pamela Public 2.3, 2.4, 4.1, 5.2, 6.3, 7.1, 11.1 
PC02 Rhodes Brad Public 1.2, 6.1 
PC03 Segal Gil Public 6.2 
PC04 Johnson Gil Public 2.1 
PC05 McMullin Cole Public 2.1, 2.3, 2.5, 2.9, 2.10, 4.2, 6.3, 7.3, 9.1, 10.2, 10.3, 11.1 
PC06 Lew Natalie Public 2.3, 2.8 
PC07 Ferrel Mike Public 11.1 
PC08 Hoina Chris Public 7.1, 7.2, 7.3 
PC09 Johnson Gil Public 10.1 
PC10 Briggs Holly Public 5.1 
PC11 Celli Eli Public 1.1, 2.1 
PC12 Holt Elizabeth Public 2.1, 2.3, 2.5, 2.9, 2.10, 6.3, 7.3, 11.1 
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COMMENTER 
ID LAST NAME FIRST NAME PUBLIC /  

AGENCY COMMENT NUMBER 

PC13 Lane Richard Public 1.3, 4.2 
PC14 Ossi Jacqueline Public 2.1 
PC15 Gould Fred Public 5.1, 11.1 
PC16 Rausch Nancy Public 1.1, 2.1 
PC17 Gritz Larry Public 2.2, 2.9, 6.3 
PC18 Ferdon Jane and Ben Public 5.2 
PC19 Hand Stephen Public 1.3, 5.2 
PC20 Peters John Public 2.1, 2.3, 2.9, 2.10, 4.2, 5.2, 6.3, 7.3, 9.1, 10.2, 10.3, 11.1 
PC21 Sirc Chuck Public 2.1 
PC22 Page Sarah Public 5.2 
PC23 Scroggs Jeffrey Public 1.3, 2.1 
PC24 Fowler Deborah Public 5.2 
PC25 Schlosser Paul Public 2.1 
PC26 Adams Elizabeth Public 2.3, 7.4, 9.2, 9.3, 10.4, 10.5, 11.2, 12.1, 13.1, 14.1 
PC27 Dascoli Wendy Public 1.1, 2.1, 5.2 
PC28 Mallam Karen Public 1.2, 2.1, 5.2 
PC29 Jones Lawrence Public 2.3, 2.5 
PC30 Kizer Jayne Public 2.1 
PC31 Kizer Jayne Public 2.1 
PC32 Liverman Cory Public 5.2 
PC33 Anderson Glenn Public 5.1 
PC34 Howlett ML Public 1.1, 2.1, 5.2 
PC35 Jones Barbara Public 2.1, 2.6, 2.9, 8.1 
PC36 Rimer Alan Public 1.3 
PC37 Sykes Raven Public 4.1, 6.3 
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COMMENTER 
ID LAST NAME FIRST NAME PUBLIC /  

AGENCY COMMENT NUMBER 

PC38 Dreyfors Marc Public 8.1 
PC39 Moseley Mary Public 2.1 
PC40 Solomonides Michael Public 2.7 
PC41 Jordan Kimberly Public 1.1, 2.1, 5.2 
PC42 Tawes Kent Public 1.3 
PC43 Niffenegger John Public 1.1, 2.1, 5.2 
PC44 Sullivan Matt Public 1.2, 3.1 
PC45 Anderson Chris Public 1.3 
PC46 Anson Chris Public 5.2 
PC47 Beltramini Fabio Public 2.1, 5.2, 8.1 
PC48 Marley Bill Public 1.3 
PC49 Scott Mary Public 5.2 
PC50 Brooks William Public 5.1 
PC51 Carson Matthew Public 5.2 
PC52 Weaver Kathleen Public 2.1, 5.2 
PC53 Lintelman Doug Public 1.2, 3.2, 6.3 
PC54 Thalheimer Dana Public 2.1 
PC55 Parlberg Lindsey Public 5.1, 11.1 
PC56 Simpkins Laura Public 2.3, 4.2, 5.1, 7.3, 11.1 
PC57 Thigpen Ron Public 2.1, 5.1, 10.5 
PC58 Hill Andrea Public 1.1 
PC59 Batt Katherine Public 2.1, 7.3, 11.1 
PC60 Green Myles Public 2.1 
PC61 Piercy Alan Public 1.1, 2.1 
PC62 Collins Ken and Mary Public 2.1, 2.3, 2.5, 2.9, 2.10, 4.2, 6.3, 7.3, 9.1, 10.2, 10.3, 11.1 
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COMMENTER 
ID LAST NAME FIRST NAME PUBLIC /  

AGENCY COMMENT NUMBER 

PC63 Hoffman D Public 5.1 
PC64 Beals Betsy Public 1.4, 1.5, 2.1, 2.6, 2.9, 5.1, 10.6, 11.1, 13.2 
PC65 Stone Kristin Public 1.2, 5.1, 7.3 
PC66 Govan Tina Public 5.2, 11.1 
PC67 Sousa Michele Public 2.3 
PC68 Goekae Crystal Public 2.3, 5.1 
PC69 Stroud Kevin Public 2.3, 5.1 
PC70 Holahan Susan Public 4.1 
PC71 Dedmon Kamen Public 2.1, 2.3, 2.5, 2.9, 2.10, 4.2, 6.3, 7.3, 10.2, 10.3, 11.1 
PC72 McNamara Mary Public 2.1, 2.4, 2.9, 5.1, 8.1, 9.1 
PC73 Jurney Jack Public 5.1 
PC74 Croft Ezra Public 1.2, 5.1 
PC75 Slight Libby Public 1.1, 2.1, 5.2 

PC76 Slight Elizabeth Public 1.1, 2.1, 2.3, 2.5, 2.9, 2.10, 4.2, 5.1, 5.2, 6.3, 7.3, 9.1, 
10.2, 10.3, 11.1 

PC77 Smith Kendal Public 5.1 
PC78 McNeilly Lia Public 2.1, 2.3, 2.5, 2.9, 2.10, 4.2, 6.3, 7.3, 9.1, 10.2, 10.3, 11.1 
PC79 Leanhardt Brenton Public 2.1, 2.3, 5.2 
PC80 Zalesak Rudy Public 2.5, 5.1, 5.2 
PC81 Schuttler Stephanie Public 1.2 
PC82 Heller Larry Public 1.1, 2.1, 5.2 
PC83 Anderson Glenn Public 5.1 
PC84 Singer Michael Public 1.1, 2.1, 5.1, 5.2, 11.1 
PC85 Leone Stephen Public 5.1 
PC86 Briggs John Public 2.1, 5.1, 5.2 
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COMMENTER 
ID LAST NAME FIRST NAME PUBLIC /  

AGENCY COMMENT NUMBER 

PC87 Kinsella John Public 1.1 
PC88 Srinivasan Ashwin Public 2.1 
PC89 Safriet Genie Public 2.1, 5.1 

PC90 Meulink Marco Public 2.1, 2.3, 2.5, 2.9, 2.10, 4.2, 5.2, 6.3, 7.3, 9.1, 10.2, 10.3, 
11.1 

PC91 Quarterman Carolyn Public 1.1, 2.1, 5.1, 5.2 
PC92 Sandy Olivia Public 2.1, 2.3, 2.5, 2.9, 2.10, 4.2, 6.3, 7.3, 9.1, 10.2, 10.3, 11.1 
PC93 Schim Carol Public 1.2, 11.1 
PC94 Peters Jordan Public 1.2, 5.1 
PC95 Bush Kathryn Public 2.1, 5.1, 11.1 
PC96 Oon Eeyi Public 2.1, 2.3, 2.5, 2.9, 2.10, 4.2, 6.3, 7.3, 9.1, 10.2, 10.3, 11.1 
PC97 Nutt James Public 2.1, 5.2 
PC98 Everly Tom Public 1.1, 2.1 
PC99 Mendell Stef Public 1.1, 2.1 
PC100 Robinette LaDonna Public 1.2 
PC101 Stephenson Russ Public 1.1, 2.1 
PC102 Burke Julie Public 2.1, 2.3, 5.1, 10.3, 11.1 
PC103 Johnson William Public 1.1, 2.1, 5.2 
PC104 Schniper Jeremy Public 1.3, 2.5, 5.1, 11.1 
PC105 Liske Lisa Public 2.1, 2.5, 5.1 
PC106 Lew Natalie Public 1.1, 2.1, 2.9, 4.2, 5.1, 11.1 
PC107 Bailey Donna Public 5.1 
PC108 Cygan Irene Public 1.1, 2.1, 5.2 
PC109 Shirley Daniel Public 1.2, 5.1 
PC110 Beltramini Fabio Public 8.1, 15.1 
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COMMENTER 
ID LAST NAME FIRST NAME PUBLIC /  

AGENCY COMMENT NUMBER 

PC111 Conley Susan Public 2.3, 2.5, 4.2, 11.1 
PC112 Beroth Deborah Public 2.3, 2.9, 4.2, 6.3, 7.3, 9.1, 10.3 
PC113 Kerrigan Lisa Public 1.2, 5.1 
PC114 Farrel Sharon Public 1.1, 5.1 
PC115 Dascoli Wendy Public 1.1, 2.1, 5.2 
PC116 Bulpitt Kristen Public 2.1, 2.3, 5.1, 7.2, 9.1 
PC117 Carpenter William Public 2.1, 2.9 
PC118 Williams Patrick Public 5.1 
PC119 White Ellen Public 2.5, 5.1, 5.2 
PC120 Hamlyn Greg Public 5.1 
PC121 Sick Michael Public 2.1, 2.3, 2.5, 2.9, 4.2, 5.1, 5.2, 7.3, 9.1, 10.7, 11.1 
PC122 Winters Anna Public 5.1 
PC123 Whitfield Jill Public 2.3, 2.11 
PC124 Silver Marcee Public 2.1, 2.3, 2.5, 2.9, 5.1, 5.2, 9.1 
PC125 Silver Marcee Public 2.1, 2.3, 2.5, 2.9, 5.1, 5.2, 9.1 
PC126 Threadgill Jack Public 2.1, 2.3, 2.5, 5.1, 10.2 
PC127 Kosiak Al Public 10.2, 11.1 
PC128 Cole Mary Ann Public 1.2, 5.1 
PC129 Huang Hwa Public 1.1, 2.1, 2.3, 5.1, 5.2, 7.2, 10.3, 11.1 
PC130 Doucette William Public 1.4, 2.1, 2.3, 2.6, 11.1 
PC131 Doucette William Public 1.4, 2.1, 2.3, 2.6, 11.1 
PC132 Stocksdale Vicki Public 2.3, 2.9, 5.1 
PC133 Jarmul Paul Public 2.1, 2.9, 2.10, 4.2, 6.3, 7.3 
PC134 Spooner Jean Public 1.1, 2.1, 2.12, 5.2, 7.2, 7.3, 10.2, 11.1, 14.1  
PC135 Lalla Caroline Public 2.1, 2.3, 5.2, 10.2 



RALEIGH-DURHAM INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FOR THE 
RUNWAY 5L/23R REPLACEMENT PROJECT 
 

DRAFT    SCOPING | 10 

COMMENTER 
ID LAST NAME FIRST NAME PUBLIC /  

AGENCY COMMENT NUMBER 

PC136 Celli Eli Public 1.1, 2.1, 5.2 
PC137 Adley-Warrick Lyle Public 5.2 
PC138 Strickland Judith Public 2.1, 2.5, 2.9, 5.1, 5.2, 11.1 
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TABLE A-3, RESPONSE TO SCOPING COMMENTS 

COMMENT # SUMMARY OF COMMENT RESPONSE 

1 GENERAL COMMENTS 

1.1 Support airport expansion on the west side of RDU to 
minimize impacts closer to Umstead State Park Comment noted 

1.2 Generally opposed to the Proposed Action Comment noted  
1.3 Generally in favor of the Proposed Action Comment noted  

1.4 
A full Environmental Impact Study and new study plan 
should be conducted and not let RDUAA hire their own 
engineer. 

The FAA is the lead federal agency responsible for determining 
the appropriate type of environmental review under the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The FAA determined that an 
EA for the relocation of Runway 5L/23R should be conducted 
first in order to determine whether an Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) is necessary. The FAA conditioned proceeding 
with an EA on the basis that: 1) the Proposed Action does not 
include construction activities near the William B. Umstead State 
Park; 2) the FAA has the discretion to determine the appropriate 
level of public outreach; and 3) the FAA remains actively involved 
throughout the development of the EA consistent with the 
Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ’s) Regulations for 
Implementing NEPA, including appropriate purpose and need, 
alternatives analysis, and scope of environmental analysis, prior 
to release of the draft EA.  

1.5 We have never heard the results of the EA done on 
Economy 3 parking lot.  

The FAA determined that there was no Federal action involved 
for the Park Economy 3 expansion because the FAA lacks the 
legal authority to approve or disapprove changes to the Airport 
Layout Plan (ALP) for this project, lacks the authority to regulate 
the use of the land associated with the proposed Park Economy 
3 expansion, and the agency does not have an action subject to 
the NEPA. If there is no Federal action, then NEPA does not 
apply and no federal environmental review is required.  

1.6 No comments at this time Comment noted 

1.7 
Approves of the changes to the EA to remove any borrow 
sites and construction activities from the vicinity of Umstead 
State Park  

Comment noted 
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COMMENT # SUMMARY OF COMMENT RESPONSE 

1.8 We agree that the use of an Environmental Assessment is 
the correct level of compliance with NEPA Section 106. Comment noted 

1.9 

According to G.S. 113A-10, when a state agency is required 
to prepare an environmental document under the provisions 
of federal law, the environmental document meets the 
provisions of the State Environmental Policy Act. 

Comment noted 

2 PROPOSED ACTION 

2.1 

A full and comprehensive EA should be conducted on the 
complete list of projects from the Airport Layout Plan (ALP) 
and the RDU Vision 2040 Plan. RDUAA is segmenting 
projects to avoid proper environmental scrutiny and 
appropriate mitigation of environmental impacts.  

The Airport Authority identified a long-term plan as part of the 
Master Plan Vision 2040 to understand conceptually how the 
Airport may develop into the future. Not all of the elements 
shown in the Master Plan Vision 2040 and on the FAA 
conditionally approved ALP are ready to be implemented. Some 
of these elements require additional planning by the Airport 
Authority and review by FAA before they are considered 
reasonably foreseeable. For NEPA studies, only projects that are 
reasonably foreseeable undergo project level evaluation and 
environmental approval. In addition, not all projects depicted in 
the ALP will require environmental review under NEPA, pursuant 
to Section 163 of the FAA Reauthorization Act of 2018. The 
required level of environmental evaluation however is determined 
solely by the FAA. 

2.2 Where will the relocated runway be built?  

The Proposed Action includes relocating Runway 5L/23R 
approximately 537 feet west of existing Runway 5L/23R and, 
after construction is complete, converting the existing Runway 
5L/23R to a taxiway. The EA provides a full description and 
exhibit of the Proposed Action including the location of the 
proposed replacement Runway 5L/23R. See Chapter 1, Purpose 
and Need of the EA.  

2.3 
The Proposed Action should not use fill from any lands 
adjacent to Umstead State Park, including Odd Fellows, 
286, and or lands along Haley Branch.  

The Proposed Action does not include using fill from any lands 
directly adjacent to Umstead State Park. The EA provides a 
description and exhibit of the Proposed Action including the 
location of the proposed borrow areas for fill material. See 
Chapter 1, Purpose and Need of the EA. 
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COMMENT # SUMMARY OF COMMENT RESPONSE 

2.4 The Proposed Action should identify the location of the fill 
materials and how they would be transported to the Airport.  

The EA provides a description and exhibit of the Proposed Action 
including the location of the proposed borrow sites for fill 
material. See Chapter 1, Purpose and Need of the EA.  

2.5 
Why can't you put the rental car parking and additional 
parking at the Proposed Action borrow sites instead of near 
Umstead State Park.  

The Airport Authority conducted an extensive alternatives 
evaluation in the recent Master Plan Vision 2040 for various 
parking facilities. The Master Plan Vision 2040 Preferred 
Alternative, approved by the Airport Authority Board in October of 
2016, identified the best location of the future parking areas to 
accommodate future aviation demand throughout the planning 
period (through 2040), that would be responsive to the needs of 
the communities served by the Airport, maximize revenue-
generating opportunities while effectively managing land uses 
and development, and optimize Airport infrastructure and 
resources in an operationally, financially, and environmentally 
sustainable manner. The Proposed Action does not include 
rental car parking or additional parking facilities at the location of 
the potential borrow sites. 

2.6 The EA should include the Rock Quarry which is on leased 
airport land.  

The Rock Quarry is not a part of and is independent of the 
Proposed Action.  

2.7 

How can we use the Taxiway Object Free Area (TOFA) for 
pollinator gardens or onsite stormwater management? 
Could a mountain biking trail be built around the perimeter of 
the airport? 

The Taxiway Object Free Area is maintained to enhance the 
safety of aircraft operations by having the area free of objects, 
except for objects that need to be located in this area for air 
navigation or aircraft ground maneuvering purposes. There 
would be a lot of disturbance in this area due to aircraft 
operations. Due to FAA safety regulations outlined in Advisory 
Circular 150/5300-13B, pollinator gardens and/or onsite 
stormwater management are not permitted in the Taxiway Object 
Free Areas. The land uses shown on the FAA conditionally 
approved ALP designates most of the on-airport land area for 
aviation use that would preclude having a mountain bike trail 
around the perimeter of the airport.  

2.8 Please include in the EA that no materials for the Proposed 
Action would come from Wake Stone Corp.  

The EA provides a description and exhibit of the Proposed Action 
including the location of the proposed borrow areas for fill 
material. See Chapter 1, Purpose and Need of the EA. 
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COMMENT # SUMMARY OF COMMENT RESPONSE 

2.9 Concerned about deforestation / deforestation at the borrow 
sites and for radar visual needs 

Comment noted. The Proposed Action includes removing trees 
and vegetation at the specified borrow sites in order to obtain fill 
material for use on the project. An Erosion and Sedimentation 
Control (ESC) Plan would be developed prior to initiating 
construction which would include some planting of grass to 
prevent erosion. Per FAA regulations, the EA includes an 
analysis of potential impacts of each alternative on biotic 
communities (both flora and fauna), endangered and threatened 
species, species of concern, and their habitats. See Chapter 4, 
Environmental Consequences of the EA. 

2.10 
The extended runway is so long that it will encroach into the 
DOT right of way and a tunnel will need to be built. These 
issues should be considered in the EA.  

As part of the alternative’s evaluation, a potential tunnel for 
Lumley Road was considered. See Chapter 2, Alternatives of the 
EA. However, there is no tunnel associated with the Proposed 
Action.  

2.11 

The EA should include all projects on the Umstead side of 
the park at one time, including the Odd Fellows tract and 
tracts bordering Umstead park and also Crabtree 
Community Park. Projects should not be segmented into 
smaller pieces because impacts to these resources will not 
be understood completely without a full plan of development 
considered.  

The Airport Authority identified a long-term plan as part of the 
Master Plan Vision 2040 to understand conceptually how the 
Airport may develop into the future. Not all of the elements 
shown in the Master Plan Vision 2040 and on the FAA 
conditionally approved ALP are ready to be implemented. Some 
of these elements require additional planning by the Airport 
Authority and review by FAA before they are considered 
reasonably foreseeable. For NEPA studies, only projects that are 
reasonably foreseeable undergo project level evaluation and 
environmental approval. In addition, not all projects depicted in 
the ALP will require environmental review under NEPA, pursuant 
to Section 163 of the FAA Reauthorization Act of 2018. The 
required level of environmental evaluation however is determined 
solely by the FAA. 

2.12 

Mitigation options to address impacts should include 
Umstead State Park protections including protective buffers, 
wildlife corridor and habitat, water quality and quantity 
reductions, deicing recycling, elimination of the proposed 
road along the border of Umstead State Park, drop plans to 
lengthen 5R/23L, no added gates to T2, move parking areas 
to the areas proposed for borrow sites, source fill dirt from 

The EA evaluates potential environmental impacts to resources 
in the Detailed Study Area and the General Study Area, including 
public lands such as parks, historic/cultural sites, recreation 
areas, and wildlife refuges and sanctuaries for the Proposed 
Action only. If any mitigation measures are required for potential 
impacts, they are disclosed under the appropriate environmental 
resource category in Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences of 
the EA.  
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COMMENT # SUMMARY OF COMMENT RESPONSE 
off-site, scrap plans for Commerce Blvd along boundary of 
Umstead State Park.  

2.13 

After review of this project it has been determined by DEQ 
that the DEQ permit(s) and/or approvals indicated may need 
to be obtained in order for this project to comply with North 
Carolina Law: 
• Any open burning associated with subject proposal must 

be in compliance with 15 A NCAC 2D.1900 
• Demolition or renovations of structures containing 

asbestos material must be in compliance with 15 A 
NCAC 20.1110 (a) (1) which requires notification and 
removal prior to demolition.  

• The Sedimentation Pollution Control Act of 1973 must be 
properly addressed for any land disturbing activity. An 
erosion & sedimentation control plan will be required if 
one or more acres are to be disturbed. Plan must be filed 
with and approved by applicable Regional Office (Land 
Quality Section) at least 30 days before beginning 
activity.  A NPDES Construction Stormwater permit 
(NCG010000) is also usually issued should design 
features meet minimum requirements.   

• 401 Water Quality Certification 
• Compliance with Catawba, Goose Creek, Jordan Lake, 

Randleman, Tar Pamlico or Neuse Riparian Buffer Rules 
is required. Buffer requirements: 
http://deq.nc.gov/about/divisions/water-resources/water-
resources-permits/wastewater-branch/401-wetlands-
buffer-permits/401-riparian-buffer-protection-program 

• Notification of the proper regional office is requested if 
"orphan" underground storage tanks (USTS) are 
discovered during any excavation operation.   

Plans and specifications for the construction, expansion, or 
alteration of the Town of Cary water system must be 

The Airport Authority will be responsible for obtaining any 
required permits prior to construction of the Proposed Action. 
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COMMENT # SUMMARY OF COMMENT RESPONSE 
approved through the Town of Cary delegated plan approval 
authority. 

3 PURPOSE AND NEED 

3.1 An estimated timeline and cost of repairing the existing 
runway vs. new construction should be provided.  

In 2019 and 2020, the Airport Authority replaced approximately 
220 slabs in Runway 5L/23R due to full-depth cracking and 
performed numerous patch-type repairs for less severe cracks. 
Runway 5L/23R had 168 daily closures during that time with the 
Airport Authority incurring over 12 million dollars for engineering 
and construction costs. The disruptive and costly measures to 
maintain the existing runway are only anticipated to increase in 
the future as the chemical reaction condition that causes the 
concrete to expand and creates structural failure increases. See 
Chapter 1 of the EA. 

3.2 What is the real reason for the project? Is it to bring 
businesses to Raleigh? 

The purpose of the project is provide a structurally sound primary 
runway at RDU that maintains its current runway capabilities. The 
EA provides the purpose and need of the Proposed Action in 
Chapter 1. 

4 ALTERNATIVES 

4.1 The EA should include an alternatives analysis 

The EA does contain an alternatives analysis. While various 
alternatives are reviewed, only those alternatives that meet the 
purpose and need for the project are carried forward into the 
environmental consequences portion of the EA for detailed 
environmental analysis. See Chapter 2, Alternatives. 

4.2 
The EA should assess the runway at the ultimate length. To 
only extend the short version of the runway is project 
segmentation which provides false and misleading results.  

The Airport Authority identified a long-term plan as part of the 
Master Plan Vision 2040 to understand conceptually how the 
Airport may develop into the future. Not all of the elements shown 
in the Master Plan Vision 2040 and on the FAA conditionally 
approved ALP are ready to be implemented. Some of these 
elements require additional planning by the Airport Authority and 
review by FAA before they are considered reasonably 
foreseeable. For NEPA studies, only projects that are reasonably 
foreseeable undergo project level evaluation and environmental 
approval. In addition, not all projects depicted in the ALP will 
require environmental review under NEPA, pursuant to Section 
163 of the FAA Reauthorization Act of 2018. The required level of 
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environmental evaluation however is determined solely by the 
FAA. 

4.3 

The USEPA recommends that alternatives analyze plans 
that might also allow for continuous or near-continuous 
airport operations while minimizing transportation 
requirements of fill materials, including expansion of 
Runway 5R/23L and rapid construction techniques. 

 Comment noted. 

4.4 
In addition to considering various development alternatives 
on airport property the Corps believes that offsite 
alternatives should also be considered. 

Comment noted. See Chapter 2, Alternatives. 

4.5 

The Corps believes evaluation of alternatives that would 
include activities near the William B. Umstead State Park 
should be performed. For example, the consideration of 
extending Runway 5R/23L and the extension of Runway 
14/32 are potential alternatives that could be evaluated. 

Comment noted. See Chapter 2, Alternatives. 

5 UMSTEAD STATE PARK 

5.1 Concerned about potential impacts and the future of 
Umstead State Park 

The EA evaluates potential environmental impacts to resources 
in the General Study Area, including public lands such as 
Umstead State Park.  See Chapter 4, Environmental 
Consequences. 

5.2 

A full EA with public engagement should be done on the 
massive 11,000 space parking lot RDUAA wants to build 
near Umstead State Park, which may be a potential huge 
stormwater pollution issue for Lake Crabtree and Umstead 
State Park.  

The FAA determined that there was no Federal action involved 
for the Park Economy 3 expansion because the FAA lacks the 
legal authority to approve or disapprove changes to the Airport 
Layout Plan (ALP) for this project, lacks the authority to regulate 
the use of the land associated with the proposed Park Economy 
3 expansion, and the agency does not have an action subject to 
the NEPA. If there is no Federal action, then NEPA does not 
apply and no federal environmental review is required. 

6 NOISE 
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6.1 Concerned about the increase in noise due to removal of 
trees 

This EA follows the methodology and significance criteria 
included in FAA Order 1050.1F and 5050.4B. The EA includes an 
analysis of potential noise impacts due to the Proposed Action. 
The FAA noise model, AEDT, allows users to import terrain files 
and use terrain data in noise computations. For this noise 
analyses and to estimate potential noise impacts with the 
removal of trees at the potential borrow sites, terrain files were 
applied without line-of-sight blockage. 

6.2 Concerned about the increase in noise to residences in Briar 
Creek 

This EA follows the methodology and significance criteria 
included in FAA Order 1050.1F and 5050.4B.  The EA includes 
an analysis of potential noise impacts due to the Proposed 
Action. The potential change of noise impacts from aircraft were 
examined through computer modeling and preparation of future 
noise contours, and by considering approved FAA guidelines for 
land use compatibility determinations. The EA includes a 
quantification of impacts on housing units, population, and other 
noise sensitive land uses, such as school, churches, nursing 
homes, and U.S. Department of Transportation Section 4(f) 
properties.  These impacts were evaluated in accordance with 14 
Code of Federal Regulations (C.F.R.) Part 150 Land Use 
Compatibility Guidelines. See Chapter 4, Environmental 
Consequences. 

6.3 General concern about increase in noise 

This EA follows the methodology and significance criteria 
included in FAA Order 1050.1F and 5050.4B.  The EA includes 
an analysis of potential noise impacts due to the Proposed 
Action. The potential change of noise impacts from aircraft were 
examined through computer modeling and preparation of future 
noise contours, and by considering approved FAA guidelines for 
land use compatibility determinations.  The EA includes a 
quantification of impacts on housing units, population, and other 
noise sensitive land uses, such as school, churches, nursing 
homes, and U.S. Department of Transportation Section 4(f) 
properties.  These impacts were evaluated in accordance with 14 
Code of Federal Regulations (C.F.R.) Part 150 Land Use 
Compatibility Guidelines. See Chapter 4, Environmental 
Consequences. 
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7 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

7.1 Has the North Carolina Natural Heritage Program been 
included in these discussions?  

This Draft EA is being provided to the North Carolina Natural 
Heritage Program for their review and comment.   

7.2 

There are 13 endangered and or threatened wildlife and or 
animal species found within the Wake County area. The EA 
must include consideration how the project will impact these 
species including the Neuse River Waterdogs.  

This EA follows the methodology and significance criteria 
included in FAA Order 1050.1F and 5050.4B. The EA includes an 
analysis to identify any potential environmental impacts due to 
the Proposed Action on Federal and state threatened and 
endangered species, or habitat or species of special concern, in 
the Detailed Study Area. See Chapter 4, Environmental 
Consequences. 

7.3 Has environmental and biological assessments (fish, 
wildlife, and plants) been considered or planned? 

Yes, the EA follows the methodology and significance criteria 
included in FAA Order 1050.1F and 5050.4B. The EA includes an 
analysis to identify any potential environmental impacts due to 
the Proposed Action on Federal and state threatened and 
endangered species, or habitat or species of special concern, in 
the Detailed Study Area. See Chapter 4, Environmental 
Consequences. 

7.4 

Lake Crabtree County Park has nesting eagles, herons, and 
other endangered species that may occur on airport 
property and must be identified. The EA should identify 
impacts to wildlife corridors, nesting birds, and turtles. 

This EA follows the methodology and significance criteria 
included in FAA Order 1050.1F and 5050.4B. The EA includes an 
analysis to identify any potential environmental impacts due to 
the Proposed Action on Federal and state threatened and 
endangered species, or habitat or species of special concern, in 
the Detailed Study Area. See Chapter 4, Environmental 
Consequences. Furthermore, Lake Crabtree County Park is not 
located within either the General Study Area or Detailed Study 
Area. 

7.5 

The USEPA principally defers to the US Fish and Wildlife 
Service (FWS) regarding compliance with the Endangered 
Species Act and recommends early coordination with the 
FWS. The USEPA recommends that any additional 
conservation measures identified by the FWS during 
consultation be included in the Draft and Final EA and 
FONSI. 

The Airport Authority and the FAA are coordinating with the 
USFWS on the potential environmental impacts and compliance 
with the Endangered Species Act.  
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7.6 

The USEPA understands that Runway Safe Area (RSA) 
requirements associated with the Proposed Action and 
relocation of roads may necessitate the permanent removal 
of forest located west of the runway. Additional forest 
removal may be required to remove fill materials from the 
borrow area. Forest planting and stream protection and 
renewal should take place in areas of temporary 
disturbance. The USEPA defers to the US Federal Aviation 
Administration regarding RSA requirements and 
recommends the maximum conservation of natural 
resources, where allowed by law and safety requirements. 

Comment noted. An Erosion and Sedimentation Control (ESC) 
Plan for the borrow sites would be developed prior to initiating 
construction which would include some plantings of grass to 
prevent erosion. The Airport Authority and the FAA are committed 
to sustainability practices and will include conservation of natural 
resources, where allowed by law and safety requirements to the 
maximum extent practicable. 

8 AIR QUALITY/CLIMATE 

8.1 General concern about potential air quality and climate 
impacts from the Proposed Action and the Airport 

This EA follows the methodology and significance criteria 
included in FAA Order 1050.1F and 5050.4B. The EA includes an 
assessment of potential impacts to air quality and climate. The 
Proposed Action’s potential impact on air quality is assessed in 
the EA by evaluating whether it would cause a new violation of 
the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) or 
contribute to an existing violation of the NAAQS, in a manner that 
would increase the frequency or severity of the violation. For 
climate, a comparison is made in the EA of greenhouse gas 
(GHG) inventories between the No Action Alternative and the 
Proposed Action and any identified alternatives. This comparison 
is provided for information only as the FAA has not identified 
specific factors to consider in making a significance determination 
for GHG emissions. See Chapter 4, Environmental 
Consequences. 
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8.2 

The USEPA recommends analyzing the Proposed Action 
using tools such as the Air Conformity Applicability Model to 
verify that construction and operation in support of the 
Proposed Action will not produce emissions above de 
minimis levels. The USEPA recommends controlling fugitive 
dust emissions and implementing measures to reduce diesel 
emissions, such as switching to cleaner fuels, retrofitting 
current equipment with emission reduction technologies, 
repowering older engines with cleaner engines, replacing 
older vehicles, inspecting and maintaining fuel tanks in 
accordance with regulations, and reducing idling through 
operator training and contracting policies. 

This EA follows the methodology and significance criteria 
included in FAA Order 1050.1F and 5050.4B to evaluate potential 
air quality impacts from the Proposed Action. The air quality 
analysis in the EA was prepared using the FAA's required 
Aviation Environmental Design Tool (AEDT) and USEPA-
approved methodologies to determine the rate of air emissions 
(tons per year) of the USEPA’s criteria pollutants of concern from 
construction and operation of the Proposed Action. The Proposed 
Action does not exceed the applicable thresholds of significance 
for any pollutants; therefore, no mitigation measures are required. 
However, best management practices (BMPs) included in FAA 
Advisory Circular (AC) 150/5370-10H Standard Specifications for 
Construction of Airports would be utilized to reduce fugitive dust 
emissions from the Proposed Action.  

9 WATER RESOURCES 

9.1 The EA should include what will happen to water, 
stormwater, groundwater, wetlands, and surface waters.  

This EA follows the methodology and significance criteria 
included in FAA Order 1050.1F and 5050.4B. The EA includes an 
analysis to evaluate the potential impacts to water resources 
including potential impacts to jurisdictional waters (wetlands, 
streams, and Neuse buffers), open water, floodplains, 
groundwater, hydrology, and drainage from the Proposed Action.  

9.2 

The use of this quantity of water from the public water 
supply must be factored into our municipal water treatment 
and supply plans. Using treated fresh water for 
hydrocompression must be avoided at all costs and use of 
reclaimed water from the wastewater treatment plant must 
be investigated. The environmental impact of expanding the 
wastewater pipelines to the airport from the North Cary 
Water Reclamation Facility on Old Reedy Creek road must 
also be investigated.  

The Proposed Action includes the potential use of up to 
150,000,000 gallons of water from Briar Creek Reservoir for 
hydrocompression of fill material. The EA includes an analysis to 
evaluate the potential impacts to water resources from the 
Proposed Action. See Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences. 
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9.3 

The EA must identify and require improvements to the 
management of stormwater including Best Management 
Practices (BMPs), protection of riparian buffers, protection of 
wetlands on airport property, and the use of low impact 
development, rain gardens, swales, and natural vegetative 
measures to reduce the intensity of stormwater peak flows 
and pollution transport downstream into Lake Crabtree and 
Umstead State Park.  

The discussion of the protection of riparian buffers and protection 
of wetlands on airport property as well as Best Management 
Practices (BMPs) to minimize any potential impacts are identified 
in Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences. 

9.4 

The USEPA recommends that design proposals and 
construction avoid impacting Waters of the United States 
(WOTUS) to the maximum extent practicable by locating 
permanent infrastructure and temporary construction 
measures away from WOTUS and respective buffers. 
WOTUS should be delineated and coordination with the US 
Army Corps of Engineers should be made where proposed 
activities might enter or affect WOTUS. Mitigation may be 
required where impacts to WOTUS cannot be avoided.  

Field surveys were conducted as part of this EA to identify 
potential WOTUS in the Detailed Study Area. The EA includes an 
analysis to evaluate the potential impacts to water resources 
including potential impacts to jurisdictional and non-jurisdictional 
waters (wetlands, streams, and Neuse buffers), open water, 
floodplains, groundwater, hydrology, and drainage from the 
Proposed Action. The Airport Authority and the FAA are 
coordinating with the USACE to confirm the WOTUS and on the 
potential environmental impacts.  

9.5 
Flood zone and flood inundation maps should be used to 
help ensure proposed activities do not take place in 
floodplains except where alternatives are not practicable. 

The EA includes an evaluation of potential impacts due to the 
Proposed Action on floodplains and floodways in accordance with 
FAA Order 1050.1F and 5050.4B. The Flood Insurance Rate 
Maps (FIRM) prepared by the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA) were used to establish the boundary of the 100-
year floodplain.  

9.6 

BMPs should be implemented to mitigate impacts before 
and during construction. Construction of rainwater runoff 
control structures designed to leave existing stormwater 
runoff profiles of the area unchanged may be required to 
mitigate the impacts of land development and establishment 
of impervious surfaces, in accordance with Section 438 of 
the Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007. 

Project design specifications will incorporate recommendations 
established in FAA Advisory Circular 150/5370-10H, Standard 
Specifications for Construction of Airports to help minimize 
construction impacts to the maximum extent practical using 
BMPs.  

9.7 

It is stated in the scoping information that the 
hydrocompression process will require up to 150,000,000 
gallons of water. If non-municipal withdrawals exceed 
100,000 gallons or more in any one day, the withdrawal will 
need to be registered with the WWATR program.  

Comment noted. The Airport Authority will be responsible to 
register with the WWATR program If non-municipal withdrawals 
exceed 100,000 gallons or more in any one day. 
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9.8 

From the information provided it appears the proposed 
project will encroach into Special Flood Hazard Area 
(SFHA), therefore a Floodplain Development Permit issued 
by Wake County will be required.  Please coordinate with 
the county’s Floodplain Administrator for permitting.  Any 
work within the Floodway or Non-Encroachment Area of the 
nearby streams will require a hydraulic analysis to determine 
the impacts on flood levels from the proposed development.  
Any increase in flood levels during the base flood discharge 
will require a Conditional Letter of Map Revision (CLOMR) 
prior to construction. No existing structures shall be 
impacted by the increase in flood levels. If there are no 
increases in flood levels, a “No-Rise” study and certification 
will be required prior to construction. 

The Airport Authority will be responsible for obtaining any 
required permits prior to construction of the Proposed Action. 

9.9 

Further investigations at a higher resolution should be 
undertaken to verify the presence of other streams and/or 
jurisdictional wetlands in the area and to identify the 
potential impacts. Appropriate sediment and erosion control 
should be used to reduce the risk of runoff; appropriate 
mitigation will be required for impacts; avoidance and 
minimization of impacts to wetlands and streams will need to 
be demonstrated; a 401 Water Quality certification 
application will need to specifically address methods for 
stormwater management; and riparian vegetation shall be 
preserved to the maximum extent possible. 

Field surveys were conducted as part of this EA to identify 
potential WOTUS in the Detailed Study Area. The EA includes an 
analysis to evaluate the potential impacts to water resources 
including potential impacts to jurisdictional waters (wetlands, 
streams, and Neuse buffers), open water, floodplains, 
groundwater, hydrology, and drainage from the Proposed Action. 
The Airport Authority and the FAA are coordinating with the 
USACE to confirm the WOTUS and on the potential 
environmental impacts.  If any potential impacts are identified that 
exceed FAA’s thresholds of significance, mitigation options and 
best management practices will be developed and disclosed in 
the EA. 
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10 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

10.1 

Please provide documentation from USEPA that they have 
removed the Ward Transformer USEPA Superfund site from 
the Superfund Program and if not documentation that 
USEPA approves the planned activities, and an EA is 
sufficient.  

The Proposed Action includes the relocation of a portion of 
Lumley Road out of the relocated Runway 5L/23R’s safety areas. 
The potential relocation would occur in the area of the former 
Ward Transformer site which is a USEPA Superfund National 
Priorities List (NPL) site. The EA includes an analysis to evaluate 
the potential environmental impact from hazardous materials due 
to the Proposed Action. The EA focuses on whether the 
Proposed Action would physically disturb sites where evidence of 
soil or groundwater contamination had been identified. The 
Airport Authority and the FAA are coordinating with the USEPA 
on the potential environmental impacts.  

10.2 
How will moving Lumley Road on top of the Ward 
Transformer superfund site affect surface or groundwater? 
How would this potential impact be mitigated?  

The Proposed Action includes the relocation of a portion of 
Lumley Road out of the relocated Runway 5L/23R’s safety areas. 
The potential relocation would occur in the area of the former 
Ward Transformer site which is a USEPA Superfund National 
Priorities List (NPL) site. The EA includes an analysis to evaluate 
the potential environmental impact from hazardous materials due 
to the Proposed Action. See Chapter 4, Environmental 
Consequences. 

10.3 How will deicing chemicals be handled? A practice and 
strategy for recycling deicing must be put together in the EA.  

The Proposed Action does not include any changes to how 
deicing chemicals are handled at RDU. The practice and strategy 
for recycling deicing chemicals is beyond the scope of the EA 

10.4 

Areas on airport property that are contaminated with PCBs 
must be identified as those areas may not be able to be 
used for borrow areas or water supply. PCBs must not be 
disturbed or it will increase pollution in Lake Crabtree and 
Umstead State Park.  

There is no threshold for hazardous waste established by FAA.  If 
there are any potentially significant impacts to hazardous 
materials from the Proposed Action mitigation would be required. 
There is no indication of contaminated soil in the area for the 
replacement of Runway 5L/23R, the conversion of the existing 
Runway 5L/23R to a taxiway, or the borrow site areas. If any 
contaminated soils are identified in these areas, these materials 
would be characterized, segregated from uncontaminated soils, 
and disposed of by a certified hauler at an appropriate permitted 
disposal facility. 
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The relocation of Lumley Road would result in the roadway 
crossing the contaminated Ward Transformer Superfund Site, 
which has undergone remediation and is undergoing a Remedial 
Investigation/Feasibility Study overseen by the EPA. 
Contaminated soil and fill material encountered during demolition 
and construction activities would be properly disposed of and/or 
remediated pursuant to applicable regulations. To further 
minimize the potential spread of environmental contamination 
and worker exposure during construction within the NPL Site, a 
Materials Management Plan (MMP) would be required. The MMP 
would include procedures for construction worker health and 
safety, cuts and excavation, erosion and sediment control, soil 
management, fill and reconstruction, site security, traffic control, 
contact water, dust mitigation, and equipment decontamination. 

10.5 

All airport property that may be disturbed as part of the 
runway relocation, roadway relocation, and other activities 
must be tested for PFAS and other airport pollution prior to 
being identified as borrow, runway or roadway expansion 
locations. These activities may increase pollution in Lake 
Crabtree, the Odd Fellows track, and Umstead State Park.  

The Proposed Action does not involve the installation of a fire-
suppression system that uses PFAS. There are no known state 
or local regulations that would require PFAS testing on any/all 
soil disturbance at the Airport. The EA includes an analysis to 
evaluate the potential environmental impact from hazardous 
materials due to the Proposed Action. If there are any potentially 
significant impacts to hazardous materials from the Proposed 
Action mitigation is provided in the EA. The Airport Authority and 
the FAA are continuing coordinating with the USEPA on the 
potential environmental impacts. 

10.6 
There was no public hearing or notification to adjacent 
landowners when RDUAA bought the Ward Transformer 
site.  

All actions by the Airport Authority Board to acquire the former 
Ward Transformer Site were taken at properly noticed Board 
meetings open to the public. 

10.7 
The impact from chemicals used in the development of the 
new areas or in daily operations of the airport, parking lots 
and other facilities be included in the EA.  

This EA follows the methodology and significance criteria 
included in FAA Order 1050.1F and 5050.4B. The EA evaluates 
the change in use of chemicals at the Airport resulting from the 
Proposed Action. 

10.8 

The Ward Transformer Superfund site is partially located on 
RDU Authority property that will potentially be used to 
source fill material in support of the Proposed Action. 
Coordination with the USEPA’s Superfund division should 
be made to ensure that contaminated soils are not 

The Proposed Action does not include using the Ward 
Transformer Superfund site for any fill material in support of the 
Proposed Action.  
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transported to uncontaminated areas and that future 
remediation efforts are not negatively affected by the 
Proposed Action.  

The Airport Authority and the FAA are coordinating with the 
USEPA on the potential environmental impacts of the Proposed 
Action and USEPA’s previous remedial actions on the NPL site 
as part of the EA process. 
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10.9 

Construction and operation in support of the Proposed 
Action should ensure that Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act solid wastes are disposed of in accordance 
with federal regulations. The USEPA recommends the use 
of secondary containment for storage and handling of 
Petroleum, Oils, and Lubricants (POL) to protect surface 
waters of Wake County and as required by the Clean Water 
Act. Where secondary containment is not directly 
practicable, spill ponds and oil water separators should be 
constructed downstream of POL related activities. 

Project design specifications will incorporate recommendations 
established in FAA Advisory Circular 150/5370-10H, Standard 
Specifications for Construction of Airports to help minimize 
construction impacts to the maximum extent practical using 
BMPs. 

10.10 

The NC DEQ Superfund Section recommends that site files 
be reviewed to ensure that appropriate precautions are 
incorporated into any construction activities that encounter 
potentially contaminated soil or groundwater. Superfund 
Section files can be viewed at: http://deq.nc.gov/waste-
management-laserfiche. 

The Superfund Section files were reviewed as part of the EA. 

11 PUBLIC OUTREACH 

11.1 The EA should fully engage the public. 

The FAA is responsible for determining the appropriate level of 
public engagement for this EA. The coordination and public 
involvement comply with public involvement requirements and 
policies including NEPA, as amended, CEQ Regulations for 
Implementing the Procedural Provisions of NEPA (40 C.F.R. §§ 
1503.1(a) and 1506.6), FAA Order 1050.1F, Environmental 
Impacts: Policies and Procedures, and FAA Order 5050.4B, 
NEPA Implementing Instructions for Airport Actions. In addition to 
the scoping activities conducted by the Airport Authority and the 
FAA, the public will have additional opportunities to offer their 
views, concerns, and ideas regarding the content of the EA and, 
ultimately, the adequacy of the EA environmental analyses. A 
Public Outreach program has been developed that includes 
targeted outreach to Environmental Justice communities. A 
notice of availability for the Draft EA has been published and this 
draft EA is available for public review and comment. There is a 
public meeting on this EA that is being offered to the public 
during the public commenting period. 
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11.2 
Please improve the scoping presentation video, maps, and 
documentation to help the public understand the full scope 
of the proposed action.  

The public EA website is continuously updated to provide 
information to the public on the Proposed Action and the EA 
process.  

12 STUDY AREAS 

12.1 
The map of the airport property is incomplete and cuts off 
the property managed by the airport that is beyond the lower 
left corner of the map.  

For the purposes of this EA, two study areas have been defined 
to evaluate potential environmental impacts due to the Proposed 
Action, the General Study Area and the Detailed Study Area. The 
General Study Area is defined as the area where both direct and 
indirect impacts, such as noise, vibration, or visual impacts, may 
result from the development of the Proposed Action. The General 
Study area includes the area requested by the commenter. The 
Direct Study Area is defined as the areas where there is the 
potential for ground disturbance. See Chapter 3, Affected 
Environment. The complete airport map is not necessary since all 
impacted areas are included in the DSA and GSA. 

13 HISTORICAL, ARCHITECTURAL, ARCHEOLOGICAL, AND CULTURAL RESOURCES 

13.1 

Foxcroft Lake, the Odd Fellows track, Lake Crabtree, 
Umstead State Park are significant recreationally and 
cultural resources that must be included in the EA to fully 
identify impacts.  

This EA follows the methodology and significance criteria 
included in FAA Order 1050.1F and 5050.4B. The EA evaluates 
potential environmental impacts to historical, architectural, 
archeological, and cultural resources.  See Chapter 3, Affected 
Environment for the study areas and Chapter 4, Environmental 
Consequences for the environmental evaluation.  

13.2 

If RDUAA and the FAA does not include the history of Old 
Reedy Creek Road, then the anthropology of this area is a 
violation and elimination of history of many poor exploited 
sharecroppers and the African American community. 

The Old Reedy Creek Road area is not within the DSA or GSA 
and not anticipated to be where any direct or indirect impacts 
may result from the development of the Proposed Action.  
The EA does evaluate potential environmental impacts to 
historical, architectural, archeological, and cultural resources and 
other potential impacts to environmental justice communities 
such as the African American community.  See Chapter 3, 
Affected Environment for the study areas, identification of the 
environmental justice communities, and Chapter 4, 
Environmental Consequences for the environmental evaluation. 

13.3 Surveys should be conducted of the potential borrow areas 
for potential archaeological resources 

Field surveys of the potential borrow areas were conducted as 
part of this EA. See Chapter 3, Affected Environment. 
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14 U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 4(f) 

14.1 
The EA must include and identify impacts to properties such 
as Umstead State Park that are protected under DOT 
Section 4(f) laws and other state and federal laws.  

This EA follows the methodology and significance criteria 
included in FAA Order 1050.1F and 5050.4B.  The EA evaluates 
potential environmental impacts to U.S. Department of 
Transportation (DOT) Section 4(f) resources, which includes 
public lands such as parks, historic/cultural sites, recreation 
areas, and wildlife refuges and sanctuaries within the GSA and 
DSA. See Chapter 3, Affected Environment for the study areas 
and Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences for the 
environmental evaluation.  

15 CUMULATIVE 

15.1 

To the extent that the runway replacement /expansion 
results in clearing land, and that future projects that are 
currently planned or contemplated are economically 
dependent on this land having been cleared then the 
cumulative impact of those projects must be evaluated (see 
Fritiofson v. Alexander, 1985) 

This EA follows the methodology and significance criteria 
included in FAA Order 1050.1F and 5050.4B. Cumulative impacts 
include past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions. 
Reasonably foreseeable future actions are actions that may 
affect projected impacts of this EA and are not remote or 
speculative. The EA evaluates potential cumulative impacts of 
reasonably foreseeable future actions that are not too far out into 
the future to realistically predict potential impacts. See Chapter 4, 
Environmental Consequences. Reasonably foreseeable future 
actions are defined as those planned to be completed between 
2023 and 2028 and that have been developed with enough 
specificity to provide meaningful data for analysis. 

15.2 

An analysis of cumulative and secondary impacts 
anticipated as a result of this project is required.  The type 
and detail of analysis shall conform to the NC Division of 
Water Resource Policy on the assessment of secondary and 
cumulative impacts dated April 10, 2004. 

This EA follows the methodology and significance criteria 
included in FAA Order 1050.1F and 5050.4B.  Cumulative 
impacts include past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions. Reasonably foreseeable future actions are actions that 
may affect projected impacts of this EA and are not remote or 
speculative. The EA evaluates potential cumulative impacts of 
reasonably foreseeable future actions that are not too far out into 
the future to realistically predict potential impacts.  See Chapter 
4, Environmental Consequences.  
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16 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 

16.1 

Please ensure protected populations are not 
disproportionately or adversely impacted by the project. We 
also promote compliance with Executive Order 13166, 
Improving Access to Services for Persons with Limited 
English Proficiency, if applicable. Please include the 
EJSCREEN tool (https://www.epa.gov/ejscreen) as part of 
the NEPA analysis process. 

The identification of environmental justice communities was 
determined using FAA guidance and suggested methodology 
through an assessment of U.S. Census data and the latest 
version of the AEDT. See Chapter 3, Affected Environment. The 
analysis identified environmental justice populations (both low-
income and minority) located southwest of the Airport within the 
GSA. EJSCREEN was not used as part of the NEPA analysis 
process.  

17 ENERGY EFFICENCY AND RECYLCING 

17.1 

Efforts should be made to divert any recyclable materials 
such as concrete, steel, and asphalt away from landfills and 
repurpose materials instead. The USEPA recommends the 
use of sustainable building practices that maximize energy 
and water conservation, and the use of renewable energy 
including solar power for supplemental electricity and 
lighting for the taxiway, parking lots, or buildings that may be 
constructed. 

The Airport Authority is committed to sustainability practices and 
would seek to recycle as much material as practicable. Material 
that is not suitable for recycling would be disposed of using 
existing disposal measures, including sending solid and semi-
solid waste to a permitted landfill or stockpiled on Airport 
property.  

 




