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APPENDIX J  
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
 

This appendix contains the following: 

• Index of Draft EA Comments 
• Agency and Public Comments Received on the Draft EA 
• Responses to Draft EA Comments 
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J.1 Comments Received on the Draft EA 
All of the comments received during the Draft EA comment period (January 25, 2023 to March 
13, 2023) from federal, state, and local agencies, organizations, and individuals were collected 
and reviewed by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), the US Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE), and the Raleigh Durham Airport Authority (Airport Authority) in their entirety. The 
comments received were identified as either agency or public comments. There were four 
agency comment submissions1. Agency comments were categorized as (AC) and numbered 
sequentially. There were three different types of public comments received (workshop 
comments, transcript comments, and email comments). During the Public Workshop/ Hearing 
for the Draft EA held on February 28, 2023, between 5:00 p.m. and 7:00 p.m., six workshop 
comment forms were collected. These public workshop comments were categorized as (WC) 
and numbered sequentially. Also, during the Public Workshop / Hearing, 13 people offered 
verbal comments to a court reporter. These public transcript comments were categorized as 
(TC) and numbered sequentially. There were also 68 public email comments categorized as 
(EC) and numbered sequentially. The Airport Authority and the FAA then generally categorized 
and grouped the comments received on the Draft EA into major topics. Some comments may 
refer to more than one major topic. The Draft EA comments received fell into 16 major topics: 
 
1. General Comments 
2. Proposed Action 
3. Purpose and Need 
4. Alternatives 
5. William B. Umstead State Park 
6. Noise 
7. Biological Resources 
8. Air Quality/Climate 
9. Water Resources 
10. Hazardous Materials and Solid Waste 
11. Public Outreach 
12. Energy Efficiency and Recycling 
13. Historical, Architectural, Archeological, and Cultural Resources 
14. Environmental Justice 
15. Cumulative Impacts 
16. U.S. Department of Transportation Section 4(f) 
 
  

 
1 The submission by the State Environmental Review Clearinghouse contained comments from various 
divisions of North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality (NCDEQ), however, they were all 
considered one submission since they were provided by the Clearinghouse.  
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From each major topic, unique individual comments were identified and numbered. All of the 
comments received and how they were grouped are included in this appendix. Table J-1 
identifies the assigned comment identification number, name of the commenter, the type of 
comments including if the comment was agency or public, and the index of the submission into 
the comment summary number.  
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TABLE J-1, INDEX OF DRAFT EA COMMENTS 

COMMENTER 
ID LAST NAME FIRST NAME AGENCY / PUBLIC  COMMENT NUMBER 

AC001 Gledhill-Early  Renee  (Agency) State Historic 
Preservation Office 13.1 

AC002-1 Best Crystal  (Agency) State Environmental 
Review Clearinghouse 1.7 

AC002-2 Hardison Lyn  (Agency) NC Department of 
Environmental Quality 

2.4, 7.3, 7.4, 7.5, 9.8, 9.9, 9.10, 9.11, 9.12, 
9.13, 9.14, 9.15, 9.16, 9.17, 9.18, 9.19, 9.20, 
9.21, 9.22, 9.23, 9.24, 9.25, 9.26, 9.27, 9.28, 
9.29, 9.30, 9.31, 9.32, 9.33, 9.34, 9.35, 9.36, 
9.37, 9.38, 10.2, 10.3, 10.4, 10.5, 10.6, 10.7, 
10.8, 10.9 

AC002-3 Gledhill-Early  Renee  (Agency) State Historic 
Preservation Office 13.1 

AC002-4 Hudyncia Joseph  (Agency) NC Department of 
Agriculture 1.6 

AC002-5 Wen  Jintao  (Agency) NC Division of 
Emergency Management 1.6 

AC002-6 Mosley Jessica  (Agency) NC Department of 
Transportation 1.6 

AC003 Matthews Kathy  (Agency) U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service 7.2 

AC004 White Douglas  (Agency) U.S. EPA 1.8, 7.6, 8.3, 9.9, 10.10, 11.1, 14.2 
WC001 Greenspan Michael  (Public) Workshop Comment 1.1 
WC002 Robinson Dan  (Public) Workshop Comment 1.1 
WC003 Erhart Joseph  (Public) Workshop Comment 1.1 
WC004 Whitney A. Battle  (Public) Workshop Comment 1.1 
WC005 Graber Jessica  (Public) Workshop Comment 1.1 
WC006 Fox Bryan  (Public) Workshop Comment 1.1 
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COMMENTER 
ID LAST NAME FIRST NAME AGENCY / PUBLIC  COMMENT NUMBER 

TC001 Liske Lisa  (Public) Transcript Comment 1.9, 4.1, 7.1, 7.7, 8.1, 9.1 
TC002 Kramer Jonathan  (Public) Transcript Comment 1.10, 15.1 
TC003 Irby Jay  (Public) Transcript Comment 1.1, 3.3 
TC004 Milazzo Joe  (Public) Transcript Comment 1.1, 3.4 
TC005 Rigg Jacob  (Public) Transcript Comment 1.1 
TC006 Chambers Matt  (Public) Transcript Comment 1.1 
TC007 McGeary John  (Public) Transcript Comment 1.1 
TC008 Hancock Richard  (Public) Transcript Comment 1.1, 3.3 
TC009 Harris Josh  (Public) Transcript Comment 1.1, 3.4 

TC010 Beals Betsy  (Public) Transcript Comment 1.4, 1.11, 1.12, 1.13, 3.1, 3.2, 3.5, 3.6, 3.7, 
6.2, 8.2, 9.39, 9.40, 9.41, 10.1, 10.11, 10.12 

TC011 Robinson Dan  (Public) Transcript Comment 1.1 
TC012 Spooner Jean  (Public) Transcript Comment 1.1, 6.1, 9.1, 9.2, 9.3, 9.43, 15.1 
TC013 Lew Natalie  (Public) Transcript Comment 5.1, 9.4, 9.5, 9.42, 14.1  
EC001 Hunter James  (Public) Email Comment 1.2 
EC002 Montone Lisa  (Public) Email Comment 1.3, 1.14, 1.15, 5.4 
EC003 Clark Lynn  (Public) Email Comment 1.3, 1.4, 1.14, 1.16, 5.4 
EC004 Bennett Erik  (Public) Email Comment 1.3 
EC005 Hunter James  (Public) Email Comment 1.2 
EC006 Hannen Stanley  (Public) Email Comment 1.3, 2.5, 3.1 
EC007 Lu Minh  (Public) Email Comment 1.3, 1.14, 1.15, 5.4 
EC008 Norwood Peter  (Public) Email Comment 1.3, 4.3, 5.4 
EC009 Isserman Megan  (Public) Email Comment 6.3 
EC010 Collins Mary  (Public) Email Comment 5.2, 7.8, 9.1 
EC011 Olson Pamela  (Public) Email Comment 5.2, 5.5, 9.1 
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COMMENTER 
ID LAST NAME FIRST NAME AGENCY / PUBLIC  COMMENT NUMBER 

EC012 Spooner Jean  (Public) Email Comment 5.2, 6.1, 9.1 
EC013 Lama Mary  (Public) Email Comment 5.2, 9.1 
EC014 Michener Karen  (Public) Email Comment 5.2, 9.1, 9.44 
EC015 Cline Jacob   (Public) Email Comment 5.2, 9.1 
EC016 Jones Riley  (Public) Email Comment 1.30, 6.5, 9.1 
EC017 Thomas John  (Public) Email Comment 9.1 
EC018 Schlosser Paul  (Public) Email Comment 5.2, 9.1 
EC019 Stellpflug Michael  (Public) Email Comment 8.1, 9.1 
EC020 Marne and Moore Marielle and Steven (Public) Email Comment 5.2, 5.3, 9.1 
EC021 Cooper Gabriella (Public) Email Comment 5.2, 5.5, 9.1 
EC022 Brie Gabriella (Public) Email Comment 5.2, 5.5, 9.1 
EC023 Grace Ryan (Public) Email Comment 5.3 
EC024 Pitser Ken (Public) Email Comment 1.17, 9.45 
EC025 Millsaps Peter (Public) Email Comment 5.3 
EC026 Corum Deann (Public) Email Comment 5.2, 9.1 
EC027 Norris Liam (Public) Email Comment 1.4, 5.3 
EC028 Darney Sally (Public) Email Comment 5.3, 9.1 
EC029 Garcia Lloyd (Public) Email Comment 5.2, 9.1 
EC030 Wells Jacob (Public) Email Comment 5.2, 5.3, 9.1 
EC031 Slight Elizabeth (Public) Email Comment 5.2, 5.3, 9.1 
EC032 Scott-Cole Louise (Public) Email Comment 5.6, 9.1 
EC033 Collier David (Public) Email Comment 1.30, 5.2, 9.1 
EC034 Deaton Dina (Public) Email Comment 1.30, 5.2, 9.1 
EC035 Dell Jade (Public) Email Comment 5.3 
EC036 Griffin Melissa (Public) Email Comment 5.2, 5.7, 9.1 
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COMMENTER 
ID LAST NAME FIRST NAME AGENCY / PUBLIC  COMMENT NUMBER 

EC037 Evenson K (Public) Email Comment 5.2, 9.1 
EC038 Allingham Michael (Public) Email Comment 5.2, 5.8, 9.1 
EC039 Safriet Genie (Public) Email Comment 5.2, 9.1 
EC040 Safriet Genie (Public) Email Comment 5.2, 9.1 
EC041 York Jon  (Public) Email Comment 5.9, 9.1 
EC042 Johnstone John  (Public) Email Comment 5.2, 9.1 
EC043 Ferdon Jane  (Public) Email Comment 5.3 
EC044 Adley-Warrick Lyle  (Public) Email Comment 9.1 
EC045 Borisow Nick  (Public) Email Comment 1.4, 2.1, 3.8 
EC046 Feutz Lisa  (Public) Email Comment 5.2, 5.3, 9.1 

EC047 Lew Natalie  (Public) Email Comment 1.30, 1.18, 2.2, 2.6, 2.7, 5.2, 5.5, 5.6, 5.10, 
5.11, 9.1, 9.6, 9.46, 9.47 

EC048 Lew Natalie  (Public) Email Comment 1.30, 1.18, 2.2, 2.6, 2.7, 5.2, 5.5, 5.6, 5.10, 
5.11, 9.1, 9.6, 9.46, 9.47 

EC049 Missimer Pam  (Public) Email Comment 1.30, 2.8, 5.2, 9.1, 9.6, 9.48 
EC050 Ward Henry  (Public) Email Comment 5.2, 9.1 
EC051 Surh Gerald  (Public) Email Comment 5.2, 9.1 
EC052 Carl Susan  (Public) Email Comment 9.1 

EC053 Spooner Jean  (Public) Email Comment 

1.30, 1.19, 5.12, 5.13, 5.14, 5.15, 5.16, 5.17, 
5.18, 5.19, 5.20, 6.1, 6.6, 6.7, 6.8, 9.1, 9.49, 
9.50, 9.51, 10.13, 13.2, 13.3, 13.4, 15.1, 15.2, 
16.1, 16.2, 16.3 

EC054 Franklin Anne  (Public) Email Comment 7.9, 9.1 
EC055 White  Ellen  (Public) Email Comment 5.2, 9.1 
EC056 Johnson Gil  (Public) Email Comment 7.10, 9.1, 9.46 
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COMMENTER 
ID LAST NAME FIRST NAME AGENCY / PUBLIC  COMMENT NUMBER 

EC057 Doucette William  (Public) Email Comment 
1.5, 1.20, 2.3, 2.9, 2.10, 4.2, 4.4, 4.5, 4.6, 4.7, 
4.8, 4.9, 6.1, 6.4, 6.9, 7.11, 9.1, 9.7, 9.52, 
15.3, 16.4 

EC058 Good  Deb  (Public) Email Comment 5.2, 9.1 
EC059 Osterbrink Maple  (Public) Email Comment 1.3, 2.11, 2.12, 8.4, 9.1 
EC060 McGuinn Laura  (Public) Email Comment 5.2, 5.21, 9.1 
EC061 Lechner Judith  (Public) Email Comment 9.1 
EC062 Briere Leo  (Public) Email Comment 9.1, 1.21 
EC063 Carson Matthew  (Public) Email Comment 5.2, 9.1 
EC064 Wooten Rachael  (Public) Email Comment 5.2, 9.1 
EC065 Quinn Brittany  (Public) Email Comment 5.2, 9.1 
EC066 Huberman Joseph  (Public) Email Comment 9.1 

EC067 Lew Natalie  (Public) Email Comment 
1.18, 1.22, 1.23, 1.24, 1.25, 1.26, 1.27, 1.28, 
1.29, 2.13, 2.14, 2.15, 2.16, 5.22, 9.53, 9.54, 
9.55 

EC068 Masavage Patrick  (Public) Email Comment 1.3, 1.14, 1.15, 5.4 
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J.2 Responses to Comments Received 
The Airport Authority and the FAA prepared responses to the comments received on the Draft 
EA. Table J-2 presents each major topic, the comment summary number, the summary 
comment, and the response.  
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TABLE J-2, RESPONSE TO DRAFT EA COMMENTS 

COMMENT # SUMMARY OF COMMENT RESPONSE 

1 GENERAL COMMENTS 

1.1 The commenter supported the Proposed Action. Comment noted. No revisions to the Draft EA were necessary to 
respond to this comment. 

1.2 The comment was not related to the Proposed Action or the 
Draft Environmental Assessment (EA). 

Comment noted. No revisions to the Draft EA were necessary to 
respond to this comment. 

1.3 

The comment was referring to Parking Lot Economy 3 
Expansion Project (PE3) (including having a transparent 
public outreach process with two-way dialogue, concerns 
pertaining to alternative development, use of buffers for the 
parking lot, parking lot increasing urban heat island, 
inadequate stormwater retention measures, and greater 
consideration of mass transit options). 

The Park Economy 3 Expansion Project (PE3) is not an element 
of the Proposed Action being considered in the EA. The FAA 
reviewed the PE3 expansion project and determined that, due to 
Section 163 of the FAA Reauthorization Act of 2018, it did not 
have regulatory authority over this project. Because the FAA 
does not have regulatory authority, the FAA does not have an 
action subject to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 
The Airport Authority must still comply with other environmental 
laws and regulations as applicable. The PE3 Expansion Project 
was considered in this EA in the evaluation of cumulative 
impacts. See Chapter 4, Section 4.14 Cumulative Impacts. No 
revisions to the Draft EA were necessary to respond to this 
comment. 

1.4 Generally, against the Proposed Action / Airport Expansion. Comment noted. No revisions to the Draft EA were necessary to 
respond to this comment. 

1.5 Exhibit 3-10 fails to show Lake Crabtree County Park. 

Exhibit 3-10 was revised in the Final EA to show the location of 
Lake Crabtree County Park. The location of Lake Crabtree 
County Park is on airport property that is being leased to Wake 
County. In addition, applicable exhibits in Chapter 4 
Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures were 
also revised to show the location of Lake Crabtree County Park.  

1.6 The commenter had no comment after review of Draft EA. Comment noted. No revisions to the Draft EA were necessary to 
respond to this comment. 

1.7 
The State Clearinghouse commented that the Draft EA has 
been submitted to the State Clearinghouse under the 
provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act and 

Comment noted. The EA meets the provisions of the State 
Environmental Policy Act. No revisions to the Draft EA were 
necessary to respond to this comment. 
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COMMENT # SUMMARY OF COMMENT RESPONSE 
according to General Statues 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. 

1.8 

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) commented 
that it has not identified any significant environmental 
impacts from the Proposed Action that would require 
substantive changes to the EA. 

Comment noted. No revisions to the Draft EA were necessary to 
respond to this comment. 

1.9 

We are graced with important, undeveloped land around the 
airport, many, many hundreds of acres of which are now 
threatened by development related to airport needs and 
desires. 

Comment noted. The Proposed Action would remove up to 480 
acres of forested area on Airport property. As discussed in 
Chapter 1, Section 1.5 Need for Proposed Action, there is a 
demonstrated need to reconstruct Runway 5L/23R and to 
maintain RDU's existing infrastructure and operational 
capabilities. The cumulative impacts of the Proposed Action are 
included in Chapter 4, Section 4.14, Cumulative Impacts. No 
revisions to the Draft EA were necessary to respond to this 
comment. 

1.10 Our concern regarding the runway issue is that it be done as 
responsibly as possible. 

Comment noted. The Airport Authority prepared the Airport’s 
Vision 2040 Master Plan (Master Plan). The Master Plan 
identified a number of deficiencies (needs) that exist at RDU and 
identified a number of projects that would be needed to 
accommodate future aviation demand throughout the planning 
period (through 2040) that would maintain safety and 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 Airport 
Authority, the FAA, and the USACE reviewed various alternatives 
and went through a deliberative process to identify the Proposed 
Action so that the project would be designed/ built/ and operated 
in a responsible manner. No revisions to the Draft EA were 
necessary to respond to this comment. 

1.11 
I have asked to be on (Airport) committees and have been 
told that I can read about it when I come to the meetings. I 
think they should have on their committees and advisory 

The FAA is the lead federal agency to ensure compliance with 
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) for this project and 
has the discretion to determine the appropriate level of public 
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COMMENT # SUMMARY OF COMMENT RESPONSE 
committees… people who are contingent to the airport on 
both ends. (People) should be able to have a voice and how 
things are prepared ahead of the game, rather than … 
find(ing) out about it, and then you're asked, "Do you want to 
say anything about it?" 

involvement. See Chapter 5 Coordination and Public 
Involvement. The coordination and public involvement for this 
project comply with public involvement requirements and policies 
including NEPA, as amended, Council on Environmental Quality 
(CEQ), Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provisions 
of NEPA (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] §§ 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. No RDU Airport 
advisory committees were formed as part of the EA process. 
However, the FAA conducted public involvement activities that 
were done to consult effectively with the public about their views, 
concerns, and ideas regarding the EA, the NEPA process and, 
the adequacy of the EA environmental analyses. No revisions to 
the Draft EA were necessary to respond to this comment. 

1.12 

The Airport Authority have already decided they want to put 
an eight-foot chain link fence with three strands of barbed 
wire to fence in my yard to protect it. That I think has been 
put on hold, but it's still on the Airport Layout Plan (ALP). It's 
still in the budget plans. It's called perimeter fencing. 

There is currently a security fence located northwest of the 
existing airport perimeter road adjacent to Runway 5L/23R. The 
perimeter road in this location is not a public road but provides 
the Airport Authority vehicle access within the security fence for 
Airport maintenance and security purposes. The Proposed Action 
would relocate this security fence in kind around the proposed 
relocated runway and the relocated airport perimeter road. There 
are no residences located in this area.  
 
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. The future ALP depicts a full 
Airport perimeter fence around the southeast border of Airport 
property. The full Airport perimeter fence is not part of the 
Proposed Action.  
 
Not all of the elements shown in the Master Plan Vision 2040 and 
on the FAA conditionally approved ALP are ready to be 
implemented, including the potential full Airport perimeter 
fencing. If implemented, a full Airport perimeter fence would 
enhance security and keep trespassers off the Airport property. 
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COMMENT # SUMMARY OF COMMENT RESPONSE 
The potential fencing requires additional planning by the Airport 
Authority and review by FAA before it is 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. A description of 
Section 163 of the FAA Reauthorization Act of 2018 is in Chapter 
1 Section 1.2 Background Information. The required level of 
environmental evaluation, however, is determined solely by the 
FAA.  

1.13 

This is an important decision that the Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) needs to make for Raleigh-Durham, 
and I hope that Raleigh-Durham Airport Authority will listen 
to the current citizens who have said for years this is too 
much. 

Comment noted.  

1.14 The process should be transparent to the public. 

The coordination and public involvement for this project comply 
with public involvement requirements and policies including 
NEPA, as amended, Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ), 
Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provisions of NEPA 
(40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] §§ 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. See Chapter 5 Coordination and 
Public Involvement. At the beginning of the EA process, a public 
website (https://www.airportprojects.net/rdu-ea/) was developed 
to keep the general public informed about the EA, the NEPA 
process, and opportunities for public participation during the EA 
process in an effort to be transparent to the public. No revisions 
to the Draft EA were necessary to respond to this comment. 

1.15 

Raleigh-Durham International Airport (RDU) is a major 
Urban Heat Island and has poor stormwater retention 
measures. RDU is already a huge heat island contributor to 
the area, which will be exacerbated by the conversion of 
green space to pavement. 

Comment noted. According to USEPA, heat islands are 
urbanized areas that experience higher temperatures than 
outlying areas. Structures such as buildings, roads, and other 
infrastructure absorb and re-emit the sun’s heat more than 
natural landscapes such as forests and water bodies. The 
Proposed Action would increase the impervious surface at the 
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COMMENT # SUMMARY OF COMMENT RESPONSE 
Airport. As part of the Proposed Action at least 100 feet of 
vegetation and trees at the borrow sites would remain in place as 
a buffer. The areas within the 100 foot buffer for truck access will 
be replanted with trees of similar species to either side of the 
access, after removal of the borrow material from the borrow site. 
In addition, after vegetation and trees are removed and the fill 
material is excavated, the area would be graded and planted with 
appropriate native species ground cover vegetation approved by 
NCDEQ to prevent erosion. 
 
Urban heat islands may contribute to local climate change. The 
impacts from urban heat islands and global climate change are 
often similar. See Chapter 4 Section 4.4 Climate for a discussion 
of climate. An element of the Proposed Action provides additional 
drainage infrastructure for additional impervious pavement areas 
associated with the relocated runway. Existing stormwater 
drainage pipes would be replaced/rehabilitated under the existing 
runway and connected to new infrastructure for the relocated 
runway. Existing stormwater retention areas would be modified 
and or increased and new stormwater retention areas added as 
needed to maintain storage and accommodate increases in peak 
stormwater runoff. A graphic and additional text was added to the 
Final EA in Chapter 1 Purpose and Need to identify the potential 
location of the modifications/additions to the stormwater retention 
areas.  

1.16 We need to keep trees and parks. 

Comment noted. The Proposed Action would remove up to 480 
acres of forested area on Airport property. However, the 
Proposed Action does not involve the taking of any park. In 
addition, at least 100 feet of vegetation and trees at the borrow 
sites would remain in place as a buffer and functional wildlife 
corridor. See Chapter 4 Section 4.3 Biological Resources for 
potential impacts to deforestation. No revisions to the Draft EA 
were necessary to respond to this comment. 

1.17 
Every year the undeveloped areas get smaller. This places 
more burden on the undeveloped lands to house the animal 
habitat, serve as storm water collection, retention, and 

Comment noted. The potential impacts, and any relevant 
mitigation to reduce those impacts, to animal habitat, stormwater 
and water resources, and outdoor recreation areas are disclosed 
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COMMENT # SUMMARY OF COMMENT RESPONSE 
discharge and, lastly, to serve the public’s need for outdoor 
recreation and contact with natural areas. 

in Chapter 4 Environmental Consequences and Mitigation 
Measures, see Chapter 4 Section 4.3 Biological Resources, 
Section 4.5, Section 4(f), Section 4.9 Land Use, Section 4.10, 
Noise and Noise-Compatible Land Use, and Section 4.13, Water 
Resources. The areas that are being impacted reside on airport 
property. This project does not reduce the opportunity for the 
public to recreate nor reduce the natural areas that the public can 
already access. The Airport Authority does not control land use 
development off-Airport property. No revisions to the Draft EA 
were necessary to respond to this comment.  

1.18 

Raleigh-Durham Airport Authority (RDUAA) of the past used 
their political positions, political connections, access to 
federal money, and connections to developers to take 
management control of land that has been on the Park 
acquisition list since the 1930’s in order to block both the 
State’s desire to expand the Park border to I-40 (parallel to 
the Airport) and Wake County’s plans to create a permanent 
Park at Lake Crabtree (Site #23 in the publicly funded flood 
control program). One government official orchestrated the 
taking of land adjacent to Umstead and then went to work 
for the RDUAA to orchestrate the use of the land and keep it 
from being returned to the State and County. The past 
RDUAA “aggressively” went after land adjacent to the Park 
even though the Airport expanded on the total opposite side. 

Comment noted. It is unclear how these comments are related to 
the Proposed Action which is the subject of this EA. No revisions 
to the Draft EA were necessary to respond to this comment. 

1.19 The Airport is on environmentally sensitive land. 

Comment noted. A description of the existing environmental 
conditions in and around the vicinity of Raleigh-Durham 
International Airport (RDU) is provided in Chapter 3, Affected 
Environment. 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 Direct Study Area is defined as the areas 
where there is the potential for ground disturbance. The existing 
environmental conditions are provided for the environmental 



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

FINAL  | 15 

COMMENT # SUMMARY OF COMMENT RESPONSE 
resource categories as described in FAA Order 1050.1F.  No 
revisions to the Draft EA were necessary to respond to this 
comment. 

1.20 

This Draft EA concludes that there are no substantial 
environmental concerns with constructing the new runway 
compared to the “No Action” alternative. A close look at the 
analysis indicates that is not likely the case. New analysis 
and text revisions are necessary. 

The FAA considered the ability of each alternative to meet the 
purpose and need for the project and the potential environmental 
impacts. The FAA has described the special conditions that are 
required by the FAA to mitigate or minimize any potential impacts 
within the EA. See Chapter 4 Environmental Consequences and 
Mitigation Measures. With the implementation of the special 
conditions and mitigation measures, no environmental thresholds 
of significance were exceeded and additional analysis in an EIS 
is therefore not necessary. No additional analysis or revisions to 
the Draft EA were necessary to respond to this comment. 

1.21 No additional runways, no gigantic parking lots. Instead 
improve transportation. 

This project is replacing the existing runway in a new location.  
While there will be a new taxiway formed when the old runway is 
converted to a taxiway there would be no new runway or 
additional parking lot from this project. Any transportation 
changes off-airport are outside the scope of this project. Impacts 
from the additional impermeable surface will be addressed 
through the stormwater management practices as described in 
Chapter 4 Section 4.13 Water Resources.  

1.22 

Page 1-29 of the draft EA Section 1.7 (Requested Federal 
Actions) indicates that “... the Airport Authority requires the 
following approvals from the FAA and U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE) before it can implement the Proposed 
Action.” One of the requirements listed is 
“Determination…that the selected alternative is reasonably 
consistent with existing plans of public agencies responsible 
for development in the area.”   There are several existing 
plans of public agencies responsible for the development in 
the RDU area that are being ignored.  These plans are 
older, but that does not decrease or eliminate their 
significance.  They should not be swept under the rug.  
These plans include 1) the Crabtree Creek Watershed 
Project that started in the mid-1950’s, 2) Wake County’s 
parks and recreation plans associated with the Crabtree 

The FAA must make a determination under 49 U.S.C. 
47106(a)(1) that the selected alternative is reasonably consistent 
with existing plans of public agencies responsible for 
development in the area before implementation of the Proposed 
Action.  
 
The Airport Authority is legislatively vested with the power and 
mandate to control, lease, maintain, improve, operate, and 
regulate RDU, with complete authority over the Airport.  
 
The EA does consider potential impacts to Section 4(f) resources 
including parks, and water resources including Brier Creek 
Reservoir, see Chapter 4 Section 4.5, Section 4(f), Section 4.6, 
Hazardous Materials, Solid Waste, and Pollution Prevention, 
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Creek Watershed Project, and 3) the NC State Park’s plans 
for protection of The William B. Umstead State Park.  All of 
these plans pre-date not only this proposed runway 
expansion, but they pre-date many other RDUAA expansion 
plans.  Historically, these plans have been ignored.  They 
must be brought to light and past RDU actions that have 
harmed these plans should be rectified. 

Section 4.10, Noise and Noise-Compatible Land Use, and 
Section 4.13, Water Resources.  
 
The EA also considers the Proposed Action’s consistency with 
local plans and policies. See Chapter 4 Section 4.8 Land Use. 
There is no taking of William B. Umstead State Park or any other 
park property related to the Proposed Action. In addition, the 
Proposed Action is consistent with local land use plans and 
policies.  
 
Coordination was conducted with NC State Parks during scoping 
and the comment period for the Draft EA. See Appendix A 
Agency and Public Involvement. In addition, coordination is 
ongoing with Wake County concerning the Crabtree Creek 
Watershed Policy and the potential mitigation for impacts to Brier 
Creek Reservoir.  

1.23 

Neither the new runway nor the PE3 expansion project are 
consistent with the existing plans of the federally, state, and 
locally funded Crabtree Creek Watershed Project that 
started in the mid-1950’s or for Wake County’s historical 
plans to use the Crabtree Creek Watershed Project sites as 
recreational areas. 

As a requirement for development, the Airport Authority would 
comply with all applicable federal and state laws for the Proposed 
Action. See Chapter 4 Section 4.8 Land Use for a discussion of 
the Proposed Action’s consistency with surrounding land uses 
and zoning.  
 
The Proposed Action does include placing fill into the Brier Creek 
Reservoir to accommodate the relocated runway and approach 
lighting system. When Crabtree Creek Flood Control Structure 20 
(i.e., Brier Creek Reservoir) was created, since the flood control 
structure was created mostly on Airport property, the Airport 
Authority retained the right to place fill in the flood control 
structure to accommodate future long-range development. Wake 
County is obligated to perform maintenance on the Brier Creek 
Reservoir, perform annual inspections, and prohibit the 
development, encroachment or installation of any improvements 
that interfere with their operation or modify their original design. 
With mitigation, the Proposed Action would be consistent with the 
Crabtree Creek Watershed Policy. See Chapter 4 Section 4.13 
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Water Resources for a detailed discussion of the consistency 
with the Crabtree Creek Watershed Policy. 

1.24 RDUAA wants to turn Wake County’s most used Park, Lake 
Crabtree County Park, into an office park. 

Lake Crabtree County Park is not part of this project nor is it 
impacted by this project, See Chapter 4, Section 4.5 Section 4(f).  
See Chapter 1 Purpose and Need for the elements of the 
Proposed Action. No revisions to the Draft EA were necessary to 
respond to this comment. 

1.25 

RDUAA claims that Wake County only pays a minimal 
amount each year to lease the land, but RDUAA fails to 
acknowledge that Wake County paid for a water line to the 
Airport area as part of the lease.  In addition, RDUAA fails to 
acknowledge that Wake County also paid for sewer lines 
and the access road to the Lake Crabtree lands.   

Comment noted. It is unclear how these comments are related to 
the Proposed Action which is the subject of this EA. Lake 
Crabtree County Park is not part of this project nor is it impacted 
by this project, See Chapter 4, Section 4.5 Section 4(f). No 
revisions to the Draft EA were necessary to respond to this 
comment. 

1.26 

All of the water from the proposed Park Economy 3 
expansion drains into Haley’s Branch Creek which is a 
documented part of Site #23 of the federally, state, and 
locally funded Crabtree Creek Watershed Project.  Haley’s 
Branch Creek runs directly into Lake Crabtree.  So, Lake 
Crabtree, the lake created by federal, state, and local funds 
is affected by Airport projects from multiple directions.  The 
cumulative effect must be accounted for in the EA!  Thus, 
the PE3 expansion must be included in the EA. 

The cumulative impacts of the Park Economy 3 Expansion 
Project was considered in Chapter 4, Section 4.14, Cumulative 
Impacts. The Park Economy 3 Expansion project is required or 
will require its own protective measures and permits to avoid and 
minimize impacts during implementation of the project. Both 
federal and non-federal projects would have to comply with local 
regulations regarding stormwater retention and treatment, obtain 
permits for grading and comply with water quality certification if 
required. No significant cumulative impacts to water resources 
would be expected. No revisions to the Draft EA were necessary 
to respond to this comment. 

1.27 
The PE3 expansion project is related to the new runway 
project and should not be segmented out of the new runway 
expansion project. 

The Park Economy 3 Expansion Project is not an element of the 
Proposed Action being considered in the EA. On February 4, 
2020, the FAA reviewed the Park Economy 3 expansion project 
and determined that under Section 163 of the FAA 
Reauthorization Act of 2018, it did not have regulatory authority 
over this project. Because the FAA does not have regulatory 
authority, the FAA does not have an action subject to NEPA. The 
Airport Authority must still comply with other environmental laws 
and regulations as applicable. The cumulative impacts of the 
Park Economy 3 Expansion Project was considered in Chapter 4, 
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Section 4.14, Cumulative Impacts. No revisions to the Draft EA 
were necessary to respond to this comment. 

1.28 

The PE3 expansion project and all parking projects along 
National Guard Drive must have a full environmental 
assessment not only because these projects are NOT 
reasonably consistent with existing plans of public agencies 
responsible for development of the Airport area, but because 
the Airport was able to take management control of these 
lands given their access to federal money. 

The Park Economy 3 Expansion Project is not an element of the 
Proposed Action being considered in the EA. The FAA reviewed 
the Park Economy 3 expansion project and determined that, due 
to Section 163 of the FAA Reauthorization Act of 2018, it did not 
have regulatory authority over this project. Because the FAA 
does not have regulatory authority, the FAA does not have an 
action subject to the NEPA. The Airport Authority must still 
comply with other environmental laws and regulations as 
applicable. No revisions to the Draft EA were necessary to 
respond to this comment. 

1.29 
The public wants a great Airport, but not at the expense of 
the publicly funded Lake Crabtree County Park and 
Umstead State Park.   

The Proposed Action does not include a constructive use or 
direct taking (physical use) of Lake Crabtree County Park or 
William B. Umstead State Park. See Chapter 4 Section 4.5 
Section 4(f) and Section 4.7 Historical, Architectural, 
Archeological, and Cultural Resources. No revisions to the Draft 
EA were necessary to respond to this comment. 

1.30 It's good that the new runway will be farther away from 
William B Umstead State Park 

Comment noted. No revisions to the Draft EA were necessary to 
respond to this comment. 
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2 PROPOSED ACTION 

2.1 

In the spirit of compromising, I would suggest that nothing, 
and I mean nothing, be approved for RDU, until there is a 
willingness to approve increased public transportation, 
electric vehicle (EV) charging and other environmental 
stewardship elements in any plan moving forward. The 
willingness to sacrifice our natural environment and 
sacrifices to sustainable growth astounds me. Stop these 
expansion approvals until RDU shows a commitment to 
sustainable practices. If RDU wants to be world class, start 
acting like an airport authority with commitments for 
sustainability, as well as growth. 

This project is not a capacity project but a safety project.  The 
project by itself would replace a runway that is experiencing 
deterioration and structural failure due to alkai silica reactivity.  
Replacing the runway alone will not increase capacity.  
Furthermore, the Airport Authority cannot approve increased 
public transportation in the Research Triangle region.  Neither the 
Airport Authority nor the FAA have the authority to require the 
public to use another form of transportation. In addition, while 
utilizing other transportation modes would mitigate demand for 
shorter range trips, they would not replace the capability and 
purpose of the primary runway at RDU. See Chapter 2 
Alternatives for a discussion about other modes of transportation.  
 
While not a part of the Proposed Action, sustainable measures, 
including renewable energy sources, will be implemented by the 
Airport Authority in the future. The Airport Authority currently 
conducts various initiatives that conserve natural resources, 
reduces solid waste through recycling efforts, and conserves 
energy with light-emitting diode (LED) lighting and fritted glass to 
reduce cooling needs. In addition, the Airport Authority has 
adopted and is implementing a Sustainability Management Plan 
(SMP) to improve the tracking and communication of the airport’s 
sustainability initiatives, increase efficiency, and better 
incorporate economic savings and environmental stewardship 
into project planning. The SMP provides a road map for the 
integration of environmental sustainability into its planning, 
design, construction, maintenance, and operations. RDU has 
developed sustainability goals that includes but is not limited to 
energy usage, waste management and recycling, emissions, and 
water consumption. No revisions to the Draft EA were necessary 
to respond to this comment. 

2.2 The Airport must not negatively affect or take away access 
to publicly funded and valued recreation areas. 

The Proposed Action does not include a constructive use or 
direct taking (physical use) of publicly funded recreation areas. 
See Chapter 4 Section 4.5 Section 4(f) and 4.7 Historical, 
Architectural, Archeological, and Cultural Resources. There is no 
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taking away of access to publicly funded and valued recreation 
areas with the Proposed Action. No revisions to the Draft EA 
were necessary to respond to this comment. 

2.3 

The Proposed Alternative should be modified to substantially 
reduce deforestation and wetland/surface water impacts and 
acknowledge noise impacts to William B Umstead State 
Park. 

The Airport Authority, the FAA, and the USACE reviewed various 
alternatives and went through a deliberative process to identify 
the Proposed Action so that the project would be designed/ built/ 
and operated in a responsible manner.  
 
The Proposed Action would increase deforestation by cutting 
down approximately 480 acres of contiguous forest at the borrow 
site and adjacent to the proposed replacement runway on Airport 
property. The total 480 acres of forested areas that would be 
removed are comprised of three primary forest types: mixed/pine 
hardwood forest, pine-dominant forest, and hardwood forest 
(altered). However, the Airport Authority would leave 100 feet of 
the existing trees and vegetation in place around the perimeter of 
the borrow sites as a buffer area and to provide a functional 
wildlife corridor. After vegetation and trees are removed and the 
fill material is excavated for the Proposed Action, the area would 
be graded and planted with appropriate native ground cover 
vegetation approved by the NCDEQ to prevent erosion. 
 
As disclosed in Chapter 4 Section 4.10 Noise and Noise-
Compatible Land Use and Appendix F Noise, with the 
implementation of the Proposed Action at RDU the noise 
contours are moved farther away from William B. Umstead State 
Park. Therefore, the William B. Umstead State Park would 
experience a net reduction in noise exposure due to the 
Proposed Action as compared to the future No Action Alternative.   
 
In addition, any potential water impacts would be addressed by 
mitigating for the loss of jurisdictional and non-jurisdictional 
wetlands and open surface waters including streams and 
obtaining all required permits and approvals needed for 
construction. See Chapter 4 Section 4.13.4 Water Resources, 
Mitigation, Avoidance, and Minimization Measures for additional 
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information on water resource mitigation, avoidance, and 
minimization measures.  
 
The Airport Authority would comply with all applicable federal and 
state laws concerning erosion control. An Erosion and 
Sedimentation Control (ESC) Plan would be developed and 
approved by the NCDEQ prior to construction. Best management 
practices and erosion control measures will be identified to 
control and contain runoff that could make its way to navigable 
waterways to minimize the sediment impact. The Airport 
Authority would obtain approval of the ESC Plan from the 
NCDEQ. Based on these findings William B. Umstead State Park 
would not be considered impacted by the Proposed Action and 
would not require special consideration.  

2.4 

North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality 
(NCDEQ) states that permit(s) and/or approvals may need 
to be obtained for this project to comply with North Carolina 
Law including open burning permit, demolition of buildings 
containing asbestos, approval of erosion and sediment 
control plan, compliance with National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) program, notification of orphan 
underground storage tanks if discovered, coordination and 
approval from Town of Cary on any water system use. 

Comment noted. The Airport Authority is in communication with 
NCDEQ for their requirements for the Proposed Action. The 
Airport Authority will be responsible for obtaining any required 
permits from NCDEQ for construction of the Proposed Action.  
If conditions occur during construction activities, and water from 
Brier Creek Reservoir is not sufficiently available, it is anticipated 
that water would come from local municipal sources such as the 
Town of Cary. The Airport Authority would coordinate with the 
Town of Cary to determine how much water would be needed at 
that time and to ensure that potential water supplies for the town 
are not interrupted. The Town of Cary has already indicated they 
have water capacity to support the Proposed Action. No revisions 
to the Draft EA were necessary to respond to this comment. 

2.5 There's no reason to cut down more trees and create more 
impervious surface area. 

As discussed in Chapter 1 Purpose and Need, there is a 
demonstrated need to reconstruct Runway 5L/23R and to 
maintain RDU's existing infrastructure and operational 
capabilities. The Airport Authority and the FAA have shown in 
their alternatives analysis that there were no practicable 
alternatives that would meet the purpose and need and avoid all 
potential environmental impacts. See Chapter 2 Alternatives. No 
revisions to the Draft EA were necessary to respond to this 
comment. 
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2.6 

RDUAA constantly complains about the cost of the 
expansion. There is a very easy way to offset that cost – 
management control of the land is way, way, way remote to 
the Airport but an intimate part of a highly used recreation 
corridor to Wake County (i.e., Lake Crabtree County Park) 
and the State (i.e., Odd Fellows, 286 East, and the buffer for 
Haley’s Branch Creek consisting of part of 286 West and 
286 North). The Airport will not in any way be harmed, 
financially or physically, by returning land that encroaches 
into the Park to the control of the State. 

Comment noted. No revisions to the Draft EA were necessary to 
respond to this comment. 

2.7 

I and everyone I know want a good airport, but, we do not 
want this at the expense of the recreation corridor that runs 
parallel to the Airport and is formed by Umstead State Park, 
Lake Crabtree County Park, the lands in between these 
areas and the artery greenways that pass through this area. 

The Proposed Action does not include a constructive use or 
direct taking (physical use) of publicly funded recreation areas. 
See Chapter 4 Section 4.5, Section 4(f) and Section 4.7 
Historical, Architectural, Archeological, and Cultural Resources. 
The Proposed Action does not impact the East Coast Greenway, 
Umstead Park, or Lake Crabtree County Park (which is Airport 
Authority property leased to Wake County). No revisions to the 
Draft EA were necessary to respond to this comment. 

2.8 
The proposed replacement runway is west of, and will be 
longer than, the current long runway and results in a 
significant rerouting of Lumley Drive. 

Comment noted. As described in Chapter 1 Purpose and Need, 
the Proposed Action does include relocating the existing Runway 
5L/23R approximately 537 feet to the northwest of the existing 
Runway 5L/23R with a 10,639-foot-long physical runway 
pavement. In addition, a portion of Lumley Road and the Lumley-
Commerce intersection must be removed from the Runway 23R 
approach Runway Protection Zone. While Lumley Drive is 
relocated the road will still service all locations previously 
serviced to the extent possible. No revisions to the Draft EA were 
necessary to respond to this comment. 

2.9 

Unnecessary deforestation is a significance threshold and it 
is inconsistent the RDU Sustainability Policy (2023). It is not 
insubstantial to deforest 200 plus acres of forested public 
land to provide fill for the runway construction. 

According to the RDU Sustainability Management Plan, 
environmental stewardship and the conservation of natural 
resources such as trees and vegetation, wildlife, surface water, 
and wetlands is important to the Airport Authority’s efforts to 
protect water quality, preserve biological diversity and protect 
wildlife habitat. The management of land use and natural 
resources is balanced with RDU’s business and operational 
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needs to ensure long-term economic, social and ecological 
function. 
 
The Airport Authority and the FAA have shown in their 
alternatives analysis that there were no practicable alternatives 
that would meet the purpose and need which would avoid all 
adverse impacts and avoid the removal of approximately 480 
acres of forested area on Airport property. See Chapter 2 
Alternatives for the discussion of alternatives.  
 
As part of the Proposed Action at least 100 feet of vegetation and 
trees at the borrow sites would remain in place as a buffer and a 
functional wildlife corridor. The Airport Authority has not 
determined any long-term use for the borrow site areas. 
Permanently disturbed areas will be seeded or mulched to 
stabilize the soil and appropriate native species ground cover 
approved by NCDEQ will be planted. No revisions to the Draft EA 
were necessary to respond to this comment. 

2.10 
The City of Cary’s offer to supply water for hydro-
compaction of fill is a better alternative in terms of risks and 
community relations. 

The Airport Authority plans to use water from Brier Creek 
Reservoir due to its proximity to the construction site. The water 
would be removed from Brier Creek Reservoir and applied to the 
fill material over a period of approximately two years to compact 
the soil. This process would also allow for Brier Creek Reservoir 
to be naturally recharged with this same water as it returns to the 
water table. Water would be collected near the surface of the 
water column in Brier Creek Reservoir to avoid disturbing 
contaminated sediment of the reservoir. Use of this water is more 
environmentally responsible because it avoids the costs, 
chemicals and energy required to create potable drinking water 
for a use that does not require treated water. If, however, 
conditions occur during construction activities, and water from 
Brier Creek Reservoir is not sufficiently available, it is anticipated 
that water would come from local municipal sources such as the 
Town of Cary. The Airport Authority would coordinate with the 
Town of Cary to determine how much water would be needed at 
that time and to ensure that potential water supplies for the town 
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are not interrupted. The Town of Cary have already indicated 
they have water capacity to support the RDU Airport. No 
revisions to the Draft EA were necessary to respond to this 
comment. 

2.11 More buses & that commuter rail YOU should all be pushing 
for and fast. 

The Airport Authority and the FAA cannot approve increased 
public transportation such as busing and or commuter rail in the 
Research Triangle region. Neither the Airport Authority nor the 
FAA have the authority to require the public to use another form 
of transportation. In addition, while utilizing other transportation 
modes would mitigate demand for shorter range trips, they would 
not replace the capability and purpose of the primary runway at 
RDU. No revisions to the Draft EA were necessary to respond to 
this comment. 

2.12 RDU has a rule for expansion, so that should be rescinded! 
Comment noted. This project is not an expansion project but a 
safety project. No revisions to the Draft EA were necessary to 
respond to this comment. 

2.13 

Per statements made at the RDUAA meeting on 
16/Mar/2023, the new runway is tied to the Terminal 2 
Landside Expansion Program and the Terminal 2 Landside 
Expansion Program “cannot begin until the first phase of the 
Park Economy 3 (PE3) Expansion project is completed.”  
Thus, these projects are all tied together!  Given that the 
PE3 project area is partially included in the General Study 
Area for the new runway and how intimately the PE3 
expansion is tied to the actual implementation of the runway 
project, the PE3 expansion should be included in the new 
runway EA.  To not do so is project segmentation.   

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, including the 
potential Terminal 2 Expansion. The potential Terminal 2 
Expansion requires additional planning by the Airport Authority 
and review by FAA before it is considered reasonably 
foreseeable. The Park Economy 3 Expansion Project is not an 
element of the Proposed Action being considered in the EA. The 
FAA reviewed the Park Economy 3 expansion project and 
determined that, due to Section 163 of the FAA Reauthorization 
Act of 2018, it did not have regulatory authority over this project. 
See Chapter 1, Section 1.2 Background Information for 
information on Section 163. Because the FAA does not have 
regulatory authority, the FAA does not have an action subject to 
the NEPA. The Airport Authority must still comply with other 
environmental laws and regulations as applicable. The 
cumulative impacts of the Park Economy 3 Expansion Project 
was considered in Chapter 4 Section 4.14 Cumulative Impacts. 
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No revisions to the Draft EA were necessary to respond to this 
comment. 

2.14 

In addition to the PE3 expansion area being partially 
included in the General Study Area for the new runway 
project, the other parking lots off of National Guard Drive are 
included in the General Study Area for the new runway 
project.  Basically, RDUAA plans to deforest all land 
between National Guard Drive and Umstead State Park.  
The deforestation for these surface parking lots affects 
Haley’s Branch Creek which drains into The William B. 
Umstead State Park via Lake Crabtree.  These parking lot 
projects are related to the new runway project as they are 
related to the main parking garage, new rental car facility, 
and PE3 expansion.  These projects need to be included 
into this EA.  To not include these projects is project 
segmentation. 

The Park Economy 3 Expansion Project is not an element of the 
Proposed Action being considered in the EA. The Proposed 
Action does not include any parking lots off National Guard Drive. 
Not all of the elements shown in the Master Plan Vision 2040 and 
on the FAA conditionally approved ALP are ready to be 
implemented. No additional parking lots are required to 
implement the Proposed Action. Any planned parking lot changes 
that are being altered now or in the near future and any recent 
parking lot changes are included in the cumulative affects 
analysis.  See Chapter 4, Section 4.14 Cumulative Impacts for 
cumulative analysis, specifically Table 4-26 for a list of projects 
included in the cumulative impacts analysis.  No revisions to the 
Draft EA were necessary to respond to this comment. 

2.15 

Neither the new runway nor the PE3 expansion project are 
consistent with the existing State plans for the protection of 
The William B. Umstead State Park.  Both negatively affect 
the Park in several ways. The water from Lake Crabtree 
contains Airport runoff from at least two directions: Brier 
Creek (from the new runway) and Haley’s Branch Creek 
(from the PE3 expansion). 

The Park Economy 3 Expansion Project is not an element of the 
Proposed Action being considered in the EA. As a requirement 
for development, the Airport Authority would comply with all 
applicable federal and state laws for the Proposed Action. See 
Chapter 4 Section 4.8 Land Use for a discussion of the Proposed 
Action’s consistency with surrounding land uses and zoning. See 
Chapter 4, Section 4.13 Water Resources for a discussion of the 
Proposed Action’s potential water resource impacts. No revisions 
to the Draft EA were necessary to respond to this comment. 

2.16 

RDUAA would like to segment the PE3 project away from 
the runway expansion to avoid Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) 
issues (both of which are applicable to Umstead State Park).  
These projects are related and should be assessed as one.    

The Park Economy 3 Expansion Project is not an element of the 
Proposed Action being considered in the EA. The FAA reviewed 
the Park Economy 3 expansion project and determined that, due 
to Section 163 of the FAA Reauthorization Act of 2018, it did not 
have regulatory authority over this project. The Proposed Action 
is independent from the PE3 Expansion Project. Furthermore, 
any expansion of PE3 will adhere to the applicable requirements 
of state and federal law. No revisions to the Draft EA were 
necessary to respond to this comment. 
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3 PURPOSE AND NEED 

3.1 

I think the Proposed Action is a waste of taxpayers' money. I 
do think that the expense of billions of dollars is something 
that is not necessary for our federal government to continue 
giving grants to the airport. 

Comment noted. No revisions to the Draft EA were necessary to 
respond to this comment. 

3.2 The Airport could just replace the concrete slabs rather than 
replace the whole runway. 

The airport has been replacing slabs continuously since 2009. 
However, current prediction is that the primary runway would 
continue to experience cracks which would only increase in time 
and would require more costly repairs and runway closures. 
Eventually, the runway would no longer be able to maintain its 
current capability and will require a full reconstruction, causing a 
significant loss of air service. No revisions to the Draft EA were 
necessary to respond to this comment. 

3.3 

RDU's master plan calls for a purposeful development of the 
airport campus, including the relocation of the primary 
runway to the west, which will enable capacity expansion of 
Terminal 2. 

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. While the location of 
the future runway would allow planned development of the 
Terminal 2 expansion, the purpose of the Proposed Action is to 
provide a structurally sound primary runway at RDU that 
maintains its current runway capabilities not to enable capacity 
expansion of Terminal 2. If and when the Airport Authority 
decides to move forward with any of these future development 
projects, including expansion of Terminal 2, additional 
coordination with FAA and potential NEPA documentation would 
be required. No revisions to the Draft EA were necessary to 
respond to this comment. 
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3.4 

The economic footprint of the North Carolina’s Research 
Triangle region continues to grow, and it is dependent on a 
successful runway, and we need the runway to be expanded 
and ready for the future of this market. Expansion is vital to 
our community. 

Comment noted.  The Proposed Action is not to increase the 
capacity of the Airport but to maintain the current capability of the 
Airport. In order to provide landing distance closest to the 10,000 
feet in length of the existing runway and meet FAA safety area 
standards, the replacement runway would require a 10,639-foot-
long physical runway pavement. See Chapter 1 Purpose and 
Need. No revisions to the Draft EA were necessary to respond to 
this comment. 
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3.5 
They say they needed to move it over 537 feet so that big 
787's can come in. We don't have very many of those. So, I 
think it is unnecessary for this alternative. 

The Proposed Action is not to accommodate any new types of 
aircraft. The purpose of the Proposed Action is to provide a 
structurally sound primary runway at RDU that maintains its 
current runway capabilities as discussed in Chapter 1 Purpose 
and Need. There would be no change to the number of aircraft 
operations or fleet mix as a result of the Proposed Action.  
During the Master Planning process, the proposed location of the 
relocated Runway 5L/23R, 537 feet from the current runway, was 
identified. This distance was selected to facilitate compliance with 
FAA design standards, allow unrestricted taxi movements and 
construction activities of the relocated runway while still operating 
the existing Runway 5L/23R. While the location of the future 
runway would allow planned development of the Terminal 2 
expansion, the purpose of the Proposed Action is to provide a 
structurally sound primary runway at RDU that maintains its 
current runway capabilities not to enable capacity expansion of 
Terminal 2.  
 
Alternatives closer than 537 feet to the existing runway were not 
considered practicable or feasible because they would not 
accommodate unrestricted aircraft movements and FAA 
separations requirements. Alternatives further to the northwest 
beyond 537 feet were not considered practicable or feasible 
because they would increase environmental impacts. Any runway 
alternative to the northwest beyond 537 feet would include fill 
between the existing runway and any future runway, thereby 
increasing the footprint of the impact. Furthermore, changes in 
elevation would require additional fill material that would impact 
Waters of the U.S. No revisions to the Draft EA were necessary 
to respond to this comment. 
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3.6 We don't need this project since we already have a 
functioning runway. 

It is anticipated the primary runway would continue to experience 
cracks which would only increase in time and would require more 
costly repairs and runway closures. Eventually, the runway would 
require a full reconstruction and would no longer be able to 
maintain its current capability. Therefore, to do nothing in the 
future, or what is referred to as the No Action Alternative, is not 
practical or economically feasible because it would require 
continuing costly repairs as the runway deteriorates more and 
more into the future. At some point, total reconstruction would be 
needed, and the runway would need to be closed for an extended 
period of time with a resultant loss in air service to the 
community. See Chapter 1 Purpose and Need. No revisions to 
the Draft EA were necessary to respond to this comment. 

3.7 
Most people will fly to Charlotte or Atlanta or New York or 
Dulles to fly internationally.  I don't see that we need any 
international flights. 

Comment noted. The purpose of the project is safety not capacity 
(international or domestic). No revisions to the Draft EA were 
necessary to respond to this comment. 

3.8 

The impact on the environment in which I live is much more 
valuable than the need to fly directly to foreign destinations. 
If I had interest in compromising my quality of life for easier 
travel, I would move to the cities where this is possible. This 
request is rooted in greed, not because the traveling 
community needs it. 

Comment noted. The purpose of the project is safety not capacity 
(international or domestic). No revisions to the Draft EA were 
necessary to respond to this comment. 

4 ALTERNATIVES 

4.1 
I am hopeful that the soil that will be used in constructing the 
runway could come not from the borrow sites on airport but 
from the Martin Marietta quarry on Westgate Road. 

The use of only the Martin Marietta Quarry for the fill dirt needed 
for the Proposed Action would not be practical or feasible from a 
technical and economic standpoint. An alternatives analysis was 
conducted and is provided in Chapter 2 Alternatives. The use of 
only off Airport borrow sites would result in unnecessary costs, 
traffic disruptions, vehicle emissions, use of fuel, and extensive 
delays to the construction schedule as compared to the Proposed 
Action. No revisions to the Draft EA were necessary to respond to 
this comment. 



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

FINAL  | 30 

COMMENT # SUMMARY OF COMMENT RESPONSE 

4.2 
Off-site sources of construction fill are readily available from 
rock quarries. Why clear-cut forested public land for fill when 
offsite fill is readily available and likely free? 

While off site sources of construction fill may be available, the 
use of off Airport borrow sites would result in extensive delays to 
the construction schedule, unnecessary costs, traffic disruptions, 
vehicle emissions, and additional use of fuel as compared to the 
Proposed Action. See Chapter 2 Alternatives. The Airport is not 
aware of any free fill material in the amount that is needed for the 
Proposed Action. No revisions to the Draft EA were necessary to 
respond to this comment. 

4.3 Please consider other areas with less environmental impact. 

The Airport Authority and the FAA reviewed various alternatives 
and went through a deliberative process to identify the Proposed 
Action and reduce potential environmental impacts. Total 
avoidance of potential environmental impacts is not practicable 
due to the amount of fill needed for the project. With the 
implementation of the special conditions and mitigation 
measures, no environmental thresholds of significance are 
expected to be exceeded. No revisions to the Draft EA were 
necessary to respond to this comment. 

4.4 

The EA employs a rather preposterous analysis (Appendix 
B) to reject off-site fill sources as too expensive and 
environmentally unsafe compared to a conveyor belt system 
that also uses the same truck and stockpile methods for 
placing fill. 

Comment noted. Appendix B Purpose and Need and Alternatives 
considered the use of off-site locations for fill materials but 
determined these sources would result in unnecessary costs, 
traffic disruptions, vehicle emissions, use of fuel, and extensive 
delays to the construction schedule as compared to the Proposed 
Action. Off-site locations for fill materials are located farther away 
from the construction site as compared to the proposed borrow 
areas. As described in Chapter 1 Purpose and Need, there are 
two ways that may be used to transport the fill to the site of the 
relocated runway 1) traditional trucking or 2) use of a conveyor 
system from the proposed Airport property borrow sites. The use 
of a conveyor system is not being considered for off-Airport sites. 
No revisions to the Draft EA were necessary to respond to this 
comment. 
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4.5 

The only difference in impacts (from using offsite sources of 
fill to onsite fill) will be the need for more extensive track-out 
stations and there will be truck traffic on local roads leading 
from the quarry. Did the EA contractor perform a traffic 
analysis study for construction impacts? 

As described in Chapter 2 Alternatives and in Appendix B 
Purpose and Need and Alternatives, there are differences 
between the use of off-site locations and on-site at the proposed 
borrow site. The use of off-site locations for fill materials would 
result in unnecessary costs, traffic disruptions, vehicle emissions, 
use of fuel, and extensive delays to the construction schedule as 
compared to the Proposed Action. A specific traffic analysis study 
for construction impacts was not conducted as part of the EA. 
However, if trucking is used to transport fill material from the 
proposed borrow sites as part of the Proposed Action, a 
temporary increase in surface traffic is anticipated during 
construction but would be limited to a portion of Pleasant Grove 
Church Road and Nelson Road. The use of off-site locations 
would require a more extensive use of truck trips on local 
roadways traveling a greater distance. No revisions to the Draft 
EA were necessary to respond to this comment. 

4.6 

The EA also implies that trucks leaving the construction 
zone will have extensive cleaning. Other than gravel 
entrance best management practices (BMP) what is the 
basis for truck cleaning after dumping? 

The Airport Authority will have an Erosion and Sediment Control 
(ESC) Plan, approved by the NCDEQ, prior to commencing 
construction. Specific measures of the plan are not included in 
the EA but will be coordinated with the state. It is anticipated the 
ESC Plan would include BMPs to prevent dirt and gravel from 
leaving the construction site and being deposited on public 
roadways such as Pleasant Grove Church Road. The BMPs are 
anticipated to include providing a temporary gravel construction 
entrance and exit. Driving over the gravel removes dirt and 
sediment from truck wheels. It is possible that the use of gravel 
alone would not sufficiently contain mud and sediment from 
vehicles and additional BMPs would be utilized to the extent 
necessary to wash off dirt covered trucks before exiting the 
construction site. It is anticipated that a wheel wash system will 
be utilized. This would wash mud and sediment from the vehicles 
before they leave the construction site. There would be no other 
basis for truck cleaning after dumping. Other potential BMPs may 
be identified in the ESC Plan approved by the NCDEQ.  
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4.7 

The EA technical Memo supporting the decision not to use 
off-site fill sources fails to disclose basic assumptions and 
logic to support the analysis as presented. For example, an 
assumption gleamed from Table 1 is that Martin Marietta 
can handle no more than 150 trips per day (15 yds/truck) 
with 30 trucks. That comes to 5 round daily trips per truck! 
Not believable. I suggest the total duration in days to supply 
1,750,00 yards from Martin Marietta Raleigh is no different 
from the on-site fill sources. An independent thorough 
analysis is needed to check these back of the envelope 
estimates if RDU wants to insist on fill from on-site sources. 

Assumptions for the Off-Site Borrow analysis are provided in 
Section C.1 and Attachment 1 of the Technical Memo in 
Appendix B Purpose and Need and Alternatives. The use of 
trucks in the technical memo in Appendix B Purpose and Need 
and Alternatives is based upon the most current information. The 
analysis considered the following: 

• Time needed to excavate and fill a truck (load time) (1.6 
minutes) 

• Time needed to drive from the borrow site to the 
construction site and back (cycle time) (varies per site) 

• Type of trucks used (quad dump truck) 
• Volume of fill a truck can accommodate (12 cubic yards) 
• Regulatory limitations in the maximum duration a driver 

can operate a truck in a week (60 hours / week) 
• Current labor and equipment shortages 
• Hours in a day and days in a week of work (5, 12-hr 

days, or 6, 10-hr days) 
• Construction costs per cubic yard (varies per site) 
• Delays in construction based on weather (0.64 efficiency 

factor) 
For each of the off-site haul operations, the Airport Authority 
estimated the number of trucks and time needed to complete the 
Proposed Action. The differences in sites analyzed include the 
distance and hence time required to drive a truck to and from the 
borrow and construction sites, and construction cost per cubic 
yard of fill transported.  
 
For the Martin Marietta location, which is the focus of the 
comment, it was estimated that each truck generally makes 12 to 
15 trips per day. Based on the cycle time and load time, the total 
number of trucks that can operate in a day is 27 trucks. 27 trucks 
is the number of trucks that keeps an excavator running at max 
efficiency based on the load rate of the excavator and the cycle 
time of the trucks. (The number of trucks equals cycle time 
divided by load time. The cycle time from Martin Marietta to dump 
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site and back is 43 minutes / time to load a dump truck using an 
excavator is 1.6 minutes which equals 27 trucks.) With the 27 
trucks operating the production rate is 405 trips made in a day, 
which is much higher than the 150 trips from the comment.  
 
However, the total duration in days to supply approximately 
1,750,000 cubic yards of fill material from Martin Mariette is 
different from using the on-site fill sources. The potential for 
improved production rates is what makes the on-site borrow sites 
preferrable to use as a fill source compared to off-site borrow 
areas from a time savings perspective. This is mirrored also by 
the total cost savings, which are also less from taking fill from on-
site borrow sites. 
 
None of the off-site borrow sites has the fill material available to 
supply the entire 5 million cubic yards of fill that may be needed 
for the project. Therefore, if off-site sources are used, multiple 
sites would need to be used to complete the project. The use of 
the Martin Marietta site results in a much longer duration to 
complete the project as well as increased cost as compared to 
using the on-site borrow location. Considering the current 
trucking market and lack of available borrow material near the 
Airport, obtaining the off-site material will adversely impact the 
Proposed Action as compared to the use of the proposed borrow 
sites. No revisions to the Draft EA were necessary to respond to 
the comment. 
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4.8 
The EA analysis also speculated with no real foundation that 
there might not be sufficient trucks to transport off-site fill to 
the runway as reason to reject the off-site fill alternative. 

The use of trucks in the technical memo in Appendix B Purpose 
and Need and Alternatives is based upon the most current 
information. The Airport Authority checked with several local site 
work contractors as well as trucking providers. The general 
consensus was that it is very difficult to get more than 30 trucks a 
day committed to a single operation. Due to the volumes involved 
and the ability to provide committed work for an extended period 
for the Proposed Action, the Airport Authority concluded it’s 
possible to run that size operation at two different sources. Only 
the Martin Marietta location due to it’s closer proximity requires 
less than 30 trucks for full efficiency. The other potential borrow 
sources would require 60-105 trucks for maximum production, 
which the Airport Authority does not feel is realistic. Trucks would 
have to be operated for a longer duration to move the fill material 
for off-airport sites as compared to the proposed borrow sites due 
to the greater distance travelled.  

4.9 

The better choice for a source of fill is off-site both 
economically and environmentally. RDU should not destroy 
public water resources, wetland, or stream buffers to supply 
fill for the runway. 

Comment noted. The FAA considered off-airport borrow sites.  
These sites would result in unnecessary costs, traffic disruptions, 
vehicle emissions, use of fuel, and extensive delays to the 
construction schedule. Unavoidable impacts would be mitigated 
for as discussed on the sections for the respective resources in 
Chapter 4 Environmental Consequences and Mitigation 
Measures. See Chapter 2 Alternatives for a discussion on 
alternative borrow sites. No revisions to the Draft EA were 
necessary to respond to this comment. 

5 WILLIAM B. UMSTEAD STATE PARK 

5.1 

We made a formal statement, a very specific statement, that 
fill… for the new runway will (not) come from any land 
between National Guard Drive and Umstead State Park. 
Those tracks are known locally as Odd Fellows, 286 West, 
286 North, 286 East. And, again, it just needs to be a 
specific statement so that the airport doesn't take that land 
down the road, again those lands are on the critical 
acquisition list for Umstead State Park. So, they are 
important. 

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. The 
borrow sites are not between National Guard Drive and William 
B. Umstead State Park. No revisions to the Draft EA were 
necessary to respond to this comment. 
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5.2 

I am requesting that you uphold and recognize that William 
B. Umstead State Park has protected status:  
-Protected by its Reverter Clause in the 1943 Deed transfer 
from the National Park Service to the State of North Carolina 
-Listing in the National Register of Historic Places, 
protecting its forested landscape and an historic property 
where the quiet, forested setting is recognized to be a key 
purpose and attribute 
-Protected under U.S. DOT Section 4(f) as a publicly owned 
part with State and National Significance 
-Protected by the Federally funded Land and Water 
Conservation (LWCF) funds, administered by the National 
Park Service. 

The EA evaluates potential environmental impacts to resources 
in the General Study Area, including public lands such as William 
B. Umstead State Park.  
 
The Reverter Clause does not apply because as described in the 
EA, the Proposed Action does not include any land transfer or 
change of use of the property that makes up William B. Umstead 
State Park.  
 
As stated in Chapter 3, Section 3.5 Section 4(f) the Crabtree 
Creek Recreational Demonstration Area, now named the William 
B. Umstead State Park, is listed on the National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP) and was identified as having a portion of 
William B. Umstead State Park within the GSA. William B. 
Umstead State Park is a 4(f) resource because it is a recreational 
park of significance to the area, and it is also a 4(f) resource 
because it is listed on the NRHP.  
 
A review of the LWCF grants awarded in North Carolina was 
conducted in the Draft EA to identify any recreational facilities 
funded under the LWCF within the GSA. According to the North 
Carolina Division of Parks & Recreation, LWCF Grants Awarded 
located by the following https://www.ncparks.gov/about-
us/grants/land-and-water-conservation-fund-grants/lwcf-grants-
awarded, the William B. Umstead State Park did not receive 
LWCF grants. Based on the information received from the 
commenter, a further review was conducted. According to 
information from the Land and Water Conservation Fund, 
https://lwcf.tplgis.org/mappast/, it was confirmed that LWCF 
funding was used for William B. Umstead State Park. Additional 
text was added to Chapter 3 Section 3.5 Section 4(f) and Chapter 
4 Section 4.5 Section 4(f) to reflect this information. However, 
these areas will not be impacted by the Proposed Action. The 
Proposed Action does not include any conversion of LWCF-
assisted land within William B. Umstead State Park.  
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5.3 General comment to protect William B Umstead State Park. 

Comment noted. The EA evaluates potential environmental 
impacts to resources in the General Study Area, including public 
lands such as William B. Umstead State Park, see Chapter 4, 
Section 4.5, Section 4(f). No revisions to the Draft EA were 
necessary to respond to this comment. 

5.4 There is a need for wide buffers along Umstead State Park 
& East Coast Greenway. 

Comment noted. Neither the Airport Authority nor the FAA have 
the authority to add buffers to William B. Umstead State Park and 
East Coast Greenway. The Proposed Action does not include 
any changes to William B. Umstead State Park and East Coast 
Greenway. The East Coast Greenway is not within the limits of 
disturbance for the Proposed Action. The Proposed Action does 
not impact the East Coast Greenway. The Proposed Action 
actually moves the primary runway at RDU farther away from 
William B. Umstead State Park as compared to the existing 
runway. No revisions to the Draft EA were necessary to respond 
to this comment. 
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5.5 The EA treats the protective status of Umstead Park similar 
to that given to a soccer / athletic field. 

The William B. Umstead State Park is subject to land use 
compatibility guidelines within 14 CFR part 150, Appendix A, 
Table 1. This table states that parks, including state parks and 
Section 4(f) properties are compatible with noise levels below 65 
DNL. As stated in Chapter 3, Section 3.5 Section 4(f) the 
Crabtree Creek Recreational Demonstration Area, now named 
the William B. Umstead State Park, is listed on the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and was identified as having 
a portion of William B. Umstead State Park within the GSA. 
William B. Umstead State Park is a 4(f) resource because it is a 
recreational park of significance to the area, and it is also a 4(f) 
resource because it is listed on the NRHP. 
Based on the information received from the commenter, a further 
review was conducted. According to information from the Land 
and Water Conservation Fund, https://lwcf.tplgis.org/mappast/, it 
was confirmed that LWCF funding was used for William B. 
Umstead State Park, meaning the land is protected under LWCF 
Section 6(f). However, these areas will not be impacted by the 
Proposed Action. The Proposed Action does not include any 
conversion of LWCF-assisted land within William B. Umstead 
State Park to uses other than public outdoor recreation. 
Additional text was added to Chapter 3 Section 3.5 Section 4(f) 
and Chapter 4 Section 4.5 Section 4(f) to reflect this information.  
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5.6 

The EA fails to recognize Umstead State Park's status on 
the National Register of Historic Places, its protection under 
Department of Transportation (DOT) Section 4(f), the 
Reverter Clause and its LWCF funding. To treat it as this 
plan has is a disgrace to this region. 

As stated in Chapter 3, Section 3.5 Section 4(f) the Crabtree 
Creek Recreational Demonstration Area, now named the William 
B. Umstead State Park, is listed on the National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP) and was identified as having a portion of 
William B. Umstead State Park within the GSA. This state park is 
a 4(f) resource because it is a recreational park of significance to 
the area, and it is also a 4(f) resource because it is listed on the 
NRHP.  
Based on the information received from the commenter, a further 
review of LWCF grants awarded in North Carolina was 
conducted. According to information from the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund, https://lwcf.tplgis.org/mappast/, it was 
confirmed that LWCF funding was used for William B. Umstead 
State Park. However, these areas are not within the GSA and will 
not be impacted by the Proposed Action. The Proposed Action 
does not include any conversion of LWCF-assisted land within 
William B. Umstead State Park to uses other than public outdoor 
recreation. Additional text was added to Chapter 3 Section 3.5 
Section 4(f) and Chapter 4 Section 4.5 Section 4(f) to reflect this 
information. The Reverter Clause does not apply because as 
described in the EA, the Proposed Action does not include any 
land transfer or change of use of the property that makes up 
William B. Umstead State Park.   

5.7 I'm devastated by your plans for development near this 
fragile ecosystem (Umstead State Park). 

Comment noted. The Proposed Action does not include a 
constructive use or direct taking (physical use) of William B. 
Umstead State Park. The FAA has described the special 
conditions that are required by the FAA to mitigate or minimize 
any potential impacts within the EA. See Chapter 4 
Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures. With the 
implementation of the special conditions and mitigation 
measures, no environmental thresholds of significance were 
exceeded. No revisions to the Draft EA were necessary to 
respond to this comment. 
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5.8 

As you know, the protection of Umstead has received 
considerable public support related to the Wake Stone 
proposed quarry site and I would ask that the same 
consideration be given to protecting this resource as it 
pertains to mitigating impacts from the RDU airport. 

Comment noted. The Proposed Action does not include a 
constructive use or direct taking (physical use) of William B. 
Umstead State Park. The FAA has described the special 
conditions that are required by the FAA to mitigate or minimize 
any potential impacts within the EA. See Chapter 4 
Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures. With the 
implementation of the special conditions and mitigation 
measures, no environmental thresholds of significance were 
exceeded. No revisions to the Draft EA were necessary to 
respond to this comment. 

5.9 

The park needs to be listed in the national register of historic 
places and protected as a publicly owned park per its deed 
transfer in 1943 to the state of NC so it can be preserved for 
future generations. 

Comment noted. As stated in Chapter 3, Section 3.5 section 4(f) 
the Crabtree Creek Recreational Demonstration Area, now 
named the William B. Umstead State Park, is listed on the 
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and was identified as 
having a portion of William B Umstead State Park within the GSA. 
This state park is a 4(f) resource because it is a recreational park 
of significance to the area, and it is also a 4(f) resource because 
it is listed on the NRHP. The Proposed Action does not include a 
constructive use or direct taking (physical use) of publicly funded 
recreation areas. No revisions to the Draft EA were necessary to 
respond to this comment. 
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5.10 

I am very concerned about staff understanding of the 
uniqueness of this situation (that being the Airport 
neighboring a huge public recreation corridor) and staff 
knowledge of the local area and the important history. Staff, 
whether contracted or direct hire, needs to know the local 
area and the important history. Staff cannot make good 
decisions if they are not familiar with the area or the history, 
especially land management control. 

Comment noted. Airport staff and the consultants participating on 
this EA have relevant firsthand knowledge of the local area and 
the environmental issues addressed in the EA. The list of 
preparers of the EA is provided in Chapter 6 List of Preparers 
and is composed of environmental experts in their fields. This 
Environmental Assessment (EA) analyzes the potential 
environmental effects of the Proposed Runway 5L/23R 
Replacement Project (Proposed Action) at the Airport. The FAA is 
the lead federal agency ensuring compliance with NEPA for this 
Proposed Action; therefore, this EA is consistent with FAA Order 
1050.1F, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures 
(including the 1050.1F Desk Reference), and FAA Order 
5050.4B, NEPA Implementing Instructions for Airport Actions. 
This EA identified and assessed the potential environmental 
impacts of the Proposed Action and its reasonable alternatives. 
The Airport Authority, the FAA, and the USACE reviewed various 
alternatives and went through a deliberative process to identify 
the Proposed Action, reasonable alternatives and their respective 
impacts. No revisions to the Draft EA were necessary to respond 
to this comment. 

5.11 

Staff at the poster presentation told me that none of the 
waters in the area of the proposed runway drain into 
Umstead State Park. That is false. These waters drain into 
the Brier Creek Reservoir and Brier Creek which then drain 
into Umstead State Park via Lake Crabtree. 

Resources including surface water (wetlands, streams, lakes 
etc.), groundwater, and floodplains, do not function as separate 
and isolated components of the watershed, but rather as a single, 
integrated natural system. Chapter 4, Section 4.13 Water 
Resources presents the analysis of potential impacts to water 
resources as a result of the Future No Action Alternative and the 
Proposed Action. The existing conditions for water resources are 
discussed in Chapter 3, Section 3.13 Water Resources. Impacts 
to water resources are expected to include wetlands, streams, 
and other surface waters which can impact downstream waters if 
not mitigated appropriately. The Proposed Action would require 
mitigation measures as described in Chapter 4, Section 4.13 
Water Resources. With the mitigation measures, the Proposed 
Action would not result in significant impacts to wetlands, 
streams, and surface open waters. No revisions to the Draft EA 
were necessary to respond to this comment. 
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5.12 

William B. Umstead State Park began as a National Park 
Service (NPS), Department of the Interior (Park) in 1934. 
The Federal Park was called the Crabtree Creek 
Recreational and Demonstration Project, aimed to restore or 
redevelop sub-marginal agricultural land. William B. 
Umstead State Park was established in 1934 as a National 
Park by the National Park Service, US Department of 
Interior. The Park was sold to the State of North Carolina in 
1943 for one dollar, with the National Park Service (NPS) 
making preservation a condition of the sale (Deed 
Restriction from the National Park Service). 

Comment noted. As stated in Chapter 3, Section 3.5 Section 4(f) 
the Crabtree Creek Recreational Demonstration Area, now 
named the William B. Umstead State Park, is listed on the 
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and was identified as 
having a portion of William B. Umstead State Park within the 
GSA. This state park is a 4(f) resource because it is a 
recreational park of significance to the area, and it is also a 4(f) 
resource because it is listed on the NRHP. No revisions to the 
Draft EA were necessary to respond to this comment. 

5.13 

Users of William B. Umstead State Park have an 
expectation of a quiet natural forest recreational site. In fact, 
most of the William B. Umstead State Park have noise 
levels of 40-45dB. The exceptions are Park areas adjacent 
to the airport, I40 and US70. Additional noise from RDU 
Airport is not allowed, as that constitutes a “taking.” See 
attached for some of the protections of William B. Umstead 
State including National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), 
Federal Land and Water Conservation (LWCF, Section 6(f)), 
1970 Everglades agreement, and Section 4(f). These 
protections need to be listed and recognized in the EA. 

As a result of implementing the Proposed Action, the 
replacement Runway 5L/23R would be 537 feet northwest of the 
existing Runway 5L/23R which would influence the noise 
contours. As disclosed in Chapter 4 Section 4.10 Noise and 
Noise-Compatible Land Use and Appendix F Noise, with the 
implementation of the Proposed Action at RDU the noise 
contours are moved farther away from William B. Umstead State 
Park. Therefore, the William B. Umstead State Park would 
experience a net reduction in noise exposure due to the 
Proposed Action as compared to the future No Action Alternative.  
Based on these findings the William B. Umstead State Park 
would not be considered impacted by noise from the Proposed 
Action and would not require special consideration. No revisions 
to the Draft EA were necessary to respond to this comment. 

5.14 

The Umstead Coalition is focused upon serving and 
protecting William B. Umstead State Park. William B. 
Umstead State Park was established in 1934 and is one of 
most visited NC State Parks, many of which access the Park 
via the East Coast Greenway (in the Old Reedy Creek Road 
Recreational corridor) that connects Lake Crabtree County 
Park to William B. Umstead State Park. Like the airport, 
William B. Umstead State Park is a great community asset. 
William B. Umstead State Park and the Raleigh-Durham 
International Airport share 6.2 miles of common boundary. 

Comment noted.   
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5.15 

William B. Umstead State has several Federal, State and 
local protective designations directly applicable to the areas 
in the Park now affected by the current and proposed 
Triangle quarry. 

Comment noted. The Proposed Action does not include any 
proposed Triangle Quarry development. See Chapter 1, Purpose 
and Need for a description of the Proposed Action. No revisions 
to the Draft EA were necessary to respond to this comment. 

5.16 

A majority of acres within William B. Umstead State Park is 
a component and has protection as a Dedicated Nature 
Preserve. The boundary of the forested acres is highlighted 
in page 5 of the Park’s general management plan (GMP). 
The acres in the Park included in the Dedicated Nature 
Preserve include the majority of the Park’s formal and 
informal trails. Three-fifths majority of the General Assembly 
is required to add or remove land from such preserves. 
Related, there is nothing in the NC Statutes that prevents 
hiking off-trail within William B. Umstead State Park. Off-trail 
hiking is common in William B. Umstead State Park, as well 
as the rest of the NC State Parks. 

Comment noted. 

5.17 

The boundary of the North Carolina Natural Heritage Area 
dedicated lands for William B. Umstead State Park are 
similar to the lands included in the NC State Nature 
Preserve. 

Comment noted. The North Carolina Natural Heritage Area 
website was reviewed at 
https://www.nconemap.gov/maps/NC::north-carolina-natural-
heritage-program-managed-
areas/explore?location=35.859272%2C-78.747902%2C12.92. 
There are no Dedicated Nature Preserves, Registered Heritage 
Areas, or Conservation Easements within the Proposed Action 
limits of disturbance. No revisions to the Draft EA were necessary 
to respond to this comment. 

5.18 
William B. Umstead State Park is protected under the 
Constitution of the State of North Carolina, Article XIV, 
Section 5. 

Comment noted. No revisions to the Draft EA were necessary to 
respond to this comment. 

5.19 

The North Carolina General Assembly passed the 
Environmental Policy Act of 1971 “to ensure that an 
environment of high quality will be maintained for the health 
and well-being of all....” 

Comment noted. No revisions to the Draft EA were necessary to 
respond to this comment. 

https://www.nconemap.gov/maps/NC::north-carolina-natural-heritage-program-managed-areas/explore?location=35.859272%2C-78.747902%2C12.92
https://www.nconemap.gov/maps/NC::north-carolina-natural-heritage-program-managed-areas/explore?location=35.859272%2C-78.747902%2C12.92
https://www.nconemap.gov/maps/NC::north-carolina-natural-heritage-program-managed-areas/explore?location=35.859272%2C-78.747902%2C12.92
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5.20 

The section of William B. Umstead State Park adjacent to 
the RDU Airport is a popular area for hikers and nature 
lovers and is easily accessible from the Old Reedy Creek 
Road corridor. Wake County Commissioners and the Airport 
Authority executed a 10-year lease in December 2022 for 
mountain bike and pedestrian trails on an adjacent 151-acre 
forested tract known as “286 East”. This tract is adjacent to 
William B. Umstead State Park and the East Coast 
Greenway. The Old Reedy Creek Recreational Area is a 
vital greenway, vital greenway connector, and one of the 
most heavily used recreational corridors in the region. The 
“road” is THE official greenway. The Old Reedy Creek Road 
is not only heavily used by hikers, runners, and bikers as the 
connecting hub for the Triangle Regional Greenways, it also 
has official designation as being part of the route for State 
and Federal Greenway trail systems. 

Comment noted. No revisions to the Draft EA were necessary to 
respond to this comment. 

5.21 

The FAA should be mindful of the fact that the public 
overwhelmingly wants to protect William B. Umstead State 
Park. This unique treasure, deeply valued by locals and 
visitors to the area alike, is an irreplaceable oasis. 

Comment noted. No revisions to the Draft EA were necessary to 
respond to this comment. 

5.22 

The Park has a stated goal of expanding the border to I-40 
for the purposes of protecting the Park.  This expansion was 
and still is parallel to the flow of the Airport.  Specifically, 
Odd Fellows and the 286 area have been on the Park 
acquisition list since 1935.   

Comment noted. No revisions to the Draft EA were necessary to 
respond to this comment. 

6 NOISE 
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6.1 

The William B Umstead State Park started as a National 
Park Service national park. It is protected under not only the 
4(f), which is a national register of historic places, North 
Carolina State Historic Preservation Act. It's a North 
Carolina nature preserve, and it's protected by the LWCF. 
All of those characteristics, including deed restriction and its 
applicability to the Everglades. 1970s noise taking of 55 
LDM is applicable to William B Umstead State Park. The 
draft EA should be required to have 55 day-night average 
sound level (DNL) contours and information applicable to 
this park. It has all of those federal protections and so those 
need to be added. 

This EA follows the methodology and significance criteria 
included in FAA Order 1050.1F and 5050.4B. According to FAA 
Order 1050.1F, the FAA’s significance threshold for noise is if the 
Proposed Action would increase noise by DNL 1.5 decibels (dB) 
or more for a noise sensitive area that is exposed to noise at or 
above the 65 DNL noise exposure level, or that will be exposed 
at or above the 65 DNL noise exposure due to a DNL 1.5 dB or 
greater increase, when compared to the No Action Alternative for 
the same timeframe. The William B. Umstead State Park would 
be subject to land use compatibility guidelines within 14 CFR part 
150, Appendix A, Table 1. This table states that parks, including 
state parks and Section 4(f) properties are compatible with noise 
levels below 65 DNL. As a result of implementing the Proposed 
Action, the replacement Runway 5L/23R would be 537 feet 
northwest of the existing Runway 5L/23R which would influence 
the noise contours. As disclosed in Chapter 4 Section 4.10 Noise 
and Noise-Compatible Land Use and Appendix F Noise, with the 
implementation of the Proposed Action at RDU the noise 
contours are moved farther away from William B. Umstead State 
Park. Therefore, the William B. Umstead State Park would 
experience a net reduction in noise exposure due to the 
Proposed Action as compared to the future No Action Alternative.  
Based on these findings the William B. Umstead State Park 
would not be considered impacted from noise by the Proposed 
Action and would not require special consideration.  Additional 
text was added in Chapter 4 Section 4.10 Noise and Noise-
Compatible Land Use to clarify. 
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6.2 
I have concerns about the airport using and cutting trees. 
The reason for that is that there will be additional noise 
occurring where the commenter lives. 

Comment noted. It is unclear where the commenter lives. It is 
possible that the Proposed Action would result in additional noise 
from construction and operation. Construction noise from the 
cutting of trees would be temporary. However, at least 100 feet of 
vegetation at the borrow sites would remain in place as a buffer 
to minimize construction noise.  
 
Aviation noise would come from above the trees and would not 
be affected by tree cutting.  Homes that are within the 65 DNL 
and would experience a 1.5 or greater dB increase would be 
offered sound insulation and in the case of the mobile home an 
offer of acquisition and relocation assistance. See Chapter 4 
Section 4.10 Noise and Noise-Compatible Land Use and 
Appendix F Noise for detailed mitigation for operational noise 
impacts. No revisions to the Draft EA were necessary to respond 
to this comment.   

6.3 Can you tell me if my home at 130 Satterfield Circle will 
have less or more noise due to the runway? 

The residence at 130 Satterfield Circle, Apex NC 27523 is not 
within the 65+DNL noise contour for the future No Action 
Alternative or the Proposed Action alternative. It would remain a 
compatible land use. Beyond this information, there is no 
available data on whether its noise levels would increase. Please 
refer to Chapter 4 Section 4.10 Noise and Noise-Compatible 
Land Use, Exhibit 4-8 to see the No Action noise levels for the 
area around the airport in 2033, and Exhibit 4-9 for the Proposed 
Action noise levels around the airport in 2033. No revisions to the 
Draft EA were necessary to respond to this comment. 
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6.4 

Exhibit 3-11 shows composite noise contours that are 
substantially different than noise levels shown in Exhibit 3-
12 and Section 4.10 exhibits. The public needs a full 
explanation of these different representations of noise, and 
the EA must be modified consistent with that explanation. 

In the early 1990’s, the Airport Authority developed a set of 
composite noise contours to depict the noise environment around 
RDU. The contours developed in the early 1990’s are shown on 
Exhibit 3-11. The composite noise contours led to the 
development of airport overlay districts by local municipalities to 
supplement underlying zoning that regulates residential, 
commercial, industrial, and other land uses. The airport overlay 
districts are used by the City of Raleigh, the Town of Morrisville, 
Town of Cary, and Durham County to apply land use restrictions 
in areas near RDU to ensure that future land use and 
development within a geographic area is compatible with airport 
activities. The composite contours were based on data including 
number and type of operations in the early 1990's.   
 
As stated in the EA, the existing conditions (Exhibit 3-12) and 
future noise contours (Chapter 4 Section 4.10 Noise and Noise-
Compatible Land Use exhibits) were prepared using the FAA’s 
Aviation Environmental Design Tool (AEDT) Version 3d.  Inputs 
to the AEDT are based on current information (not information 
from the 1990's) and include runway definition, number of aircraft 
operations during the time period evaluated, the types of aircraft 
flown, the time of day when they are flown, how frequently each 
runway is used for arriving and departing aircraft, the routes of 
flight used when arriving to and departing from the runways, and 
departure profiles.  
 
The 1990's composite contours are provided in the EA for 
informational purposes only. There have been significant 
improvements in the design of aircraft and their engines since the 
1990’s that have led to a decrease in the size of noise contours 
as the newer aircraft have become quieter. The determination of 
significant noise impacts is based on the most up to date 
information. No revisions to the Draft EA were necessary to 
respond to this comment.  
 
A full discussion of the composite contours vs. the existing 
conditions and future noise contours is provided in the EA in 
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Chapter 3 Section 3.8 Land Use and 3.10 Noise and Noise-
Compatible Land Use and Appendix F Noise. 

6.5 
The Proposed Action farther away from the borders of 
William B Umstead State Park will benefit the park's wildlife 
and human visitors by reducing noise pollution. 

Comment noted. No revisions to the Draft EA were necessary to 
respond to this comment. 

6.6 

The FAA National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
compliance guidance (FAA 1050.1E) gives special 
consideration to the evaluation of the significance of noise 
impacts on noise-sensitive areas within national parks, 
national wildlife refuses [sic] and historic sites and states 
that 14 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 150 Land 
Use Compatibility Guidelines and the DNL 65 decibel (dB) 
threshold of significance for noise do not adequately 
address the effects of noise on visitors to areas where other 
noise is low and a quiet setting is a generally recognized 
purpose and attribute. 

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.  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 potential noise impacts, the William B. Umstead State Park 
would be subject to land use compatibility guidelines within 14 
CFR part 150, Appendix A, Table 1.  This table states that parks, 
including state parks and Section 4(f) properties are compatible 
with noise levels below 65 DNL. As a result of implementing the 
Proposed Action, the replacement Runway 5L/23R would be 537 
feet northwest of the existing Runway 5L/23R which would 
influence the noise contours. As disclosed in Chapter 4 Section 
4.10 Noise and Noise-Compatible Land Use and Appendix F 
Noise, with the implementation of the Proposed Action at RDU 
the noise contours are moved farther away from William B. 
Umstead State Park. Therefore, the William B. Umstead State 
Park would experience a net reduction in noise exposure due to 
the Proposed Action as compared to the future No Action 
Alternative. Based on these findings the William B. Umstead 
State Park would not be considered impacted from noise by the 
Proposed Action. 
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6.7 

The FAA NEPA compliance guidance gives special 
consideration to the evaluation of the significance of noise 
impacts on noise-sensitive areas within national parks, 
national wildlife refuses [sic]  and historic sites and states 
that 14 CFR Part 150 Land Use Compatibility Guidelines 
and the DNL 65 dB threshold of significance for noise do not 
adequately address the effects of noise on visitors to areas 
where other noise is low and a quiet setting is a generally 
recognized purpose and attribute. 

As disclosed in Chapter 4 Section 4.10 Noise and Noise-
Compatible Land Use and Appendix F Noise, with the 
implementation of the Proposed Action at RDU the noise 
contours are moved farther away from William B. Umstead State 
Park. Therefore, the William B. Umstead State Park would 
experience a net reduction in noise exposure due to the 
Proposed Action as compared to the future No Action Alternative.  
Based on these findings the William B. Umstead State Park 
would not be considered impacted by the Proposed Action and 
would not require special consideration.  See response to 
Comment 6.1. No revisions to the Draft EA were necessary to 
respond to this comment. 

6.8 

William B. Umstead State Park users enjoy the Park for 
hiking, running, nature appreciation, tranquility, biking, 
picnicking, bird watching and more. There is an expectation 
for quiet in a natural setting. 

Comment noted. The Proposed Action will move noise from the 
relocated Runway 5L/23R further away from William B. Umstead 
State Park. No revisions to the Draft EA were necessary to 
respond to this comment. 

6.9 

All the exhibits in section 4.10 and the noise analysis at 
appendix F must be modified to reflect the 55 DNL threshold 
on the park side of the airport. It is likely that both 
alternatives result in significant adverse effects on areas of 
the Park. Some of those impacts may be grandfathered from 
mitigation, but the effects are documented. This EA should 
properly document noise impacts to the park. 

See response to Comment 6.1.  

7 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
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7.1 

I am hopeful that care be taken for wildlife even if it's not on 
the endangered species list, that water sources will also be 
protected as much as possible, and that a strong plan for 
replanting any areas that might be deforested will be 
developed and complete. 

As described in Chapter 4 Section 4.3 Biological Resources, FAA 
Order 1050.1F states that a significant impact to biological 
resources (including fish, wildlife, and plants) would occur when 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) or the National 
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) determines that the action 
would be likely to jeopardize the continued existence of a 
federally-listed threatened or endangered species, or would result 
in the destruction or adverse modification of federally-designated 
critical habitat. FAA Order 1050.1F also references factors that 
should be considered when determining if a project has 
significant impacts to biological resources. These factors are 
provided below: 

• A long-term or permanent loss of unlisted plant or wildlife 
species (i.e., extirpation of the species from a large 
project area); 

 
The Proposed Action would remove up to 480 acres of forested 
area. The total 480 acres of forested areas that would be 
removed are comprised of three primary forest types: mixed/pine 
hardwood forest, pine-dominant forest, and hardwood forest 
(altered). After vegetation and trees are removed and the fill 
material is excavated for the Proposed Action, the area would be 
graded and planted with appropriate native ground cover 
vegetation approved by NCDEQ to prevent erosion. 
 
Loss of this forested area is likely to push wildlife onto adjacent 
areas that would remain forested. The Airport Authority would 
leave 100 feet of the existing trees and vegetation in place as a 
buffer. This would help provide wildlife a remaining functional 
corridor to other forested areas. Most wildlife in the impact area 
would respond to the disturbance by relocating to other forested 
areas. There would be mortality of non- or low-mobile species 
that are not able to relocate; however, these species are not 
endangered or threatened. These species also have a robust 
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population in the region and therefore would not be significantly 
impacted.  

 
• Adverse impacts to special status species (e.g., state 

species of concern, species proposed for listing, 
migratory birds, bald and golden eagles) or their habitats; 

 
As described in Chapter 4 Section 4.3 Biological Resources, one 
bald eagle nest was identified, approximately 1,900 feet north of 
the existing Runway 5L/23R. In their letter dated November 15, 
2022, USFWS agreed that the project is not likely to disturb 
nesting bald eagles if the mitigation measures as described in the 
EA are taken. In addition, there were some state species of 
concern that were found within the nearby area.  However, these 
species were determined to not be impacted. 
 

• Substantial loss, reduction, degradation, disturbance, or 
fragmentation of native species’ habitats or their 
populations; or 

 
The Proposed Action would increase forest fragmentation in the 
area by cutting down approximately 480 acres of contiguous 
forest at the borrow site and adjacent to the proposed 
replacement runway.  The Airport Authority would leave 100 feet 
of the existing trees and vegetation in place around the perimeter 
of the borrow sites as a buffer area and to provide a functional 
wildlife corridor. Most wildlife in the impact area would respond to 
the disturbance by relocating to other large, forested areas 
nearby. There would be mortality of non- or low-mobile species 
that are not able to relocate; however, these species are not 
endangered or threatened. These species also have a robust 
population in the region and therefore would not be significantly 
impacted. As described in Chapter 4 Environmental 
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Consequences and Mitigation Measures, the Proposed Action 
would result in unavoidable impacts to identified wetlands and 
surface open waters including streams. Total avoidance of 
potential environmental impacts is not practicable due to the 
purpose and need of the project. However, with the 
implementation of the special conditions and mitigation 
measures, no environmental thresholds of significance were 
exceeded for the Proposed Action. The Proposed Action does 
include the requirement to complete an erosion and sediment 
control plan. The plan, which would be approved by the NCDEQ 
prior to construction activities would require the area that is 
disturbed be graded and planted with appropriate native ground 
cover vegetation to prevent erosion. 

 
• Adverse impacts on a species’ reproductive success 

rates, natural mortality rates, non-natural mortality (e.g., 
road kills and hunting), or ability to sustain the minimum 
population levels required for population maintenance. 

 
In order to minimize the impact, the Airport Authority would leave 
100 feet of the existing trees and vegetation in place as a buffer 
around the borrow areas. This would help provide wildlife a 
remaining functional corridor to other forested areas. Most wildlife 
in the impact area would respond to the disturbance by relocating 
to other forested areas. There would be mortality of non- or low-
mobile species that are not able to relocate; however, these 
species are not endangered or threatened. These species also 
have a robust population in the region and therefore would not be 
significantly impacted.  
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7.2 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) recommends that 
more detail be provided in Section 4.3 (Biological 
Resources), particularly information regarding the bald eagle 
nest and tricolored bats. For the bald eagle this includes 
noise impacts to bald eagles and distance from eagles’ nest 
to borrow/blasting areas. For the tricolored bat this includes 
that a bat was captured in Umstead State Park and that 
USFWS has requested surveys be conducted to help 
identify the presence of the bat. 

More detail was added in Chapter 3 Section 3.3 Biological 
Resources and Chapter 4 Section 4.3 Biological Resources in the 
Final EA to address USFWS's comment on the Bald Eagle and 
Tricolored Bat.  
 
For the bald eagle, this includes disclosing that the potential 
noise level at the bald eagle nest was assessed. (See also 
Appendix D Biological Resource Assessment Table 3 and 
Appendix F Noise for additional information). The existing noise 
at the bald eagle’s nest was 63.81 Day-Night Average Sound 
Level (DNL); measured in decibel level (dBA), which is to 
approximate the way the human ear hears. In 2028 with the No 
Action Alternative the noise level at the bald eagle nest would 
increase to 64.4 DNL dBA. The Proposed Action would increase 
the noise level to 67.08 DNL dBA. In 2033 with the No Action 
Alternative, the noise level at the bald eagle nest would increase 
to 64.85 DNL dBA. The Proposed Action would increase the 
noise level to 67.5 DNL dBA.   
 
For the tricolored bat, this includes disclosing in the Final EA that 
a Tricolored Bat was captured by mist-net in 2002 in William B. 
Umstead State Park, about 3.5 miles from the project site. A 
survey to determine the presence or absence of the tricolored bat 
for this EA was conducted in March 2023. No tricolored bats or 
evidence of bats were observed in the survey areas. See 
Appendix D for the full survey report.   
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7.3 

Additional minimization measures such as scheduled 
blasting and work closest to the nest be conducted outside 
of the December to July timeframe would further reduce 
potential impacts to nesting bald eagles. 

Comment noted. The Airport Authority will prepare and implement 
a Blasting Plan to ensure not only the safety of people in the 
area, but also to prevent property damage from the activity. The 
Blasting Plan would be in compliance with all applicable federal, 
state, and local laws and regulations and the Airport Authority 
would obtain all required federal, state, and local blasting-related 
permits. While blasting would not be restricted to any specific 
time of the year, the borrow area and the location of potential 
blasting would be more than 0.5 miles from the eagle’s nest, 
which complies with the recommendations in the National Bald 
Eagle Management Guidelines to “avoid blasting and other 
activities that produce extremely loud noises within 1/2 mile of 
active nests”. Final design for the Proposed Action is not yet 
complete; therefore, the exact number and location of blasting 
activities is not yet known, however the closest distance from the 
eagle’s nest across the reservoir and Aviation Parkway to the 
borrow sites is approximately 0.60 miles. No revisions to the Draft 
EA were necessary to respond to this comment. 

7.4 

The forested buffer around the borrow sites should be 
maximized to the greatest extent practicable and should be 
highlighted on the construction plans to prevent over 
clearing. Furthermore, developing a reforestation plan for 
the borrow sites would help mitigate for lost habitat. 

The Airport Authority would leave 100 feet of the existing trees 
and vegetation in place around the perimeter of the borrow sites 
as a buffer area and to provide a functional wildlife corridor. The 
areas within the 100 foot buffer for truck access will be replanted 
with trees of similar species to either side of the access, after 
removal of the borrow material from the borrow site. Final design 
for the Proposed Action is not yet complete. The Airport Authority, 
through their construction contractor, would make sure the buffer 
area is marked off on the construction plans to prevent over 
clearing. An Erosion and Sedimentation Control (ESC) Plan 
would be developed and approved by the NCDEQ prior to 
construction. The Airport Authority would obtain approval of the 
ESC Plan from the NCDEQ. No revisions to the Draft EA were 
necessary to respond to this comment. 
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7.5 

As planning and design for the project continues, further 
avoidance and minimization of natural resources in the 
project area should be incorporated. Such as reduction in 
wetland and stream impacts, minimizing tree clearing limits 
and maximizing vegetated buffer widths. 

Comment noted. Final design for the Proposed Action is not yet 
complete. Potential further avoidance and minimization 
opportunities would be identified during the permitting process for 
the Proposed Action. It will be the Airport Authority’s responsibility 
to apply for and obtain permits required by the USACE and the 
State for the Proposed Action including the 404 and 401 permits 
respectively. These permits must be obtained prior to any 
construction that would impact these water resources. No 
revisions to the Draft EA were necessary to respond to this 
comment. 
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7.6 

The EPA recommends that all conservation measures 
identified by USFWS be implemented. Forest planting and 
stream protection and renewal should take place in areas of 
temporary disturbance. 

Comment noted. The USFWS stated that their previous 
comments and recommendations have already been 
incorporated into the Draft EA. However, in the comments on the 
Draft EA they recommended that more detail be provided in 
Chapter 4 Section 4.3 Biological Resources, particularly 
information regarding the bald eagle nest and tricolored bats. 
More detail was added in Chapter 3 Section 3.3 Biological 
Resources and Chapter 4 Section 4.3 Biological Resources in the 
Final EA to address USFWS's comment on the Bald Eagle and 
Tricolored Bat.  
 
As stated in Chapter 4 Section 4.3 Biological Resources, an 
Erosion and Sedimentation Control (ESC) Plan would be 
developed and approved by the NCDEQ prior to construction. 
The Airport Authority would obtain approval of the ESC Plan from 
the NCDEQ.  
 
The Proposed Action would remove up to 480 acres of forested 
area. As part of the Proposed Action at least 100 feet of 
vegetation and trees at the borrow sites would remain in place as 
a buffer and functional wildlife corridor. The areas within the 100 
foot buffer for truck access will be replanted with trees of similar 
species to either side of the access, after removal of the borrow 
material from the borrow site. The Airport Authority has not 
determined any long-term use for the borrow site areas. 
Disturbed areas will be seeded or mulched to stabilize the soil 
and appropriate ground cover with native species approved by 
NCDEQ will be planted. 
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7.7 

We have that (undeveloped) land, and at this time it makes 
the most environmental and economic sense to keep the 
trees that we already have, to protect them by law and to 
find ways to build where there are not presently forests and 
waterways that need to be healthy to keep our environment 
healthy. 

Comment noted. The FAA has identified the Proposed Action as 
the Environmentally Preferred Alternative. In identifying the 
Environmentally Preferred Alternative, the FAA considered the 
ability of each alternative to meet the purpose and need for the 
project, the Airport Authority’s goals and objectives, and the 
potential environmental impacts. The USACE will determine the 
least environmentally damaging practicable alternative (LEDPA) 
as part of the CWA Section 404 permitting process. No revisions 
to the Draft EA were necessary to respond to this comment. 

7.8 

Preserve and protect all of the forested areas and creeks 
and waters that will be impacted by RDUAA. This is about 
preserving resources that cannot be replaced for 
generations to come. I am deeply concerned about loss of 
forested land, and the negative environmental impact to any 
of this area. 

Comment noted. As described in Chapter 4 Environmental 
Consequences and Mitigation Measures, the Proposed Action 
would result in unavoidable impacts to identified forested areas, 
wetlands, and surface open waters including streams. Total 
avoidance of potential environmental impacts is not practicable 
due to the amount of fill needed for the project. As part of the 
Proposed Action at least 100 feet of vegetation and trees at the 
borrow sites would remain in place as a buffer and a functional 
corridor. The areas within the 100 foot buffer for truck access will 
be replanted with trees of similar species to either side of the 
access, after removal of the borrow material from the borrow site. 
Disturbed areas will be seeded or mulched to stabilize the soil 
and appropriate ground cover with native species approved by 
NCDEQ will be planted. With the implementation of the special 
conditions and mitigation measures, no environmental thresholds 
of significance were exceeded for the Proposed Action. No 
revisions to the Draft EA were necessary to respond to this 
comment. 



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

FINAL  | 57 

7.9 

Raleigh/Durham is growing like crazy. We need all the 
dense green/forested land we can get or protect to balance 
the booming growth. Our heat islands are no longer islands. 
Recent studies show lots of bright red hot spots. 

Comment noted. The Airport Authority does not control growth 
off-Airport property. The Proposed Action would remove up to 
480 acres of forested area on Airport property. As part of the 
Proposed Action at least 100 feet of vegetation and trees at the 
borrow sites would remain in place as a buffer and functional 
wildlife corridor. The areas within the 100 foot buffer for truck 
access will be replanted with trees of similar species to either 
side of the access, after removal of the borrow material from the 
borrow site. In addition, after vegetation and trees are removed 
and the fill material is excavated, the area would be graded and 
planted with appropriate native species ground cover vegetation 
approved by NCDEQ to prevent erosion. The Proposed Action 
does not include any permanent impervious surfaces at the 
borrow sites. 
 
However, the Proposed Action would increase the impervious 
surfaces at the Airport due to the relocation of the runway and 
conversion of the existing runway to a taxiway. An element of the 
Proposed Action provides additional drainage infrastructure for 
additional impervious pavement areas associated with the 
relocated runway. Existing stormwater drainage pipes would be 
replaced/rehabilitated under the existing runway and connected 
to new infrastructure for the relocated runway. Existing 
stormwater retention areas would be modified and or increased 
and new stormwater retention areas added as needed to 
maintain storage and accommodate increases in peak 
stormwater runoff. A graphic and additional text was added to the 
Final EA in Chapter 1 Purpose and Need to identify the potential 
location of the modifications/additions to the stormwater retention 
areas. 
 
According to USEPA, heat islands are urbanized areas that 
experience higher temperatures than outlying areas. Structures 
such as buildings, roads, and other infrastructure absorb and re-
emit the sun’s heat more than natural landscapes such as forests 
and water bodies. An increase in impervious surface and 
decrease in tree canopy can contribute to the urban heat island 
effect. Urban heat islands may contribute to local climate change. 
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The impacts from urban heat islands and global climate change 
are often similar. See Chapter 4 Section 4.4 Climate for a 
discussion of climate. While there is an increase in concrete with 
the Proposed Action that could increase the retention of heat and 
urban heat island effects, the area surrounding the Airport has 
protected areas that will remain undeveloped and would thus 
ameliorate any potential increase in temperatures.  There are no 
thresholds for climate in general and none relating to heat 
islands.  However, any temperature increases related to the 
replacement runway would be expected to be limited to the 
Airport boundary and not affect local residences because of the 
distance between the runway and nearest residence and the 
intervening vegetated buffer. 

7.10 
RDU is proposing extensive clearing as noted in 4.3.3.2 
"The Proposed Action has the potential to remove up to 480 
acres of forested area." 

The Proposed Action would remove up to 480 acres of forested 
area on Airport property. Total avoidance of potential 
environmental impacts is not practicable due to the amount of fill 
needed for the project. The Airport Authority would leave 100 feet 
of the existing trees and vegetation in place as a buffer. The 
areas within the 100 foot buffer for truck access will be replanted 
with trees of similar species to either side of the access, after 
removal of the borrow material from the borrow site. As described 
in Chapter 4, Section 4.3 Biological Resources, this would help 
provide wildlife a remaining functional corridor to other forested 
areas. Most wildlife in the impact area would respond to the 
disturbance by relocating to other forested areas. With the 
implementation of the buffer and the other special conditions and 
mitigation measures identified in Chapter 4 Section 4.3.5 
Biological Resources, Mitigation, Avoidance, and Minimization 
Measures, no environmental thresholds of significance were 
exceeded for the Proposed Action. No revisions to the Draft EA 
were necessary to respond to this comment. 
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7.11 
The EA does not consider the net loss of property value or 
the substantial cost of mitigation for impacts to wetlands and 
streams once deforested and mined for fill. 

Per FAA Order 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts: Policies and 
Procedures, the EA does consider potential socioeconomic 
impacts of the Proposed Action including whether the project 
would induce substantial economic growth; divide or disrupt an 
established community; cause extensive relocation of housing 
when sufficient replacement housing is unavailable; cause 
extensive relocation of businesses that would cause economic 
hardship; disrupt local traffic patterns and substantially reducing 
the levels of service of roads serving an airport and its 
surrounding communities; or produce a substantial loss of the 
community tax base.  
 
The Airport does not currently have a noticeable negative effect 
on property value. Even though the announcement of the 
Proposed Project started back in 2018 with the commencement 
of an EIS, there has been continued population growth in the 
Raleigh area and in the area around the Airport and demand for 
housing has steadily increased. According to the US Census 
Bureau, the population of Wake County has increased 7.3% 
between 2017 to 2021 and census tracts that surround RDU 
have increased by 26.7% within that same time.2 Housing values 
have continued to rise in Wake County by an average of 36.4% 
from 2017 to 2021 (US Census Bureau) due to availability of 
supply and the high demand. According to Realtor.com, within 
Raleigh itself, the average listing price for a home was $499,000 
in May of 2023. The area surrounding the airport is no exception, 
with data from the US Census Bureau showing a 70% increase in 
housing value from 2017 to 2021 in census tracts adjacent to 
RDU. The Proposed Action apparently has not resulted in a net 
loss of property value. There is currently no evidence that the 
planning and public announcements of this Proposed Action has 
adversely affected property values.   
 
As disclosed in Chapter 4 Section 4.10 Noise and Noise-
Compatible Land Use, there would be 248 total housing units 
within the 65+DNL for the No Action Alternative in 2033. There 
would be 134 total housing units within the 65+DNL for the 
Proposed Action in 2033. Overall, the Proposed Action would 
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result in 114 fewer housing units and 296 fewer estimated people 
within the 65+DNL as compared to the No Action Alternative. For 
the purposes of mitigating the significant noise impacts (>1.5 dB 
increase within the DNL 65), the Airport Authority would offer to 
sound insulate 36 single-family housing units, the Raleigh Fire 
Station #29, and the Sorrell Grove Baptist Church (if the buildings 
are eligible and the owners agree) under FAA Order 5100.38D. In 
addition, one mobile home unit is located within the future DNL 
65 and within the area of significant noise increase. Since mobile 
homes cannot be effectively sound insulated due to the type of 
construction, the Airport Authority would offer to acquire the 
owner’s mobile home and/or property. Residents of the mobile 
home would also be offered relocation assistance under the 
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Act 
of 1970. The relocation would be up to the mobile home property 
owner and not mandatory as part of the Proposed Action. The 
Proposed Action would not cause businesses to relocate, on or 
off-Airport. 
 
Because there are potential and unavoidable impacts to 
wetlands, mitigation will be required for the Proposed Action to 
avoid significant impacts. The conceptual mitigation plan is to use 
wetland banking and/or in lieu fee programs offered by NCDEQ 
Division of Mitigation Services to mitigate for these identified 
impacts. A determination of the exact mitigation banks, the final 
required credits, and or the cost for in lieu fee programs will be 
determined in the permitting process. No revisions to the Draft EA 
were necessary to respond to this comment.  

 
2  (Census Tracts used: 524.01, 525.09, 535.12, 535.21, 535.22, 536.08, 536.09, 536.11, 536.12, 536.13, 536.14, 536.15, 537.17, 537.18, 537.19, 537.24, 

537.25, 537.26, 537.27, 537.28, 9801, and 9802 of Wake County) 
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8 AIR QUALITY 

8.1 

I'm very concerned that the hundreds of acres of mature 
forest that are slated to be removed from the lands that RDU 
airport manages. RDU will be removing so many trees and 
so much wildlife in our time of climate change when many 
communities and countries around the world are struggling 
to plant trees to gain forested land. 

Comment noted. The Proposed Action would remove up to 480 
acres of forested area on Airport property. The Airport Authority 
would leave 100 feet of the existing trees and vegetation in place 
as a buffer. The areas within the 100 foot buffer for truck access 
will be replanted with trees of similar species to either side of the 
access, after removal of the borrow material from the borrow site. 
This would help provide wildlife a remaining functional corridor to 
other forested areas. Most wildlife in the impact area would 
respond to the disturbance by relocating to other forested areas. 
The FAA has not identified specific factors to consider in making 
a significance determination for climate change. See Chapter 4 
Section 4.4 Climate for a discussion of potential climate impacts. 
No revisions to the Draft EA were necessary to respond to this 
comment. 
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8.2 
The air is going to be changed with the fact more airplanes 
and more cars are coming to the airport. There are also 
more parking lots. The particulates in the air would be more. 

As provided in Chapter 1 Purpose and Need, the Proposed 
Action does not include the development of any parking lots. 
There will be more aircraft operations in the future with both the 
No Action Alternative and the Proposed Action alternative as 
compared to the existing conditions. An analysis of the potential 
for significant adverse air quality impacts, including from 
particulate matter, resulting from the Future No Action Alternative 
and the Proposed Action was conducted. There would be an 
increase in net emissions due to construction activities 
associated with the Proposed Action as compared to the No 
Action Alternative. There would also be an overall increase in 
operational emissions with the Proposed Action compared to the 
No Action Alternative due to increased aircraft taxiing and motor 
vehicle operations from the relocated runway and relocated 
Lumley Road, respectively. However, the relevant federal de 
minimis thresholds would not be exceeded for the Proposed 
Action on any analysis year. Therefore, because the emissions 
increase is considered de minimis or insignificant, no significant 
adverse impact on local or regional air quality is expected by 
construction and implementation of the Proposed Action. No 
revisions to the Draft EA were necessary to respond to this 
comment. 
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8.3 

The EPA recommends implementing Best Management 
Practices (BMP) to reduce diesel emissions, such as 
switching to cleaner fuels, retrofitting current equipment with 
emission reduction technologies, repowering older engines 
with newer cleaner engines, replacing older vehicles, and 
reducing idling through operator training or contracting 
policies. The EPA also encourages reducing fugitive dust 
and diesel emission by implementing the conveyor belt 
system that RDU has evaluated for transporting fill material 
for this project and operating the conveyor through the 
electrical grid, where practicable. 

The Airport Authority will ensure that measures are taken to 
reduce fugitive dust emissions by adhering to guidelines included 
in FAA Advisory Circular (AC) 150/5370-10H, Standard 
Specifications for Construction of Airports. In addition to the 
methods identified in FAA AC 150/5370-10H, the Airport 
Authority would look to utilize alternatively fueled equipment and 
reduce the idling time on equipment to minimize potential air 
quality impacts.  
The Airport Authority is still reviewing the potential use of a 
conveyor system to transport the fill material to the site of the 
relocated runway.  The EA identifies the potential environmental 
impacts from both the conveyor system and the potential use of 
trucks to transport the fill. No significant environmental impacts 
were identified with either of these options. No revisions to the 
Draft EA were necessary to respond to this comment. 

8.4 
Because we are in the beginning of a long (forever) 
CLIMATE EMERGENCY, my groups want NO EXPANSION 
of runways. 

Comment noted. The FAA has not identified specific factors to 
consider in making a significance determination for climate 
change. See Chapter 4 Section 4.4 Climate for the potential 
increase in GHG emissions due to the Proposed Action. As 
discussed in Chapter 1 Purpose and Need, the Proposed Action 
relocates the existing Runway 5L/23R. Therefore, there would be 
the same number of runways after the project as before the 
project. No revisions to the Draft EA were necessary to respond 
to this comment. 

9 WATER RESOURCES 
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9.1 

Mitigation funds for impacted streams and wetlands should 
be done on-site and/or at adjacent land to William B. 
Umstead State Park and Crabtree Park because they are 
most impacted and are downstream of the Proposed Action. 
These mitigation funds should also be used to increase the 
width of forested protective buffers to protect William B. 
Umstead State Park. Mitigation funds should not be diverted 
to an off-site bank- we believe that is wrong.   

Because there are potential and unavoidable impacts to wetlands 
and surface open waters including streams, mitigation will be 
required for the Proposed Action to avoid significant impacts.  
 
As provided in FAA Advisory Circular, 150/5200-33C Hazardous 
Wildlife Attractants on or near Airports, wetland mitigation must 
be designed so it does not create a wildlife hazard. The FAA 
recommends a separation distance from wetland mitigation 
projects that may attract hazardous wildlife of 10,000 feet for 
airports serving turbine-powered aircraft up to a distance of five 
miles to protect approach and departure airspace. Wetland 
banking and in lieu fee programs benefit airport projects, as 
wetland impacts mitigated outside of these separations can still 
be located within the same watershed. 
 
Therefore the conceptual mitigation plan for this project is to use 
stream and wetland banking and/or in lieu fee programs offered 
by NCDEQ Division of Mitigation Services to mitigate these 
identified impacts. The FAA allows stream and wetland banking 
as a mitigation tool for projects that must occur in streams and 
wetlands. Mitigation must comply with 33 CFR Part 332 and 40 
CFR Part 230. The environmentally preferable compensatory 
mitigation may be provided through mitigation banks or in-lieu fee 
programs because they usually involve consolidating 
compensatory mitigation projects where ecologically appropriate, 
consolidating resources, providing financial planning and 
scientific expertise (which often is not practical for permittee-
responsible compensatory mitigation projects), reducing temporal 
losses of functions, and reducing uncertainty over project 
success. Additional text was added to Chapter 4 Section 4.13 
Water Resources to clarify and expand on the conceptual 
mitigation.  
 
While the habitat functions of wetlands and streams may be 
replaced in a mitigation bank or in-lieu fee program, erosion 
control measures on site would be utilized to prevent impacts 
such as erosion of sediment moving downstream. Construction 
sediment basins will be located at the borrow site and near the 
replacement runway to temporarily hold stormwater and prevent 
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erosion. Erosion control measures that meet the State’s 
requirements will be conducted where earth disturbing activities 
will occur. Examples of these activities include use of seeding, silt 
fences, diversion ditches, check dams, sediment traps, sediment 
basins, inlet protection, and riprap outlet protection.  With these 
mitigative measures impacts downstream are not expected to 
occur. Text was added to clarify general descriptions of the 
mitigation actions that are occurring onsite to reduce downstream 
impacts. 

9.2 

I'm concerned about the dirt borrow areas being left 
unseeded and exposed for runoff into streams and into our 
park. State laws are insufficient to control runoff. We need to 
go beyond the minimum standards of North Carolina and 
have phased grading and immediate reseeding, so we do 
not have exposed areas of dirt with sediment into our 
streams.  

Comment noted. There is no requirement to go beyond 
applicable federal and state laws. The Airport Authority would 
comply with all applicable federal and state laws concerning 
erosion control. An Erosion and Sedimentation Control (ESC) 
Plan would be developed and approved by the NCDEQ prior to 
construction. Best management practices and erosion control 
measures will be identified to control and contain runoff that could 
make its way to navigable waterways to minimize the sediment 
impact. The Airport Authority would obtain approval of the ESC 
Plan from the NCDEQ. Additional text was added to Chapter 4 
Section 4.13 Water Resources to identify erosion and sediment 
control measures as well as to show general locations and 
designs of stormwater facilities.  

9.3 You should coordinate with the town of Cary for the water in 
case we have a drought and they don't have the water.  

As described in Chapter 1 Purpose and Need, if conditions occur 
such as a drought during construction activities, and water from 
Brier Creek Reservoir is not sufficiently available, it is anticipated 
that water would come from local municipal sources such as the 
Town of Cary. The Airport Authority would coordinate with the 
Town of Cary to determine how much water would be needed at 
that time and to ensure that potential water supplies for the town 
are not interrupted. The Town of Cary has already indicated they 
have water capacity to support the RDU Airport. No revisions to 
the Draft EA were necessary to respond to this comment. 
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9.4 
We need a formal assessment as to how the Crabtree 
Creek watershed program project affects this project. Airport 
land is deeded to four owners, not to the Airport.  

This EA presents the formal analysis of potential impacts to water 
resources as a result of the Future No Action Alternative and the 
Proposed Action. See Chapter 4, Section 4.13 Water Resources. 
The Airport Authority is a public authority created, established, 
and empowered by the North Carolina General Assembly 
pursuant to Chapter 168 of the Public-Local Laws of 1939, as 
amended. The Airport Authority is legislatively vested with the 
power and mandate to control, lease, maintain, improve, operate, 
and regulate RDU, with complete authority over the Airport. 
Coordination is ongoing with Wake County by the Airport 
Authority concerning the potential mitigation for the Proposed 
Action’s impact on Brier Creek Reservoir. No revisions to the 
Draft EA were necessary to respond to this comment. 

9.5 

The runway project is basically taking away Brier Creek 
Reservoir and the taxpayer loses the Brier Creek Reservoir 
for future recreation. We should be compensated by keeping 
all the land that's now with Lake Crabtree County Park as 
forested and recreational.  

As stated in Chapter 1 Purpose and Need, the Airport Authority 
plans to use water from Brier Creek Reservoir due to its proximity 
to the construction site. The water would be removed from Brier 
Creek Reservoir and applied to the fill material over a period of 
approximately two years to compact the soil. This process would 
also allow for Brier Creek Reservoir to be naturally recharged 
with water as the water removed infiltrates back into the 
groundwater thus recharging the reservoir. There would be no 
taking of the Brier Creek Reservoir from future recreation use and 
thus no compensation required. No revisions to the Draft EA 
were necessary to respond to this comment. 

9.6 

RDU could offset the millions of dollars of stream mitigation 
that they will for certain incur by releasing land such as Odd 
Fellows, Lake Crabtree County Park, 286 East, and the 
buffer area for 286 West to the NC State Park System 
and/or Wake County. 

A land swap, an out of kind mitigation proposal, would not 
replace the loss of these potential streams and wetlands. 
Mitigation for potential stream and wetland impacts due to the 
Proposed Action must comply with 33 CFR Part 332 and 40 CFR 
Part 230. The Proposed Action does not include any release of 
Airport property. No revisions to the Draft EA were necessary to 
respond to this comment. 
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9.7 
Will the withdrawal of 150 million gallons of water from Brier 
Creek Reservoir have the potential to disturb and mobilize 
contaminated sediments into Lake Crabtree? 

The Proposed Action includes the disturbance of a USEPA 
National Priorities List (NPL) superfund site. As a requirement of 
the Proposed Action, the Airport Authority must comply with all 
applicable federal and state laws concerning erosion control.  An 
Erosion and Sediment Control Plan, approved by the NCDEQ, 
would be developed prior to construction. The ESC would identify 
best management practices and erosion control measures to 
control and contain runoff that could make its way to navigable 
waterways to minimize the sediment impact. In addition, water to 
be used for the Proposed Action for hydrocompression would be 
collected near the surface of the water column in Brier Creek 
Reservoir to not disturb sediment to the extent practicable. To 
prevent the potential spread of environmental contamination 
during construction, a Materials Management Plan (MMP) would 
be required for construction activities at the NPL Site. 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.  
Per the restrictive covenants filed with the Wake County Register 
of Deeds, the MMP must be approved by the USEPA prior to 
beginning work onsite. 
 
The FAA has coordinated with the USEPA for this project. In a 
meeting on June 28, 2022, the USEPA stated there was no major 
concern with the use of water from Brier Creek for 
hydrocompression of the fill dirt material needed for project 
construction. Drawing of the water from the reservoir is not 
expected to have significant impacts to the sediment since the 
intake will be floating above the sediment. The USEPA’s position 
was confirmed in an email dated November 1, 2022.   
No revisions to the Draft EA were necessary to respond to this 
comment. 
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9.8 

The NC Division of Water Resources (NCDWR) 
Transportation Permitting Branch is responsible for the 
issuance of the Section 401 Water Quality Certification. 
Design plans shall provide treatment of the stormwater 
runoff through BMPs as detailed in the most recent version 
of the North Carolina Department of Transportation 
Stormwater Post-Construction Stormwater Program Manual, 
and the Best Management Practices Toolbox Manual. The 
BMPs should, to the maximum extent practicable, be 
selected and designed to reduce impacts of the target 
pollutants of concern (POCs) for the receiving waters. 

The Airport Authority must apply for and obtain permits required 
by the USACE and the State for the Proposed Action including 
the 404 and 401 permits respectively prior to construction. This 
would be a condition of any authorization from FAA. Final design 
for the Proposed Action is not yet complete. Potential further 
avoidance and minimization opportunities would be identified 
during the permitting process for the Proposed Action. The 
condition has been added to this Final EA.. 

9.9 

The EPA recommends that modifications to the existing 
airport stormwater management system, to account for the 
increase in impervious pavement, include measures to 
maintain existing stormwater runoff profiles of the project 
area. The EPA also recommends that BMPs identified by 
the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan be included in 
the final EA. 

An element of the Proposed Action provides additional drainage 
infrastructure for additional impervious pavement areas 
associated with the relocated runway. Existing stormwater 
drainage pipes would be replaced/rehabilitated under the existing 
runway and connected to new infrastructure for the relocated 
runway. Existing stormwater retention areas would be modified 
and or increased and new stormwater retention areas added as 
needed to maintain storage and accommodate increases in peak 
stormwater runoff.  
 
The Airport Authority is designing the stormwater improvements 
to meet FAA guidance in AC 150/5320-5D Airport Drainage 
Design. A graphic and additional text was added to the Final EA 
in Chapter 1 Purpose and Need to identify the potential location 
of the modifications/additions to the stormwater retention areas. 
BMPs that would be included in the Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan have also been added to Chapter 4 Section 4.13 
Water Resources. During the permitting process and final design 
of the Proposed Action, additional BMPs may be identified. 
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9.10 

NCDWR Permitting Branch comments that all area surface 
waters are class nutrient sensitive waters (NSW) of the 
State. The NCDWR is very concerned with sediment and 
erosion impacts that could result from this project. The 
NCDWR recommends that highly protective sediment and 
erosion control BMPs be implemented to reduce the risk of 
nutrient runoff to these surface waters. Post-construction 
stormwater BMPs should, to the maximum extent 
practicable, be selected and designed to reduce nutrients. 

As a requirement of the Proposed Action, the Airport Authority 
must comply with all applicable federal and state laws concerning 
erosion control. An Erosion and Sediment Control Plan, approved 
by the NCDEQ, would be developed prior to construction. The 
ESC would identify best management practices and erosion 
control measures to control and contain runoff to reduce the risk 
of nutrient runoff to these surface waters. Additional text was 
added to Chapter 4 Section 4.13 Water Resources to identify 
erosion and sediment control measures and to identify the 
general locations of stormwater control features. 

9.11 

NCDWR Permitting Branch comments that Brier Creek, 
Little Brier Creek, Lake Crabtree, and all their tributaries are 
class 303(d) impaired waters of the State. The NCDWR is 
very concerned with sediment and erosion impacts that 
could result from this project. The NCDWR recommends 
that the most protective sediment and erosion control BMPs 
be implemented in accordance with Design Standards in 
Sensitive Watersheds (15A NCAC 04B .0124) or 
comparable BMPs to reduce the risk of further impairment to 
these surface waters. Post-construction stormwater BMPs 
should be selected and designed to the maximum extent 
practical (MEP), to reduce target POCs in the 303(d) list for 
the receiving waters.  

As a requirement of the Proposed Action, the Airport Authority 
must comply with all applicable federal and state laws concerning 
erosion control. The Airport Authority will have an Erosion and 
Sediment Control (ESC) Plan, approved by the NCDEQ, prior to 
commencing construction. This is a condition of any FAA 
approval. The ESC Plan would identify best management 
practices and erosion control measures to control and contain 
runoff to reduce the risk of nutrient runoff to these surface waters. 
Additional text was added to Chapter 4 Section 4.13 Water 
Resources to identify sediment and erosion control BMPs to be 
implemented in accordance with Design Standards in Sensitive 
Watersheds (15A NCAC 04B .0124). 
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9.12 

NCDWR Permitting Branch comments that riparian buffer 
impacts shall be avoided and minimized to the greatest 
extent possible pursuant to 15A NCAC 2B.0714. New 
development activities located in the protected 50-foot wide 
riparian areas within the basin shall be limited to “uses” 
identified within and constructed in accordance with 15A 
NCAC 2B.0295. Buffer mitigation may be required for buffer 
impacts resulting from activities classified as “allowable with 
mitigation” within the “Table of Uses” section of the Buffer 
Rules or require a variance under the Buffer Rules. A buffer 
mitigation plan, including use of the North Carolina Division 
of Mitigation Services, must be provided to the NCDWR 
prior to approval of the Water Quality Certification.  

Riparian buffers of streams protected under the State’s Neuse 
River Riparian Buffer Rules would be preserved to the greatest 
extent practicable. Stormwater runoff into the riparian buffer shall 
meet dispersed flow as defined in North Carolina rule 15A NCAC 
02H.1002. It will be the Airport Authority’s responsibility to apply 
for and obtain permits required by the USACE and the State for 
the Proposed Action including the 404 and 401 permits 
respectively. These permits and the buffer mitigation plan must 
be obtained prior to commencing construction that would impact 
these water resources. Final design for the Proposed Action is 
not yet complete. Potential further avoidance and minimization 
opportunities would be identified during the permitting process for 
the Proposed Action. No revisions to the Draft EA were 
necessary to respond to this comment. 

9.13 

NCDWR Permitting Branch comments that the 
environmental document and/or permit applications should 
provide a detailed and itemized presentation of the 
proposed impacts to wetlands and streams with 
corresponding mapping. If mitigation is necessary as 
required by 15A NCAC 2H.0506(h), it is preferable to 
present a conceptual (if not finalized) mitigation plan with the 
environmental documentation. Appropriate mitigation plans 
will be required prior to issuance of a 401 Water Quality 
Certification. 

Chapter 4 Section 4.13 Water Resources and mapping in 
Appendix H Water Resources provides the proposed impacts to 
wetlands and streams in the limits of disturbance area.  
Conceptual mitigation is also provided in Chapter 4, Section 4.13 
Water Resources. It will be the Airport Authority’s responsibility to 
apply for and obtain permits required by the USACE and the 
State for the Proposed Action including the 404 and 401 permits 
respectively. These permits must be obtained prior to any 
commencing construction that would impact these water 
resources. Final design for the Proposed Action is not yet 
complete. Potential further avoidance and minimization 
opportunities and detailed mitigation plans would be identified 
during the permitting process for the Proposed Action. No 
revisions to the Draft EA were necessary to respond to this 
comment. 
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9.14 

NCDWR Permitting Branch states that environmental impact 
statement alternatives shall consider design criteria that 
reduce the impacts to streams and wetlands from storm 
water runoff. These alternatives should include designs that 
allow for treatment of the storm water runoff through best 
management practices as detailed in the most recent 
version of the North Carolina Department of Transportation 
Stormwater Best Management Practices Toolbox manual, 
which includes BMPs such as grassed swales, buffer areas, 
preformed scour holes, retention basins, etc. 

A graphic and additional text was added to the Final EA in 
Chapter 1 Purpose and Need to identify the potential location of 
the modifications/additions to the stormwater retention areas.  
General BMPs that will be utilized in the project are identified in 
Chapter 4 Section 4.13 Water Resources.  
 
The Airport Authority and the FAA have shown in their 
alternatives analysis that there were no practicable alternatives 
that would meet the purpose and need which would avoid all 
adverse impacts to wetlands and streams. See Chapter 2 
Alternatives for the discussion of alternatives. The Airport 
Authority then evaluated the use of the borrow sites for fill 
material to minimize potential adverse impacts. Total avoidance 
of wetland and stream impacts at the borrow site areas is not 
practicable due to the amount of fill needed for the project.  
Potential further avoidance and minimization opportunities 
including additional BMPs from the North Carolina Department of 
Transportation Stormwater Best Management Practices Toolbox 
manual would be identified during the permitting process for the 
Proposed Action. 
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9.15 

NCDWR Permitting Branch comments that after the 
selection of the preferred alternative and prior to an 
issuance of the 401 Water Quality Certification, the applicant 
is respectfully reminded that they will need to demonstrate 
the avoidance and minimization of impacts to wetlands (and 
streams) to the maximum extent practical. In accordance 
with the Environmental Management Commission’s Rules 
(15A NCAC 2H.0506[h]), mitigation will be required for 
impacts of greater than 1 acre to wetlands. In the event that 
mitigation is required, the mitigation plan shall be designed 
to replace appropriate lost functions and values. The North 
Carolina Division of Mitigation Services may be available to 
assist with wetland mitigation. 

The FAA has identified the Proposed Action as the 
Environmentally Preferred Alternative. In identifying the 
Environmentally Preferred Alternative, the FAA considered the 
ability of each alternative to meet the purpose and need for the 
project, the Airport Authority’s goals and objectives, and the 
potential environmental impacts. The USACE will determine the 
least environmentally damaging practicable alternative (LEDPA) 
as part of the CWA Section 404 permitting process. Impacts to 
wetlands from the Proposed Action would exceed 1 acre as 
disclosed in Chapter 4 Environmental Consequences and 
Mitigation Measures. The conceptual mitigation plan is to use 
wetland banking and/or in lieu fee programs offered by NCDEQ 
Division of Mitigation Services to mitigate these identified 
impacts. Potential further avoidance and minimization 
opportunities and detailed mitigation plans would be incorporated 
if identified during final design and completion of the permitting 
process for the Proposed Action. No revisions to the Draft EA 
were necessary to respond to this comment. 

9.16 

NCDWR Permitting Branch comments that in accordance 
with the Environmental Management Commission’s Rules 
(15A NCAC 2H.0506[h]), mitigation will be required for 
impacts of greater than 150 linear feet to any single stream. 
In the event that mitigation is required, the mitigation plan 
shall be designed to replace appropriate lost functions and 
values. The North Carolina Division of Mitigation Services 
may be available to assist with stream mitigation. 

Impacts to streams from the Proposed Action would exceed 150 
linear feet as disclosed in Chapter 4 Environmental 
Consequences and Mitigation Measures.  The conceptual 
mitigation plan is to use banking and/or in lieu fee programs 
offered by NCDEQ Division of Mitigation Services to mitigate 
these identified impacts. Potential further avoidance and 
minimization opportunities and detailed mitigation plans would be 
incorporated if identified during final design and completion of the 
permitting process for the Proposed Action. No revisions to the 
Draft EA were necessary to respond to this comment. 

9.17 

NCDWR Permitting Branch comments that future 
documentation, including the 401 Water Quality Certification 
Application, shall continue to include an itemized listing of 
the proposed wetland and stream impacts with 
corresponding mapping. 

Comment noted. The 401 Water Quality Certification Application 
that will be submitted to NCDWR, will include an itemized listing 
of the proposed wetland and stream impacts with corresponding 
mapping. No revisions to the Draft EA were necessary to respond 
to this comment. 
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9.18 

The NCDWR is very concerned with sediment and erosion 
impacts that could result from this project. The applicant 
shall address these concerns by describing the potential 
impacts that may occur to the aquatic environments and any 
mitigating factors that would reduce the impacts. 

As a requirement of the Proposed Action, the Airport Authority 
must comply with all applicable federal and state laws concerning 
erosion control. No construction shall occur until the Airport 
Authority submits a Sediment and Erosion Control (ESC) Plan 
that is approved by the NCDEQ. The ESC Plan would identify 
best management practices and erosion control measures to 
control and contain runoff to reduce the risk of nutrient runoff to 
these surface waters. The potential impacts to wetlands and 
surface open waters, including streams, are provided in Chapter 
4 Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures. These 
potential impacts are based on the limits of disturbance of the 
Proposed Action. Final design for the Proposed Action is not yet 
complete, however, general examples of stormwater control 
features and the general locations have been added to the EA for 
greater understanding. Potential further avoidance and 
minimization opportunities and detailed mitigation plans would be 
identified during the permitting process for the Proposed Action. 
No revisions to the Draft EA were necessary to respond to this 
comment. 
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9.19 

NCDWR Permitting Branch comments that 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 Resources Policy on 
the assessment of secondary and cumulative impacts dated 
April 10, 2004 

An analysis of cumulative impacts was conducted in the EA. See 
Chapter 4, Section 4.14 Cumulative Impacts. The analysis of 
cumulative impacts recognizes that while the impacts of individual 
actions may be small, when combined with the impacts of past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions on 
populations or resources in and around RDU, the impacts could 
be potentially significant.  Past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions included projects both on and off-
Airport property. The EA concluded that the implementation of 
the Proposed Action would not result in significant cumulative 
environmental impacts. Per the NC Division of Water Resources 
Policy on the assessment of secondary and cumulative impacts 
dated April 10, 2004, the 401 Water Quality Certification 
Application will also include an assessment of secondary and 
cumulative impacts so that NCDWR DWQ may determine that a 
project "does not result in cumulative impacts, based upon past 
or reasonably anticipated future impacts, that cause or will cause 
a violation of downstream water quality standards." No revisions 
to the Draft EA were necessary to respond to this comment. 

9.20 

NCDWR Permitting Branch comments that the applicant is 
respectfully reminded that all impacts, including but not 
limited to, bridging, fill, excavation and clearing, and rip rap 
to jurisdictional wetlands, streams, and riparian buffers need 
to be included in the final impact calculations. These 
impacts, in addition to any construction impacts, temporary 
or otherwise, also need to be included as part of the 401 
Water Quality Certification Application. 

As presented in Chapter 4, Section 4.13 Water Resources, in 
order to determine the potential impacts, all identified wetlands 
and streams within the limits of disturbance were considered 
permanently impacted. The limits of disturbance identify the 
footprint of the areas that would be disturbed during construction 
activities. Final design for the Proposed Action is not yet 
complete. Potential further avoidance and minimization 
opportunities and detailed mitigation plans would be identified 
during the permitting process for the Proposed Action and would 
be submitted as part of the 401 Water Quality Certification 
Application for NCDWR approval. No revisions to the Draft EA 
were necessary to respond to this comment. 
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9.21 

NCDWR Permitting Branch comments that where streams 
must be crossed, the NCDWR prefers bridges be used in 
lieu of culverts. However, we realize that economic 
considerations often require the use of culverts. Please be 
advised that culverts should be countersunk to allow 
unimpeded passage by fish and other aquatic organisms. 
Moreover, in areas where high quality wetlands or streams 
are impacted, a bridge may prove preferable. When 
applicable, the applicant should not install the bridge bents 
in the creek, to the maximum extent practicable. (If you want 
specific bridging locations, put in here.) 

Comment noted. Final design for the Proposed Action is not yet 
complete. NCDWR Permitting Branch comments will be 
considered in the final design. Potential further avoidance and 
minimization opportunities and detailed mitigation plans would be 
identified during final design and completion of the permitting 
process for the Proposed Action and would be submitted as part 
of the 401 Water Quality Certification Application for NCDWR 
approval. No revisions to the Draft EA were necessary to respond 
to this comment. 

9.22 

Whenever possible, the NCDWR prefers spanning 
structures. Spanning structures usually do not require work 
within the stream or grubbing of the streambanks and do not 
require stream channel realignment. The horizontal and 
vertical clearances provided by bridges shall allow for 
human and wildlife passage beneath the structure. Fish 
passage and navigation by canoeists and boaters shall not 
be blocked. Bridge supports (bents) should not be placed in 
the stream when possible. 

Comment noted. Final design for the Proposed Action is not yet 
complete. NCDWR Permitting Branch comments will be 
considered in the final design. Potential further avoidance and 
minimization opportunities and detailed mitigation plans would be 
identified during final design and completion of the permitting 
process for the Proposed Action and would be submitted as part 
of the 401 Water Quality Certification Application for NCDWR 
approval. No revisions to the Draft EA were necessary to respond 
to this comment. 

9.23 

NCDWR Permitting Branch comments that bridge deck 
drains shall not discharge directly into the stream. 
Stormwater shall be directed across the bridge and pre-
treated through site-appropriate means (grassed swales, 
pre-formed scour holes, vegetated buffers, etc.) before 
entering the stream. Please refer to the most recent version 
of the North Carolina Department of Transportation 
Stormwater Best Management Practices Toolbox manual for 
approved measures. 

Comment noted. Final design for the Proposed Action is not yet 
complete. NCDWR Permitting Branch comments will be 
considered in the final design. Potential further avoidance and 
minimization opportunities and detailed mitigation plans would be 
identified during final design and completion of the permitting 
process for the Proposed Action and would be submitted as part 
of the 401 Water Quality Certification Application for NCDWR 
approval. No revisions to the Draft EA were necessary to respond 
to this comment. 

9.24 
NCDWR Permitting Branch comments that sediment and 
erosion control measures should not be placed in wetlands 
or streams. 

Comment noted. Additional text was added to Chapter 4 Section 
4.13.4 Water Resources, Mitigation, Avoidance, and Minimization 
Measures to state that erosion control measures will not be 
placed in wetlands or streams. This will become a special 
condition of any FAA authorization. 
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9.25 

NCDWR Permitting Branch comments that borrow/waste 
areas should avoid wetlands to the maximum extent 
practical. Impacts to wetlands in borrow/waste areas will 
need to be presented in the 401 Water Quality Certification 
and could precipitate compensatory mitigation. 

The analysis of potential impacts to wetlands and streams 
presented in Chapter 4, Section 4.13 Water Resources includes 
potential impacts from the borrow sites. The Airport Authority has 
identified potential borrow sites to obtain the fill material on 
existing Airport property. In order to get the fill material, the 
proposed borrow sites would be cleared, impacting wetlands and 
streams. In addition to the borrow site areas, there would also be 
potential impacts to accommodate the proposed relocated 
runway, runway safety areas, the perimeter roadway, utility 
relocations, stormwater drainage facilities, and Lumley Road 
relocation and the installation of approach lighting systems for the 
new runway and removal of the approach lighting systems for the 
existing runway. The potential impacts to wetlands and surface 
open waters, including streams, are provided in Chapter 4 
Section 4.13 Water Resources. These potential impacts are 
based on the limits of disturbance of the Proposed Action. 
Potential further avoidance and minimization opportunities and 
detailed mitigation plans would be identified during final design 
and completion of the permitting process for the Proposed Action 
and submitted to NCDWR in the 401 Water Quality Certification 
Application. No revisions to the Draft EA were necessary to 
respond to this comment. 

9.26 

NCDWR Permitting Branch comments that the 401 Water 
Quality Certification application will need to specifically 
address the proposed methods for stormwater 
management. More specifically, stormwater shall not be 
permitted to discharge directly into streams or surface 
waters 

Comment noted. A graphic and additional text was added to the 
Final EA in Chapter 1 Purpose and Need to identify the potential 
location of the modifications/additions to the stormwater retention 
areas. Additional text was also added to Chapter 4 Section 4.13 
Water Resources to identify erosion and sediment control 
measures as well as to show general locations and designs of 
stormwater facilities. Final design for the Proposed Action is not 
yet complete. Additional, more detailed methods for stormwater 
management, would be submitted to NCDWR in the 401 Water 
Quality Certification Application. 
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9.27 

NCDWR Permitting Branch comments that based on the 
information presented in the document, the magnitude of 
impacts to wetlands and streams may require an Individual 
Permit application to the Corps of Engineers and 
corresponding 401 Water Quality Certification. Please be 
advised that a 401 Water Quality Certification requires 
satisfactory protection of water quality to ensure that water 
quality standards are met and no wetland or stream uses 
are lost. Final permit authorization will require the submittal 
of a formal application by the permittee and written 
concurrence from the NCDWR. Please be aware that any 
approval will be contingent on appropriate avoidance and 
minimization of wetland and stream impacts to the maximum 
extent practical, the development of an acceptable 
stormwater management plan, and the inclusion of 
appropriate mitigation plans where appropriate.  

Comment noted. It will be the Airport Authority’s responsibility to 
apply for and obtain permits required by the USACE and the 
State for the Proposed Action including the 404 and 401 permits 
respectively.   

1. No construction shall occur in a jurisdictional water until 
the Airport Authority obtains the necessary Section 404 and 
Section 401 of the Clean Water Act permits/approvals from 
the USACE and NCDWR respectively.  
2. No construction shall occur in a non-jurisdictional wetland 
until mitigation for that impact has been completed as set in 
the EA and Record of Decision. Proof of pre-construction 
mitigation must be submitted to the FAA – Airports District 
Office prior to impacting said wetland.   
3. No construction shall occur until the Airport Authority 
submits a Sediment and Erosion Control Plan that is 
approved by the NCDEQ.   

No revisions to the Draft EA were necessary to respond to this 
comment. 

9.28 

NCDWR Permitting Branch comments that if concrete is 
used during construction, a dry work area shall be 
maintained to prevent direct contact between curing 
concrete and stream water. Water that inadvertently 
contacts uncured concrete shall not be discharged to 
surface waters due to the potential for elevated pH and 
possible aquatic life and fish kills. Concrete shall be handled 
in accordance with the NPDES Construction General Permit 
NCG010000. 

Comment noted. Final design for the Proposed Action is not yet 
complete. NCDWR Permitting Branch comments will be 
considered in the final design. Additional text was added to 
Chapter 4 Section 4.13.4 Water Resources, Mitigation, 
Avoidance, and Minimization Measures to state that concrete will 
be handled in accordance with the NPDES Construction General 
Permit NCG010000.  
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9.29 

NCDWR Permitting Branch comments that if temporary 
access roads or detours are constructed, the site shall be 
graded to its preconstruction contours and elevations. 
Disturbed areas shall be seeded or mulched to stabilize the 
soil and appropriate native woody species shall be planted. 
When using temporary structures, the area shall be cleared 
but not grubbed. Clearing the area with chain saws, 
mowers, bush-hogs, or other mechanized equipment and 
leaving the stumps and root mat intact allows the area to re-
vegetate naturally and minimizes soil disturbance. 

As described in Chapter 4 Section 4.13 Water Resources all of 
the impacts to wetlands and surface open waters including 
streams would be permanent. The Airport Authority would comply 
with all applicable federal and state laws concerning erosion 
control. An Erosion and Sedimentation Control (ESC) Plan would 
be developed and approved by the NCDEQ prior to construction. 
Best management practices and erosion control measures will be 
identified to control and contain runoff that could make its way to 
navigable waterways to minimize the sediment impact. The 
Airport Authority would obtain approval of the ESC Plan from the 
NCDEQ.  
 
Permanently disturbed areas will be seeded or mulched to 
stabilize the soil and appropriate ground cover with native 
species approved by NCDEQ will be planted. Potential further 
avoidance and minimization opportunities and detailed mitigation 
plans would be identified during the permitting process for the 
Proposed Action and would be submitted as part of the 401 
Water Quality Certification Application for NCDWR approval.  
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9.30 

NCDWR Permitting Branch comments that unless otherwise 
authorized, placement of culverts and other structures in 
waters and streams shall be placed below the elevation of 
the streambed by one foot for all culverts with a diameter 
greater than 48 inches, and 20 percent of the culvert 
diameter for culverts having a diameter less than 48 inches, 
to allow low flow passage of water and aquatic life. Design 
and placement of culverts and other structures including 
temporary erosion control measures shall not be conducted 
in a manner that may result in dis-equilibrium of wetlands or 
streambeds or banks, adjacent to or upstream and 
downstream of the above structures. The applicant is 
required to provide evidence that the equilibrium is being 
maintained if requested in writing by the NCDWR. If this 
condition is unable to be met due to bedrock or other limiting 
features encountered during construction, please contact 
the NCDWR for guidance on how to proceed and to 
determine whether or not a permit modification will be 
required. 

Comment noted. Final design for the Proposed Action is not yet 
complete. NCDWR Permitting Branch comments will be 
considered in the final design. The potential impacts to wetlands 
and surface open waters, including streams, are provided in 
Chapter 4 Section 4.13 Water Resources. These potential 
impacts are based on the limits of disturbance of the Proposed 
Action. Potential further avoidance and minimization opportunities 
and detailed mitigation plans as well as any culvert crossings and 
design details would be identified during final design and 
completion of the permitting process for the Proposed Action and 
would be submitted as part of the 401 Water Quality Certification 
Application for NCDWR approval. No revisions to the Draft EA 
were necessary to respond to this comment. 

9.31 

NCDWR Permitting Branch comments that if multiple pipes 
or barrels are required, they shall be designed to mimic 
natural stream cross section as closely as possible including 
pipes or barrels at flood plain elevation, floodplain benches, 
and/or sills may be required where appropriate. Widening 
the stream channel should be avoided. Stream channel 
widening at the inlet or outlet end of structures typically 
decreases water velocity causing sediment deposition that 
requires increased maintenance and disrupts aquatic life 
passage 

Comment noted. Final design for the Proposed Action is not yet 
complete. NCDWR Permitting Branch comments will be 
considered in the final design. Potential further avoidance and 
minimization opportunities including stream crossings details and 
detailed mitigation plans would be identified during final design 
and completion of the permitting process for the Proposed Action 
and would be submitted as part of the 401 Water Quality 
Certification Application for NCDWR approval. No revisions to the 
Draft EA were necessary to respond to this comment. 

9.32 

NCDWR Permitting Branch comments that if foundation test 
borings are necessary; it shall be noted in the document. 
Geotechnical work is approved under General 401 
Certification Number 3883/Nationwide Permit No. 6 for 
Survey Activities. 

Additional text was added to Chapter 1 Purpose and Need of the 
Final EA to note that geotechnical test borings have been 
conducted at the proposed borrow site locations to determine if 
the area has the quality and quantity of material to be used for 
the Proposed Action. The geotechnical test boring data confirmed 
that the Proposed Action’s borrow sites are suitable for fill. 
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9.33 

NCDWR Permitting Branch comments that sediment and 
erosion control measures sufficient to protect water 
resources must be implemented and maintained in 
accordance with the most recent version of North Carolina 
Sediment and Erosion Control Planning and Design Manual 
and the most recent version of NCS000250. 

Comment noted. Final design for the Proposed Action is not yet 
complete. NCDWR Permitting Branch comments will be 
considered in the final design. Additional text was added to 
Chapter 4 Section 4.13.4 Water Resources, Mitigation, 
Avoidance, and Minimization Measures to state that sediment 
and erosion control measures sufficient to protect water 
resources must be implemented and maintained in accordance 
with the most recent version of North Carolina Sediment and 
Erosion Control Planning and Design Manual and the most 
recent version of NCS000250. 

9.34 

NCDWR Permitting Branch comments that all work in or 
adjacent to stream waters shall be conducted in a dry work 
area. Approved BMP measures from the most current 
version of the NCDOT Construction and Maintenance 
Activities manual such as sandbags, rock berms, 
cofferdams and other diversion structures shall be used to 
prevent excavation in flowing water. 

Comment noted. Final design for the Proposed Action is not yet 
complete. NCDWR Permitting Branch comments will be 
considered in the final design. Additional text was added to 
Chapter 4 Section 4.13.4 Water Resources, Mitigation, 
Avoidance, and Minimization Measures to state that approved 
BMP measures from the most current version of the NCDOT 
Construction and Maintenance Activities manual such as 
sandbags, rock berms, cofferdams and other diversion structures 
shall be used to prevent excavation in flowing water. 
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9.35 

NCDWR Permitting Branch comments that while the use of 
National Wetland Inventory (NWI) maps, NC Coastal Region 
Evaluation of Wetland Significance (NC-CREWS) maps and 
soil survey maps are useful tools, their inherent inaccuracies 
require that qualified personnel perform onsite wetland 
delineations prior to permit approval 

As described in Chapter 3 Section 3.13 Water Resources, 
pedestrian field surveys were conducted by qualified personnel 
between July and October 2021 and again in August 2022 to 
verify the presence or absence of potential wetlands, streams, or 
other surface water features in the Detailed Study Area. Water 
resources identified within a 1,218-acre subset of the DSA 
(referred to as the Jurisdictional Determination [JD] Review Area) 
were reviewed by the USACE on August 25 and 26, 2022. The 
JD Review area was identified because not all areas of the DSA 
would be potentially impacted. The USACE issued a hybrid 
Preliminary Jurisdictional Determination (PJD)/Approved 
Jurisdictional Determination (AJD) for the JD Review Area on 
November 22, 2022 (Action ID No. SAW-2022-01559). The 
remaining portions of the DSA outside of the JD Review Area 
have not been verified by regulatory agencies. If required in the 
future, it is anticipated that these areas would also be covered 
under a similar hybrid PJD/AJD.  No revisions to the Draft EA 
were necessary to respond to this comment. 
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9.36 

NCDWR Permitting Branch comments that heavy equipment 
should be operated from the bank rather than in stream 
channels in order to minimize sedimentation and reduce the 
likelihood of introducing other pollutants into streams. This 
equipment shall be inspected daily and maintained to 
prevent contamination of surface waters from leaking fuels, 
lubricants, hydraulic fluids, or other toxic materials. 

Comment noted. The potential impacts to wetlands and surface 
open waters, including streams, are provided in Chapter 4 
Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures. These 
potential impacts are based on the limits of disturbance of the 
Proposed Action. All wetlands and surface open waters, including 
streams, within the limits of disturbance were considered 
impacted. Potential further avoidance and minimization 
opportunities and detailed mitigation plans would be identified 
during the permitting process for the Proposed Action and would 
be submitted as part of the 401 Water Quality Certification 
Application for NCDWR approval.  
 
As provided in Chapter 4 Section 4.6 Hazardous Materials, Solid 
Waste, and Pollution Prevention, construction contractors would 
be required to train their employees in spill prevention and control 
measures and provide the necessary response materials. 
Equipment containing oil will be inspected regularly and prior to 
beginning work every day. Spill response materials will be kept 
on hand and stocked at all times. In the event of a spill, the 
contractors will assess the area for safety and notify the relevant 
parties.  
 
Potential further avoidance and minimization opportunities and 
detailed mitigation plans would be identified during final design 
and completion of the permitting process for the Proposed Action 
and submitted to NCDWR in the 401 Water Quality Certification 
Application.  
 
No revisions to the Draft EA were necessary to respond to this 
comment. 
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9.37 

NCDWR Permitting Branch comments that riprap shall not 
be placed in the active thalweg channel or placed in the 
streambed in a manner that precludes aquatic life passage. 
Bioengineering boulders or structures should be properly 
designed, sized and installed. 

Comment noted. Final design for the Proposed Action is not yet 
complete. NCDWR Permitting Branch comments will be 
considered in the final design. Potential further avoidance and 
minimization opportunities and detailed mitigation plans would be 
identified during final design and completion of the permitting 
process for the Proposed Action and would be submitted as part 
of the 401 Water Quality Certification Application for NCDWR 
approval. No revisions to the Draft EA were necessary to respond 
to this comment. 

9.38 

NCDWR Permitting Branch comments that riparian 
vegetation (native trees and shrubs) shall be preserved to 
the maximum extent possible. Riparian vegetation must be 
reestablished within the construction limits of the project by 
the end of the growing season following completion of 
construction. 

Comment noted. The Airport Authority would comply with all 
applicable federal and state laws concerning erosion control. An 
Erosion and Sedimentation Control (ESC) Plan would be 
developed and approved by the NCDEQ prior to construction. 
Best management practices and erosion control measures will be 
identified to control and contain runoff that could make its way to 
navigable waterways to minimize the sediment impact. The 
Airport Authority would obtain approval of the ESC Plan from the 
NCDEQ.  
 
Permanently disturbed areas will be seeded or mulched to 
stabilize the soil and appropriate ground cover with native 
species approved by NCDEQ will be planted. Potential further 
avoidance and minimization opportunities and detailed mitigation 
plans would be identified during the permitting process for the 
Proposed Action and would be submitted as part of the 401 
Water Quality Certification Application for NCDWR approval. 
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9.39 
I also am concerned by cutting the trees and changing the 
roads that the runoff goes into Briar Creek and Little Briar 
Creek. 

The Proposed Action includes the relocation of the existing 
Airport Perimeter Road and a portion of the existing Lumley 
Road. The stormwater from these existing roadways either drains 
to the Brier Creek Reservoir or into Sycamore Creek and 
subsequently into Lake Crabtree through a storm drainage 
system consisting of storm sewers, culverts, detention ponds, 
and open ditches. Final design for the Proposed Action is not yet 
complete. However, after relocation the stormwater runoff would 
be replaced similar to how it operates today.  
 
During construction and the clearing of trees, the Airport Authority 
would comply with all applicable federal and state laws 
concerning erosion control. An Erosion and Sedimentation 
Control (ESC) Plan would be developed and approved by the 
NCDEQ prior to construction. Best management practices and 
erosion control measures will be identified to control and contain 
runoff that could make its way to navigable waterways to 
minimize the sediment impact. The Airport Authority would obtain 
approval of the ESC Plan from the NCDEQ. 

9.40 I am concerned that they're also building more concrete 
areas where there's more runoff. 

Comment noted. The Proposed Action would increase the 
concrete and asphalt areas (impervious surfaces) at the Airport. 
An element of the Proposed Action provides additional drainage 
infrastructure for additional impervious pavement areas 
associated with the relocated runway. Existing stormwater 
drainage pipes would be replaced/rehabilitated under the existing 
runway and connected to new infrastructure for the relocated 
runway. Existing stormwater retention areas would be modified 
and or increased and new stormwater retention areas added as 
needed to maintain storage and accommodate increases in peak 
stormwater runoff. A graphic and additional text was added to the 
Final EA in Chapter 1 Purpose and Need to identify the potential 
location of the modifications/additions to the stormwater retention 
areas. 
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9.41 

Don't understand why the creek over by Haleys Branch is 
polluted and why it's not functioning right now, and I've 
asked about that, and I was told it needed to be fixed. That's 
been over three months. How long does it take to fix? 

The Proposed Action does not directly or indirectly impact Haley's 
Branch creek. No revisions to the Draft EA were necessary to 
respond to this comment.  
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9.42 The Brier Creek reservoir is affected by this current project.  

Comment noted.  As stated in Chapter 1 Purpose and Need, the 
Airport Authority plans to use water from Brier Creek Reservoir 
due to its proximity to the construction site. The water would be 
removed from Brier Creek Reservoir and applied to the fill 
material over a period of approximately two years to compact the 
soil. This process would also allow for Brier Creek Reservoir to 
be naturally recharged as the water infiltrates down to the 
groundwater. In addition, a peninsula will be constructed in the 
Reservoir to place the approach lighting for the new runway. Any 
addition of fill to accommodate the relocated runway navigational 
lights would need to be coordinated with Wake County. Mitigation 
could be by removing the existing island/fill for the existing 
navigation lights. However, this may cause additional disturbance 
of potentially contaminated sediment. Coordination is ongoing 
with USEPA and Wake County concerning the appropriate 
mitigation. These actions would have minor impacts to Brier 
Creek Reservoir and would not eliminate the use of the Brier 
Creek Reservoir. In addition, erosion control structures and best 
management practices would be implemented to prevent erosion 
and sedimentation into the reservoir. The potential impacts to 
Briar Creek Reservoir are provided in Chapter 4 Section 4.13 
Water Resources. FAA has described the special conditions that 
are required by the FAA to mitigate or minimize any potential 
impacts within the EA. See Chapter 4 Environmental 
Consequences and Mitigation Measures. With the 
implementation of the special conditions and mitigation 
measures, no exceedances of environmental thresholds of 
significance were identified. The Final EA was revised to show 
the general design and location of the stormwater facilities and 
BMPs that will be implemented were identified (See Section 
Chapter 1 Section 1.3 Description of the Proposed Project and 
Chapter 4 Section 4.13 Water Resources). Potential further 
avoidance and minimization opportunities and detailed mitigation 
plans would be identified during final design and completion of 
the permitting process for the Proposed Action and submitted to 
NCDWR in the 401 Water Quality Certification Application.  
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9.43 

All of the water drainage areas and the managed property in 
the airport drain directly to William B Umstead State Park or 
indirectly to Briar Creek and Crabtree Lake into William B 
Umstead State Park, and so therefore all of the drainage 
areas and quantity and quality should be part of the 
assessment of the effect. 

Resources including surface water (wetlands, streams, lakes 
etc.), groundwater, and floodplains, do not function as separate 
and isolated components of the watershed, but rather as a single, 
integrated natural system. Chapter 4, Section 4.13 Water 
Resources presents the analysis of potential impacts to water 
resources as a result of the Future No Action Alternative and the 
Proposed Action. The existing conditions for water resources are 
discussed in Chapter 3, Section 3.13 Water Resources. Impacts 
to water resources are expected to include wetlands, streams, 
and other surface waters. The Proposed Action would require 
mitigation measures as described in Chapter 4, Section 4.13 
Water Resources. With the mitigation measures, the Proposed 
Action would not result in impacts to William B Umstead Park. 
General details of stormwater structures and their locations have 
been added to the document. In addition, best management 
practices would be implemented to prevent erosion and 
sedimentation into the reservoir. These elements can be found in 
Chapter 4, Section 4.13 Water Resources. This project does not 
affect any drainage area that flows directly from the airport into 
the park. 
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9.44 
Crabtree Creek and William B Umstead State Park are 
water resources most impacted, and their downstream 
protection should be the priority for these millions.  

Because there are potential and unavoidable impacts to wetlands 
and surface open waters including streams, mitigation will be 
required for the Proposed Action to avoid significant impacts. The 
conceptual mitigation plan is to use stream and wetland banking 
and/or in lieu fee programs offered by NCDEQ Division of 
Mitigation Services to mitigate these identified impacts. Mitigation 
must comply with 33 CFR Part 332 and 40 CFR Part 230. 
Additional text was added to Chapter 4 Section 4.13 Water 
Resources to clarify and expand on the conceptual mitigation.  
 
The Proposed Action will be required to adhere to the rules, 
regulations and design standards set forth in the North Carolina 
Erosion and Sediment Control Planning and Design Manual. 
Installation of erosion control measures would be installed at the 
borrow site areas, along the relocation areas of Lumley Road, 
and between the existing perimeter service road and the existing 
runway prior to and during construction activities. It is anticipated 
that various erosion control measures will be utilized for the 
Proposed Action including, seeding, silt fences, diversion ditches, 
check dams, sediment traps, sediment basins, inlet protection, 
and riprap outlet protection. Additional information on these 
measures is provided in Chapter 4, Section 4.13 Water 
Resources. Final design for the Proposed Action is not yet 
complete. The location of these measures will be identified after 
design is complete and through the States’ permitting process. 
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9.45 

Storm water runoff already overloads the beautiful creek 
beds adjacent to the airport and I have personally witnessed 
the erosion that occurs following heavy rains. With further 
development of the airport, it is appropriate to budget for 
mitigation of impacts to the undeveloped adjacent lands. 

The Proposed Action would increase the impervious surface at 
the Airport. An element of the Proposed Action provides 
additional drainage infrastructure for additional impervious 
pavement areas associated with the relocated runway. Existing 
stormwater drainage pipes would be replaced/rehabilitated under 
the existing runway and connected to new infrastructure for the 
relocated runway. Existing stormwater retention areas would be 
modified and or increased and new stormwater retention areas 
added as needed to maintain storage and accommodate 
increases in peak stormwater runoff. A graphic and additional text 
was added to the Final EA in Chapter 1 Purpose and Need to 
identify the potential location of the modifications/additions to the 
stormwater retention areas. Additional details were added to 
Chapter 4 Section 4.13 Water Resources discussing the erosion 
and sediment control measures. With the mitigation measures, 
the Proposed Action would not result in significant impacts to 
wetlands, streams, and surface open waters. 
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9.46 

All water that drains from the area of the proposed new 
runway ultimately drains into Lake Crabtree and into 
Umstead State Park. So, what is done on the far side of the 
Airport from the Park does affect the Park. 

Resources including surface water (wetlands, streams, lakes 
etc.), groundwater, and floodplains, do not function as separate 
and isolated components of the watershed, but rather as a single, 
integrated natural system.  Chapter 4, Section 4.13 Water 
Resources presents the analysis of potential impacts to water 
resources as a result of the Future No Action Alternative and the 
Proposed Action. Because there are potential and unavoidable 
impacts to wetlands and surface open waters including streams, 
mitigation will be required for the Proposed Action to avoid 
significant impacts. The conceptual mitigation plan is to use 
stream and wetland banking and/or in lieu fee programs offered 
by NCDEQ Division of Mitigation Services to mitigate these 
identified impacts. Mitigation must comply with 33 CFR Part 332 
and 40 CFR Part 230. Additional text was added to Chapter 4 
Section 4.13 Water Resources to clarify and expand on the 
conceptual mitigation.  
 
The Proposed Action will be required to adhere to the rules, 
regulations and design standards set forth in the North Carolina 
Erosion and Sediment Control Planning and Design Manual. 
Installation of erosion control measures would be installed at the 
borrow site areas, along the relocation areas of Lumley Road, 
and between the existing perimeter service road and the existing 
runway prior to and during construction activities. It is anticipated 
that various erosion control measures will be utilized for the 
Proposed Action including, seeding, silt fences, diversion ditches, 
check dams, sediment traps, sediment basins, inlet protection, 
and riprap outlet protection. Additional information on these 
measures is provided in Chapter 4, Section 4.13 Water 
Resources. Final design for the Proposed Action is not yet 
complete. The location of these measures will be identified after 
design is complete and through the States’ permitting process. 
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9.47 

Please also be reminded that Lake Crabtree, Brier Creek 
Reservoir, Brier Creek, Haley’s Branch Creek, and Crabtree 
Creek are part of the taxpayer funded Crabtree Creek 
Watershed Flood Control program that started in the 1950’s. 
The dams to create these lakes were planned before the 
Airport started their expansion efforts. A secondary goal of 
the flood control program was to provide recreation at the 
flood control structures as a way to give the public more 
benefit for their tax dollars. The public has no access to 
Brier Creek Reservoir, so we must be allowed to keep 
access to Lake Crabtree County Park (LCCP) in full as we 
know it today (including the land). 

There is no construction on or near Lake Crabtree County Park.  
Access to this park will not be affected. No revisions to the Draft 
EA were necessary to respond to this comment. 

9.48 
There will be thousands of feet of streams and wetlands 
impacted. Basically, the streams and wetlands in that area 
will be covered up, diverted, or otherwise destroyed. 

The analysis of impacts to wetlands and streams presented in 
Chapter 4, Section 4.13 Water Resources includes impacts from 
borrow sites as well as fill sites. The Airport Authority has 
identified potential borrow sites to obtain the fill material on 
existing Airport property. In order to get the fill material, the 
proposed borrow sites would be cleared, impacting wetlands and 
streams. The exact amount, however, remains to be seen as final 
design will continue to incorporate minimizing actions to reduce 
these impacts. In addition to the borrow site areas, there would 
also be impacts to accommodate the proposed relocated runway, 
runway safety areas, the perimeter roadway, utility relocations, 
stormwater drainage facilities, and Lumley Road relocation and 
the installation of approach lighting systems for the new runway 
and removal of the approach lighting systems for the existing 
runway. With the proposed mitigation measures, impacts to 
waters would be compensated for and the functions that these 
waters provide would be provided both on site and off site. 
Additional information has been provided in Chapter 4 Section 
4.13 Water Resources to include general information on 
stormwater design and location and for erosion and sediment 
control BMPs. As a result, the Proposed Action would not result 
in significant impacts to wetlands, streams, and surface open 
waters. 
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9.49 

There will be thousands of feet of streams and wetlands 
impacted that will require millions of dollars in mitigation 
funds. RDUAA will be required to mitigate the approximate 
1.56 acres jurisdictional wetlands, 2.53 acres wetlands 
protected under Executive Order 11990, 8,780 linear feet of 
streams, and 22.6 acres of riparian buffer area that are likely 
to be permanently impacted by the new runway (Tables 4-
19 through 4-21). The mitigation fund value is likely to be 
$10 to $15 million. 

The Proposed Action would result in unavoidable impacts to 
wetlands and surface open waters including streams. Because 
there are potential and unavoidable impacts to wetlands and 
surface open waters including streams, mitigation will be required 
for the Proposed Action to avoid significant impacts. The 
conceptual mitigation plan is to use stream and wetland banking 
and/or in lieu fee programs offered by NCDEQ Division of 
Mitigation Services to mitigate these identified impacts. The FAA 
allows stream and wetland banking as a mitigation tool for 
projects that must occur in streams and wetlands. Mitigation must 
comply with 33 CFR Part 332 and 40 CFR Part 230. According to 
the USEPA and USACE’s Final Compensatory Mitigation Rule, 
the environmentally preferable compensatory mitigation would be 
provided first through mitigation banks then in-lieu fee programs 
because they usually involve consolidating compensatory 
mitigation projects where ecologically appropriate, consolidating 
resources, providing financial planning and scientific expertise 
(which often is not practical for permittee-responsible 
compensatory mitigation projects), reducing temporal losses of 
functions, and reducing uncertainty over project success. In 
addition, according to the Final Compensatory Rule, 
“compensatory mitigation projects should not be located where 
they will increase risks to aviation by attracting wildlife to areas 
where aircraft-wildlife strikes may occur (e.g., near airports)” 
Additional text was added to Chapter 4 Section 4.13 Water 
Resources to clarify and expand on the conceptual mitigation. 
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9.50 
Streams and wetland impacted by the new runway drain into 
Brier Creek, Crabtree Creek and then into William B. 
Umstead State Park. 

Comment noted. As discussed in Chapter 4 Section 4.13 Water 
Resources, an analysis of the Proposed Action’s potential to 
affect groundwater through the removal of water from Brier Creek 
Reservoir, the increase in impervious surfaces, pollutant 
exposure and spills, and by the removal of waterways (ponds, 
streams, wetlands) that would allow for ground water recharge 
was conducted for the EA. The Proposed Action would have 
unavoidable impacts by removing wetlands and surface open 
waters including streams. However, after the fill material is 
excavated, the area would be graded and planted with 
appropriate ground cover vegetation approved by NCDEQ to 
prevent erosion. The overall flow of water would still be directed 
downward toward Brier Creek Reservoir with appropriate erosion 
control measures included so that the Proposed Action would not 
result in significant impacts to surface water hydrology. In 
addition, while there are changes to the groundwater system 
because of the impacts to the flow of water on site and from 
water consumption for project construction, these changes 
include methods to ensure the impacts to the ground water 
system are minor. There would be no significant impacts to 
groundwater from construction or operation of the Proposed 
Action. No revisions to the Draft EA were necessary to respond to 
this comment. 

9.51 

The Neuse River Basin Riparian Buffer Protection Program, 
aka Neuse Buffer Rules (15A NCAC 02b.0714, amended 
June 15, 2020) protects a 50-foot buffer along streams 
within the Neuse River Basin. All the streams within the 
RDU Airport and William B. Umstead State Park are 
protected under the Neuse Buffer Rules. 

Riparian buffers of streams protected under the State’s Neuse 
River Riparian Buffer Rules would be preserved to the greatest 
extent practicable. Stormwater runoff into the riparian buffer shall 
meet dispersed flow as defined in North Carolina rule 15A NCAC 
02H.1002. For unavoidable impacts to buffers, a buffer impact 
plan will be submitted to the State for authorization under the 
State’s Neuse River Riparian Buffer Rules. Final design for the 
Proposed Action is not yet complete. Potential further avoidance 
and minimization opportunities would be identified during final 
design and completion of the permitting process for the Proposed 
Action. No construction may occur in the buffer areas until 
approved by NCDEQ. No revisions to the Draft EA were 
necessary to respond to this comment. 
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9.52 

All means to avoid impacts should be taken including the 
use of off-site fill sources. In addition, RDU can establish a 
proprietary bank of its own to protect critical areas on RDU 
managed land such as expanded buffers to Little Brier 
Creek and Lake Crabtree County Park, buffers to other 
water resources and buffers to William B Umstead Park. 

The Airport Authority and the FAA have shown in their 
alternatives analysis that there were no practicable alternatives 
that would meet the purpose and need which would avoid all 
adverse impacts to wetlands and surface open waters including 
streams. See Chapter 2 Alternatives for the discussion of 
alternatives. As described in Chapter 4 Section 4.13 Water 
Resources, because there are potential and unavoidable impacts 
to wetlands and surface open waters including streams, 
mitigation will be required for the Proposed Action to avoid 
significant impacts. The conceptual mitigation plan is to use 
stream and wetland banking and/or in lieu fee programs offered 
by NCDEQ Division of Mitigation Services and on-site BMP and 
stormwater control features to mitigate these identified impacts. 
This includes seeding and mulching disturbed areas with native 
species ground cover approved by NCDEQ for erosion control.  
The FAA allows stream and wetland banking as a mitigation tool 
for projects that must occur in streams and wetlands. As provided 
in FAA Advisory Circular, 150/5200-33C Hazardous Wildlife 
Attractants on or near Airports, wetland mitigation must be 
designed so it does not create a wildlife hazard. The FAA 
recommends a separation distance from wetland mitigation 
projects that may attract hazardous wildlife of 10,000 feet for 
airports serving turbine-powered aircraft up to a distance of 5 
miles to protect approach and departure airspace. Wetland 
banking and in lieu fee programs benefit airport projects, as 
wetland impacts mitigated outside of these separations can still 
be located within the same watershed. Mitigation must comply 
with 33 CFR Part 332 and 40 CFR Part 230.  

9.53 
The forested areas of 286 and Odd Fellows are needed to 
provide critical water filtration and noise and light buffer to 
Umstead State Park.  

The Proposed Action would remove up to 480 acres of forested 
area on Airport property. The area of potential tree clearing is 
shown in Chapter 4, Section 4.3 Biological Resources and is 
within the Detailed Study Area. The forested areas of 286 and 
Odd Fellows which are south and east of National Guard Drive 
and borders William B. Umstead State Park are not within this 
area and would not be affected by the Proposed Action.  No 
revisions to the Draft EA were necessary to respond to this 
comment. 



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

FINAL  | 95 

COMMENT # SUMMARY OF COMMENT RESPONSE 

9.54 

Two significant structures from the Crabtree Creek 
Watershed Project are affected by the RDU Airport – 
structure #20 that created the Brier Creek Reservoir and 
structure #23 that created Lake Crabtree.  

The potential impacts to structure #20 (Brier Creek Reservoir) 
and structure #23 (Lake Crabtree) due to the Proposed Action 
are provided in Chapter 4 Environmental Consequences and 
Mitigation Measures. The Proposed Action does not result in any 
impacts to any dams. The FAA has described the special 
conditions that are required by the FAA to mitigate or minimize 
any potential impacts within the EA to water resources. See 
Chapter 4, Section 4.13 Water Resources. With the 
implementation of the special conditions and mitigation 
measures, no environmental thresholds of significance were 
exceeded. No revisions to the Draft EA were necessary to 
respond to this comment.  

9.55 

RDUAA’s plans for the new runway totally eliminate any 
chance of using the Brier Creek Reservoir for recreation. In 
addition, given the plans to use that area for borrow dirt for 
the new runway, the chances of that area benefiting the 
public in any manner is eliminated.   

As stated in Chapter 1 Purpose and Need, the Airport Authority 
plans to use water from Brier Creek Reservoir due to its proximity 
to the construction site. The water would be removed from Brier 
Creek Reservoir and applied to the fill material over a period of 
approximately two years to compact the soil. This process would 
also allow for Brier Creek Reservoir to be naturally recharged 
with the same water as it infiltrates back into the groundwater. 
The relocation of the runway would move air traffic from the 
existing runway to the new runway.  The air traffic would still 
cross the reservoir but in a different location. There would be no 
taking of the Brier Creek Reservoir and the Proposed Action 
would not eliminate the use of the Brier Creek Reservoir for 
recreational purposes.  
The proposed borrow areas are on Airport property. The Airport 
Authority is legislatively vested with the power and mandate to 
control, lease, maintain, improve, operate, and regulate RDU, 
with complete authority over the Airport. After the fill material is 
excavated, the area would be graded and planted with 
appropriate ground cover vegetation approved by NCDEQ to 
prevent erosion. This would not preclude this area from any 
future use deemed appropriate by the Airport Authority.  

10 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS AND SOLID WASTE 
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10.1 I am very concerned that my well would be polluted with the 
runoff from the superfund site.  

As a requirement of the Proposed Action, the Airport Authority 
must comply with all applicable federal and state laws concerning 
erosion control. An Erosion and Sediment Control Plan, approved 
by the NCDEQ, would be developed prior to construction. The 
ESC Plan would identify best management practices and erosion 
control measures to control and contain runoff that could make its 
way to navigable waterways to minimize the sediment impact.  
In addition, to further prevent the potential spread of 
environmental contamination during construction activities at 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.  Per the restrictive covenants filed 
with the Wake County Register of Deeds, the MMP must be 
approved by the USEPA prior to beginning work onsite. A 
condition requiring USEPA written approval of the final Lumley 
Road relocation plan and the MMP prior to construction in the 
superfund site will be part of the FAA Authorization.  This 
condition is located in Chapter 4, Section 4.6.4 Hazardous 
Materials, Solid Waste, and Pollution Prevention, Mitigation, 
Avoidance, and Minimization Measures.  

10.2 

The NCDEQ Division of Waste Management Solid Waste 
Section comments that because of recent developments 
surrounding the potential of PFAS contamination at airports 
and other facilities where the use of fire suppression foam 
may have occurred, areas where there were airport 
responses to fires or spills should be evaluated separately 
from areas with no suspected contaminants. 

Comment noted. There were no areas within the Detailed Study 
Area where the use of fire suppression foam are known to have 
occurred which would require separate evaluation. No revisions 
to the Draft EA were necessary to respond to this comment.  
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10.3 

The NCDEQ Division of Waste Management Solid Waste 
Section comments that any materials generated by the 
excavation of soil, demolition of concrete, asphalt, and other 
potentially contaminated media must be managed and 
disposed of appropriately and in accordance with current 
North Carolina regulations. 

Comment noted. As a requirement of the Proposed Action, the 
Airport Authority must comply with all applicable federal and state 
laws concerning any materials generated by the excavation of 
soil, demolition of concrete, asphalt, and other potentially 
contaminated media. This condition is located in Chapter 4, 
Section 4.6.4 Hazardous Materials, Solid Waste, and Pollution 
Prevention, Mitigation, Avoidance, and Minimization Measures. 

10.4 

The NCDEQ Division of Waste Management Solid Waste 
Section comments that based on the information provided in 
this document, they do not see an adverse impact on the 
surrounding communities and likewise knows of no 
situations in the communities, which would affect this 
project. 

Comment noted. No revisions to the Draft EA were necessary to 
respond to this comment. 

10.5 

The NCDEQ Division of Waste Management Solid Waste 
Section comments that for any planned or proposed 
projects, it is recommended that during any land clearing, 
demolition, and construction, the Raleigh-Durham Airport 
Authority and/or its contractors would make every feasible 
effort to minimize the generation of waste, to recycle 
materials for which viable markets exist, and to use recycled 
products and materials in the development of this project 
where suitable. 

As stated in Chapter 4, Section 4.6 Hazardous Materials, Solid 
Waste, and Pollution Prevention, the Airport Authority is strongly 
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. No revisions to the Draft 
EA were necessary to respond to this comment. 

10.6 

The NCDEQ Division of Waste Management Solid Waste 
Section comments that any waste generated by and of the 
project that cannot be beneficially reused or recycled, may 
require disposal of at a solid waste management facility 
permitted by the Division. The Section strongly recommends 
that the Raleigh-Durham Airport Authority require all 
contractors to provide proof of proper disposal for all 
generated waste to permitted facilities. 

Comment noted. Text was added to Chapter 4, Section 4.6.4 
Hazardous Materials, Solid Waste, and Pollution Prevention, 
Mitigation, Avoidance, and Minimization Measures as part of the 
minimization measures to include that the Airport Authority would 
require, when applicable, all contractors as part of the Proposed 
Action to provide proof of proper disposal for all generated waste 
to permitted facilities. 
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10.7 

The NCDEQ Division of Waste Management Hazardous 
Waste Section comments that any hazardous waste 
generated from the demolition, construction, operation, 
maintenance, and/or remediation (e.g. excavated soil) from 
the proposed project must be managed in accordance with 
the North Carolina Hazardous Waste Rules. The demolition, 
construction, operation, maintenance, and remediation 
activities conducted will most likely generate solid waste, 
and a determination must be made whether it is a 
hazardous waste. If a project site generates more than 220 
pounds of hazardous waste in a calendar month, the HWS 
must be notified, and the site must comply with the small 
quantity generator (SQG) requirements. If a project site 
generates more than 2200 pounds of hazardous waste in a 
calendar month, the HWS must be notified, and the facility 
must comply with the large quantity generator (LQG) 
requirements. 

The Airport Authority is a designated RCRA hazardous waste 
generator (ID NCD986232692). RDU is listed as a Very Small 
Quantity Generator (VSQG). Regulations through NCDEQ state 
that a project site that will generate more than 220 pounds of 
hazardous waste in a month must notify the HWS and will be 
required to comply with the LQG requirements. Per 40 CFR 
761.1(d), PCBs are regulated by the Toxic Substances Control 
Act (TSCA) rather than RCRA. As stated in Chapter 4, Section 
4.6 Hazardous Materials, Solid Waste, and Pollution Prevention, 
all activities that involve disturbing or excavating soils will be 
performed in accordance with applicable federal, state, and local 
regulations. Communication with the North Carolina Department 
of Environmental Quality (NCDEQ) confirmed that PCB-
contaminated materials would not be regulated through RCRA 
and would not result in an increase in hazardous materials. The 
material generated onsite will be characterized before 
determination of disposal location is made. Per TSCA 
regulations, PCB-contaminated materials will be disposed of 
through an approved PCB-disposal site. Clean Harbors 
Reidsville, LLC was identified in Table 3-7B of Chapter 3 as a 
PCB-permitted storage and disposal site. No revisions to the 
Draft EA were necessary to respond to this comment. 

10.8 

The NCDEQ Division of Waste Management Hazardous 
Waste Section comments that generators are required to 
determine their generator status and both SQGs & LQGs 
are required to obtain a site EPA Identification number for 
the generation of hazardous waste. 

Comment noted. The Airport Authority is a designated RCRA 
hazardous waste generator (ID NCD986232692). As stated in 
Chapter 4, Section 4.6 Hazardous Materials, Solid Waste, and 
Pollution Prevention, all activities that involve disturbing or 
excavating soils will be performed in accordance with applicable 
federal, state, and local regulations. No revisions to the Draft EA 
were necessary to respond to this comment.  
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10.9 

The NCDEQ Division of Waste Management Superfund 
Section comments that two (2) Superfund Section sites and 
one (1) Brownfields Program Sites were identified within one 
mile of the project as shown on the attached report. The 
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. 

The NCDEQ site files were reviewed as part of the EA. The Ward 
Transformer site is a Superfund and Brownfields Site and was 
identified in Chapter 3 Section 3.6 Hazardous Materials, Solid 
Waste, and Pollution Prevention. The other Superfund Site is 
Northern Telecom (Inactive), which is located outside of the 
Detailed Study Area and will not be affected by the Proposed 
Action. No revisions to the Draft EA were necessary to respond to 
this comment.  

10.10 

The EPA recommends continued communication and 
coordination of planned and ongoing activities between the 
EPA, FAA, the North Carolina Department of Environmental 
Quality (NCDEQ), RDU, contractors, and the public. The 
EPA 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. Construction and operations in support of 
the Proposed Action should ensure that Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act-regulated solid wastes 
generated are disposed of in accordance with federal 
regulations. 

The Airport Authority will, when required, continue coordination 
with the USEPA, NCDEQ, the public, and construction 
contractors beyond the EA process into the permitting process 
and into construction. 
 
The Proposed Action does not include any Petroleum, Oils, and 
Lubricants (POL) storage facilities or oil water separators. 
Chapter 4 Section 4.6 Hazardous Materials, Solid Waste, and 
Pollution Prevention details that training of employees on spill 
prevention, control, and countermeasure should be conducted 
regardless of the amount of material stored onsite. In addition, 
RDU’s Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) will be 
updated as necessary for the Proposed Action to reflect 
measures necessary to protect surface waters per NPDES 
compliance requirements. 
 
RCRA-regulated solid waste will be characterized and disposed 
of in accordance with federal and state requirements as outlined 
in Chapter 4, Section 4.6 Hazardous Materials, Solid Waste, and 
Pollution Prevention. No revisions to the Draft EA were necessary 
to respond to this comment.  
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10.11 They're going to cut Lumley Road on top of that superfund 
site, and so I'm very concerned about that. 

Comment noted. The Proposed Action includes relocating a 
portion of Lumley Road and the Lumley-Commerce intersection 
from the Runway 23R approach Runway Protection Zone. As 
disclosed in Chapter 4 Section 4.6 Hazardous Materials, Solid 
Waste, and Pollution Prevention, the relocation of Lumley Road 
is proposed to cross over the contaminated site. The site recently 
underwent a Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study overseen 
by the USEPA. The FAA has coordinated with the USEPA on this 
project. In a meeting on June 28, 2022, the USEPA stated that it 
is acceptable to go below the existing geotextile barrier cap and 
to change the shape of the soil pile in the potential road 
relocation area and reconfirmed this in an email dated November 
1, 2022. To prevent the potential spread of environmental 
contamination and worker exposure during construction in this 
area, a Materials Management Plan (MMP) approved by the 
USEPA is required prior to construction activities at the NPL Site. 
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.  Per the restrictive covenants filed with the 
Wake County Register of Deeds, the MMP must be approved by 
the USEPA prior to beginning work onsite. In addition, all 
activities that involve disturbing or excavating soils will be 
performed in accordance with applicable federal, state, and local 
regulations. Unanticipated contaminated materials may be 
encountered during construction activities. These materials would 
be characterized, segregated from uncontaminated soils, and 
disposed of by a certified hauler at an appropriate permitted 
disposal facility or kept on-site. 
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10.12 

You're going to harm and damage the greenways and Lake 
Crabtree and Umstead Park. They kind of say they are not 
going to have anything to do that will hurt them, but it will 
when the superfund site runoff runs. 

The East Coast Greenway, Lake Crabtree County Park and 
William B. Umstead State Park are not within the limits of 
disturbance for the Proposed Action. The Proposed Action 
includes mitigation measures and BMPs so that it does not 
impact the East Coast Greenway, Lake Crabtree or Umstead 
Park. As a requirement of the Proposed Action, the Airport 
Authority must comply with all applicable federal and state laws 
concerning erosion control. An Erosion and Sediment Control 
Plan would be developed and must be approved by NCDEQ prior 
to construction. The ESC Plan would identify best management 
practices and erosion control measures to control and contain 
runoff that could make its way to navigable waterways to 
minimize the sediment impact. General design of stormwater 
control features and their general location have been added to 
the Final EA. See Chapter 1 Section 1.3 Description of the 
Proposed Action and Chapter 4 Section 4.13 Water Resources. 
In addition, to minimize the potential spread of environmental 
contamination during construction activities at the NPL Site, a 
Materials Management Plan (MMP) approved by the USEPA 
would be required prior to construction in the superfund site. 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. Per the restrictive covenants filed with the 
Wake County Register of Deeds, the MMP must be approved by 
the USEPA prior to beginning work onsite.   
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10.13 

Extreme care must be used to prevent any sediment from 
leaving the Ward Transformer Site. All the drainage from 
this site ends up in Crabtree Creek and William B. Umstead 
State Park. Currently, the entire Crabtree Creek within 
William B. Umstead State Park is posted for PCB fish 
contamination from the Ward Transformer site. 

As a requirement of the Proposed Action, the Airport Authority 
must comply with all applicable federal and state laws concerning 
erosion control. An Erosion and Sediment Control Plan, approved 
by the NCDEQ, would be developed prior to construction. The 
ESC Plan would identify best management practices and erosion 
control measures to control and contain runoff that could make its 
way to navigable waterways to minimize the sediment impact. In 
addition, to prevent the potential spread of environmental 
contamination during construction activities at 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.  
Per the restrictive covenants filed with the Wake County Register 
of Deeds, the MMP must be approved by the USEPA prior to 
beginning work onsite. No revisions to the Draft EA were 
necessary to respond to this comment. 

11 ENERGY EFFICIENCY AND RECYCLING 
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11.1 

The EPA recommends that any offsite disposal of recyclable 
materials such as concrete, steel, and asphalt prioritize 
recycling where practicable. The EPA also recommends the 
use of renewable energy including solar power for 
supplemental electricity and lighting for the runway, 
taxiways, and roads that may be constructed. 

The Airport Authority is strongly committed to sustainability 
practices and currently has a program 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. The Proposed Action does not 
include the use of renewable energy including solar power for 
supplemental electricity. However, while not a part of the 
Proposed Action, energy efficient and sustainable measures, 
including renewable energy sources, will be implemented by the 
Airport Authority. The Airport Authority currently conducts various 
initiatives that conserve natural resources, reduces solid waste 
through recycling efforts, and conserves energy with light-emitting 
diode (LED) lighting and fritted glass to reduce cooling needs. In 
addition, the Airport Authority has adopted and is implementing a 
Sustainability Management Plan (SMP) to improve the tracking 
and communication of the airport’s sustainability initiatives, 
increase efficiency, and better incorporate economic savings and 
environmental stewardship into project planning. The SMP 
provides a road map for the integration of environmental 
sustainability into its planning, design, construction, maintenance, 
and operations. RDU has developed sustainability goals that 
include but are not limited to energy usage, waste management 
and recycling, emissions, and water consumption. No revisions to 
the Draft EA were necessary to respond to this comment. 

13 HISTORICAL, ARCHITECTURAL, ARCHEOLOGICAL, AND CULTURAL RESOURCES 

13.1 

State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) finds that as 
proposed the undertaking will not affect any properties listed 
in or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic 
Places. 

Comment noted. No revisions to the Draft EA were necessary to 
respond to this comment. 
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13.2 

William B. Umstead State Park, including its forests, is listed 
under the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The 
Site ID is: WA0721 (Reference number _95000783). Year of 
Registration: June 30, 1995. Listed under: ‘Crabtree Creek 
Recreational Demonstration Area” and “Umstead State 
Park, Raleigh, NC.” William B. Umstead State Park was 
established in 1934. The boundaries of the Historic District 
reflect the boundaries of the Park lands that were deeded to 
the State of North Carolina by the U.S. Department of the 
Interior (National Park Service) on March 12, 1943. 

Comment noted. As stated in Chapter 3, Section 3.5 Section 4(f) 
the EA states that Crabtree Creek Recreational Demonstration 
Area, now named the William B. Umstead State Park, is listed on 
the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and was 
identified as having a portion of William B. Umstead State Park 
within the GSA. This state park is a 4(f) resource because it is a 
recreational park of significance to the area, and it is also a 4(f) 
resource because it is listed on the NRHP. No revisions to the 
Draft EA were necessary to respond to this comment. 

13.3 

What is now William B. Umstead State Park started as a 
Federal Park under the National Park Service (NPS), US 
Department of Interior in 1934 and was initially called 
“Crabtree Creek Recreational and Demonstration Project.” 
The Park became a North Carolina State Park on March 6, 
1943 (the deed was dated March 12, 1943 and certified in 
Wake County on April 6, 1943). Fred Johnson, regional 
director of the National Park Service, formally presented the 
deed to Crabtree Creek Park to R. Bruce Etheridge, director 
of the N.C. Department of Conservation and Development. 
The Federal government turned over 5,088 acres of land 
from its Crabtree Creek Recreational and Demonstration 
Project to the state. 

Comment noted.  

13.4 

The Reverter Clause in the deed states that “upon the 
express condition that the State of North Carolina shall use 
the said property exclusively for public park, recreational 
and conservation purposes.” According to the agreement, 
the title and right to the possession of the land would revert 
to the United States of America if it is found that the State of 
North Carolina uses the property for other purposes. 

Comment noted. 

14 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 
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14.1 

So as part of environmental justice we need to consider how 
the Airport's taking Brier Creek Reservoir, which is part of 
the Crabtree Creek Watershed Program, affects the local 
people and how they should be compensated. 

The Airport Authority plans to use water from Brier Creek 
Reservoir due to its proximity to the construction site. The water 
would be removed from Brier Creek Reservoir and applied to the 
fill material over a period of approximately two years to compact 
the soil. This process would also allow for Brier Creek Reservoir 
to be naturally recharged with the same water as it infiltrates back 
into the groundwater. There would be no taking resource. See 
Chapter 4 Section 4.11 Socioeconomics, Environmental Justice, 
and Children’s Environmental Health and Safety Risks for a 
discussion of potential impacts to environmental justice 
communities. No revisions to the Draft EA were necessary to 
respond to this comment. 

14.2 

The EPA recommends RDU and FAA continue coordination 
efforts such as those identified in Section 5.3 of the Draft EA 
throughout the proposed development of this project, 
include any community feedback received within the final 
EA, and meaningfully engage and work with communities, 
including those with environmental justice concerns, residing 
near the project area to address identified impacts and to 
disseminate project status updates. 

Comment noted. The Airport Authority will continue coordination 
with those with identified noise impacts and people residing near 
the project area to provide project status updates after FAA’s 
decision on the EA. No revisions to the Draft EA were necessary 
to respond to this comment. 

15 CUMULATIVE 
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15.1 

There are other issues and plans afoot that affect our 
environment and are not included in this plan. Other projects 
include a new parking lot and quarry in the vicinity of the 
Airport and we hope cooler heads will prevail and these 
projects are reconsidered and either abandoned or 
relocated farther away from environmental, biological, and 
recreational areas. These other projects should be included 
in secondary and cumulative effects. 

An analysis of cumulative impacts was conducted in the EA. See 
Chapter 4, Section 4.14 Cumulative Impacts. The analysis of 
cumulative impacts recognizes that while the impacts of individual 
actions may be small, when combined with the impacts of past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions on 
populations or resources in and around RDU, the impacts could 
be potentially significant. Past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions included projects both on and off-
Airport property. 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. The Park Economy 3 
parking lot future action is included in the cumulative impacts 
analysis. The quarry, while in the vicinity of the Airport, is not 
within the Cumulative Impacts Study Area. For this EA, the 
Cumulative Impact Study Area is defined as the same boundary 
as the Proposed Action’s General Study Area. The EA concluded 
that the implementation of the Proposed Action would not result 
in impacts beyond the General Study Area. It also concluded that 
there would be no significant cumulative environmental impacts. 
No revisions to the Draft EA were necessary to respond to this 
comment. 
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15.2 List the cumulative impacts to William B. Umstead State 
Park. 

This EA follows the methodology and significance criteria 
included in FAA Order 1050.1F and 5050.4B. An analysis of 
cumulative impacts was conducted in the EA. See Chapter 4, 
Section 4.14 Cumulative Impacts. Cumulative impacts are 
impacts on the environment which result from the incremental 
impact of the Proposed Action when added to other past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, regardless of 
what agency (federal or non-federal) or person undertakes such 
other actions. The level of cumulative impacts anticipated to 
occur within the identified environmental resource categories and 
at William B. Umstead State Park is not significant due to the 
types of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects, the extent of the built environment in which they would 
occur, the lack of certain environmental resources in the area, 
and the mitigation measures identified for the Proposed Action. 
No revisions to the Draft EA were necessary to respond to this 
comment. 

15.3 

The new runway is integral to the reasonably foreseeable 
redevelopment of a greatly expanded general aviation 
campus on the north half of RDU (see table 4-26) that will 
increase light emissions as well as noise to the park. The 
correct analysis is that the proposed project will enable 
increased light emissions to the park and thus is a 
cumulative adverse impact that must be appropriately 
documented in the EA.   

The potential expansion of the general aviation campus requires 
additional planning by the Airport Authority and review by FAA. 
When and if the project is ripe for review, the FAA would have to 
review what regulatory authority it has over the project pursuant 
to Section 163 of the FAA Reauthorization Act of 2018. FAA 
would then determine the level of environmental evaluation for 
this project. As discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.12 Visual 
Effects, the light emissions due to the replacement Runway 
5L/23R would be moved farther away from William B. Umstead 
State Park than they are today and therefore, the proposed 
change in lighting for Runway 5L/23R from the Proposed Action 
when compared to the No Action Alternative would not 
significantly increase the overall light emissions to William B. 
Umstead State Park. No revisions to the Draft EA were 
necessary to respond to this comment. 

16 DOT SECTION 4(f) 
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16.1 

William B. Umstead State Park falls under the conditions of 
Section 6(f) of the Federal Land and Water Conservation 
Fund (LWCF) Act of 1965, which says that no property 
acquired or developed with LWCF assistance, shall be 
converted to other than public outdoor recreation without 
approval of the Secretary of the Interior. Such approval can 
be given only if conditions assure that any substituted 
outdoor recreation property equals the taken property’s 
value, quality, location and usefulness. 

Based on the information received from the commenter, a further 
review was conducted. According to information from the Land 
and Water Conservation Fund, https://lwcf.tplgis.org/mappast/, it 
was confirmed that LWCF funding was used for William B. 
Umstead State Park. However, these areas will not be impacted 
by the Proposed Action. The Proposed Action does not include 
any conversion of LWCF-assisted land within William B. Umstead 
State Park to uses other than public outdoor recreation. 
Additional text was added to Chapter 3 Section 3.5 Department 
of Transportation Act (DOT) Section 4(f) and Chapter 4 Section 
4.5 Department of Transportation Act (DOT) Section 4(f) to reflect 
this information. 
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16.2 

In the U. S. Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit in the 
Brook vs. Volpe case (March 2, 1972), the court held that 
the introduction of noise levels (for example, from airports 
and roads) into a recreation area is a “taking of land” and is 
subject to Section 4(f) requirements. Federal agencies (e.g., 
FAA, USDOT) cannot approve actions requiring the use of 
properties under Section 4(f) of the DOT Act unless there is 
no feasible and prudent alternative to the use and the 
program includes all possible planning to minimize harm 
from the use. 

This EA follows the methodology and significance criteria 
included in FAA Order 1050.1F and 5050.4B. According to FAA 
Order 1050.1F, the FAA’s significance threshold for noise is if the 
Proposed Action would increase noise by DNL 1.5 decibels (dB) 
or more for a noise sensitive area that is exposed to noise at or 
above the 65 DNL noise exposure level, or that will be exposed 
at or above the 65 DNL noise exposure due to a DNL 1.5 dB or 
greater increase, when compared to the No Action Alternative for 
the same timeframe. The William B. Umstead State Park would 
be subject to land use compatibility guidelines within 14 CFR part 
150, Appendix A, Table 1.  This table states that parks, including 
state parks and Section 4(f) properties are compatible with noise 
levels below 65 DNL. As a result of implementing the Proposed 
Action, the replacement Runway 5L/23R would be 537 feet 
northwest of the existing Runway 5L/23R which would influence 
the noise contours. As disclosed in Chapter 4 Section 4.10 Noise 
and Noise-Compatible Land Use and Appendix F Noise, with the 
implementation of the Proposed Action at RDU the noise 
contours are moved farther away from William B. Umstead State 
Park. Therefore, the William B. Umstead State Park would 
experience a net reduction in noise exposure due to the 
Proposed Action as compared to the future No Action Alternative.  
Based on these findings the William B. Umstead State Park 
would not be considered impacted by the Proposed Action and 
would not require special consideration.  Additional text was 
added in Chapter 4 Section 4.10 Noise and Noise-Compatible 
Land Use to clarify. No USDOT Act Section 4(f) resources would 
experience a physical or constructive use resulting from 
implementation of the Proposed Action. 

16.3 

The 61-acre Piedmont Beech Natural Area is located along 
Crabtree Creek within William B. Umstead State Park. It is 
one of the best examples of mixed mesophytic forest in the 
eastern Piedmont of North Carolina. Portions of the site 
contain unusual examples of good, maturing stands of 
beech. This was designated as a National Natural Landmark 
in 1974. 

Comment noted. The Proposed Action does not include any 
direct or indirect impacts to the Piedmont Beech Natural Area 
within the William B. Umstead State Park. No revisions to the 
Draft EA were necessary to respond to this comment. 
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16.4 

The EA employs an incorrect noise threshold for the State 
Park. This section must be rewritten to account for obvious 
4(f) constructive use impacts to the park including 
cumulative impacts from foreseeable actions linked to the 
new runway. 

This EA follows the methodology and significance criteria 
included in FAA Order 1050.1F and 5050.4B. According to FAA 
Order 1050.1F, the FAA’s significance threshold for noise is if the 
Proposed Action would increase noise by DNL 1.5 decibels (dB) 
or more for a noise sensitive area that is exposed to noise at or 
above the 65 DNL noise exposure level, or that will be exposed 
at or above the 65 DNL noise exposure due to a DNL 1.5 dB or 
greater increase, when compared to the No Action Alternative for 
the same timeframe. The William B. Umstead State Park would 
be subject to land use compatibility guidelines within 14 CFR part 
150, Appendix A, Table 1. This table states that parks, including 
state parks and Section 4(f) properties are compatible with noise 
levels below 65 DNL. The Proposed Action does not include a 
constructive use or direct taking (physical use) of William B. 
Umstead State Park. See Chapter 4 Section 4.5 Section 4(f) and 
4.7 Historical, Architectural, Archaeological, and Cultural 
Resources. No revisions to the Draft EA were necessary to 
respond to this comment. 
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