PORT CoLUMBUS INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FINAL

APPENDIX 1
AIRPORT GOLF COURSE

This appendix contains documentation of the planning and coordination of the
proposed reconfiguration of the Airport Golf Course.
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Airport Golf Course Correspondence

CRAA Letter to FAA, May 30, 2007

FAA Internal Memorandum, June 15, 2007

City of Columbus Letter to FAA, October 18, 2007
CRAA Letter to City of Gahanna, January 16, 2007
City of Columbus Letter to FAA December 12, 2008

Memorandum of Understanding between CRAA and City of
Columbus

Landrum & Brown Appendix | — Airport Golf Course
March 2009



PORT CoLUMBUS INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FINAL

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

Landrum & Brown Appendix | — Airport Golf Course
March 2009



Federal Aviation

Administration
Y, S
S T
Memorandum
Date: June 15, 2007
From: Community Planner, Detroit Airports District Office
To: Cleland Micheel

Prepared by: Katherine S. Jones K&t\?\@uvte S,%;S}US
Subject: Port Columbus International Airport, Columbus, Ohio

Proposed Airport Golf Course Reconfiguration

The FAA is currently preparing an Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed
development at the Port Columbus International Airport, in Columbus, Ohio.

The Airport is proposing to relocate Runway 10R/28L 702 feet south of its existing location. All
of the existing infrastructure would also be relocated to accommodate the relocated runway. The
current MALSR goes through the Airport Golf Course. With the proposed relocation, we would
need to relocate the MALSR and associated building. Attached is a drawing of the proposed golf
course realignment. This option has been coordinated with various persons within the FAA. See
the detailed correspondence outline below.

The Airport did a partial ALP update. The FAA reviewed and airspaced it under ASN 2005-
AGL-819-NRA. In our airspace coordination memo, dated September 23, 2005, we stated, “The
golf course is currently on airport property, this proposed development will require the
reconfiguration of some of the tees/greens. Each appropriate line of business should provide
detailed information as to any requirements concerning NAVAIDs, approaches, and the golf
course.” We specifically pointed out that the report also states that the Air Traffic Organization-
Technical Operations in Des Plaines, IL reviewed the illustrative plan known as Option A-1.”
We asked for comments/concurrence on this option. AGL-471 asked for the correspondence
related to the golf course; a fax was sent to them on November 29, 2005.

The FAA — Airports District Office provided airspace review comments to the airport on
December 15, 2005 and approved the partial revision to the ALP on February 23, 2006.

History of coordination/correspondence for the Airport Golf Course:




December 10, 2004. Email from Ron Dixon (URS — Airport Consultant) to Cleland Micheel,
Andrew Stasjuk (FAA). The consultant provided an exhibit showing a 400-foot wide light lane
for a future MALSR at the 28L end of the future relocated Runway 10R/28L at CMH. “The
existing MALSR is in the Airport Golf Course and we need to properly plan and budget for the
layout of the future navigation equipment associated with the new South Runway, and for the
cost to reconfigure the golf course tees, fairways and greens. The golf course layout in the
attached exhibit is the initial concept developed by the golf course architect, superimposed over
the existing golf course. The concern of URS (and subsequent request to the FAA for review) is
that the current concept plan places selected tees (7", 5™ and 18t hole), greens (6% hole), and
parts of the fairways (4™ and 16™) within the 400-foot wide light lane.” The consultant asked for
guidance and specifically asked if “any part of a tee, or fairway, or green could be inside the 400
foot wide area? Can certain elements of the course or activities be tolerated, if so, how close to
the MALSR towers? :

January 10, 2005. Email from Leo Espino (FAA) to Ron Dixon (URS — Airport Consultant). (In
response to the December 10, 2004 email). The FAA stated that, “Based on the attached sketch,
Golf activities, any part of a tee, fairway or green can be inside the 400-foot light plane. Certain
elements of the course or activities are allowed provided they should not be closer than 20 feet
from the MALSR tower. Planning to plant trees must not penetrate the approach light plane. If
there are existing trees on this area, other agencies are involved for environmental study.”

January 11, 2005. Email from Ron Dixon (URS — Airport Consultant) to Leo Espino, Andy
Stasuik, and Cleland Micheel (FAA). Ron Dixon stated that as they understand, the layout is
generally acceptable as long as elements of the course (i.e., tees) are not closer than 20 feet to the
towers, and that no existing or future trees penetrate the approach light plane.

September 23, 2005. FAA Memo from the Airports District Office to various Lines of Business
requesting airspace review of the Partial ALP Revision. A summary of each section of the ALP
report was presented.

November 23, 2005. FAA Memo from Sam Lakhani, AGL-471 to Katy Jones, DET ADO. The
memo states that Tech Ops have no prior knowledge of option A-1 plan as mentioned in the ALP
Airspace memo (Section 4.7). The DET ADO provided AGL-471 with an 8-page fax of
correspondence related to the Airport Golf Course. The resolution was that CMH would have to
submit a FAA Form 7460-1 when the proposed golf course redesign was completed. This was
conveyed to the airport sponsor in the airspace review comment letter dated December 15, 2005.

Requested Action: Please review the attached “Airport Golf Course Studies, Option A-1,
January 12, 2005” and provide your written concurrence with the following assumptions:

*  Golf holes may not be located between the new MALSR nor will golf shots be allowed
between the new light towers.

e Golf shots will be played away from or toward the lights but not over them.

* Inthe final design of the new course, it is also assumed that the new elevations of golf
course features (tees, greens, bunkers, etc) will NOT be any higher than the existing golf
course features. ~

* Golf activities such as a part of the tee, fairway, or green can be within the 400-foot light
plane. :




*  Golf activities should not be closer than 20 feet to the MALSR towers.
* There can be no playing through the MALSR light lane.

We understand that prior to the reconfiguration of the Airport Golf Course that FAA Form 7460-
1 will be required and an airspace review of the project be completed and coordinated with all
the appropriate lines of business.

Thank you for your timely review of this submittal.

Katherine S. Jones

Attachments

1 —December 10, 2004 and J anuary 10, 2005 Email correspondence between Ron Dixon and
Leo Espino

2 —January 11, 2005 Email correspondence between Ron Dixon and Leo Espino

3 — September 23, 2005 Partial Airport Layout Plan Airspace Coordination Memorandum from
Katherine Jones

4 — November 23, 2005 AGL-471 Airspace Coordination Comments on Partial ALP Update

5 — December 15, 2005 Airspace Review Comments to Columbus Regional Airport Authority
from the FAA '
6 — February 23, 2006 Revised Airport Layout Plan Approval to Columbus Regional Airport
Authority from the FAA

7~May 30, 2007 Letter from Columbus Regional Airport Authority to the FAA for the Airport
Golf Course Reconfiguration .




Tt hient |

Leo.Espino@faa.gov To: Ron_Dixon@urscorp.com

. cc: Cleland.R Micheel@faa.gov, Andrew.Stasiuk@faa.gov
01710/200512:41PM  gupiect: Fw: Port Columbus 28R MALSR & Golf Course

N

Ron,

Based on the attached sketch, Golf activities , any part of a tee,

fairway or green can be inside the 400 feet light plane. Certain elements

of the course or activities are allowed provided they should not be closer

than 20 feet from the MALSR tower. Planning to plant trees must not

penetrate the approach light plane. If there are existing trees on this :
area , other agencies are involved for environmental study. - . !

Respectfully,

Leo

(847)-254-7587 .

----- Forwarded by Leo Espinc/AGL/FAA on 01/10/2005 11:14 AM -----

Cleland R Micheel

To: Leo
Espino/AGL/FAR@FAA
12/13/2004 05:45 ce:
AM Subject: < Fw: Port Columbus 28R

. MALSR & Golf Course

————— Forwarded by Cleland R Micheel/AGL/FAA on 12/13/2004 05:45 AM -----

Ron_Dixon@URSCorp
.com
) To
12/10/2004 04:23 Cieland R Micheel/AGL/FAA®FAR,
PM Andrew Stasiuk/AGL/FAR@FAA-
cc
Mary Jagiello/AGL/FRR@FAA, Irene
Porter/AGL/FAA@FAR,
Jay_Muether@URSCorp.com,
Jack_Deter@URSCorp.com,
Steve_Lucchesi@URSCorp.com

Subject
Port Columbus 28R MALSR & Golf
Course




Gentlemen,

Kindly take a minute or two to look at the attached pdf exhibit. . It shows
a future 400 ft wide light lane for a future MALSR at the 28L End of a
future relocated Runway 10R-281L (i.e., new South Runway) at Port Columbus
Int'l Airport (CMH). The existing MALSR is in the Airport Golf Course and
we need to properly plan and budget for the layout of the future navigation
equipment associated with the new South Runway, and for the cost to
reconfigure the golf course tees, fairways and greens. The golf course
layout in the attached exhibit is the initial concept developed by the golf
course architect, superimposed over the existing golf course. Our concern
is that the current concept plan places selected tees (e.g., 18th hole),
greens (e.g., 6th hole), and parts of fairways {e.g., 4th and 16th) within
the 400 ft wide light lane. Please provide some guidance based on this
illustration. cCan any part of a tee, or fairway, or green be inside the
400 ft wide area? Can certain elements of the course or activities be
tolerated, and if 80, how close to the MALSR towers?

Your comments will directly effect our preparation of the Benefit Cost '
Analysis for the runway project. Your timely response will be greatly
appreciated. Feel free to call, or respond by email ... and I will be
pleased to meet with you in Des Plaines as well.

(See attached file: CMHnew28LMALSR1ane . pdf)

Ron D. Dixon, AIA, AICP

Airport Projects Manager

URS Corporation

Architects, Engineers, Planners
277 West Nationwide Boulevard
Columbus, Ohio 43215-2566

TEL 614.464.4500, X-7791
FAX 614.464.0588

Ron_Dixon@urscorp.com(See attached file: CMHnew28LMALSR1ane.pdf)

e
CMHnew2BLMALSRlane. pdf
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_ Ron Dixon To: Leo.Esbino@faa.gov
My . cc. Andrew.Stasiuk@faa.gov, Cleland.R.Micheel@faa.gov,
p 01/11/2005 12:20 PM sheaton@columbusairports.com, BMeleski@ColumbusAirports.com,

Jack Deter/HuntValley/URSCorp@URSCORP, Ste:
Subject: Re: Fw: Port Columbus 28R MALSR & Golf Course

Leo,

Thanks for the review and comment on the future Runway 28R MALSR light lane vs. the illustrative golf
course layout we sent to Cleland on December 10. We understand that the layout is generally acceptable
as long elements of the course (i.e., tees) are not closer than 20 feet to the towers, and that no existing or
future trees penetrate the approach light plane. '

Ron D. Dixon, AlA, AICP
Airport Projects Manager

URS Corporation

Architects, Engineers, Planners
277 West Nationwide Boulevard
Columbus, Ohio 43215-2566

TEL 614.464.4500, X-7791
FAX 614.464.0588
Ron_Dixen@urscorp.com
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y Administration

Memorandum

Date: September 23, 2005
From: Community Planner, Detroit Airports District Office mn'mwmaz
To: Airports Division, Safety/Standards Branch, AGL-620 \! BN '7.:;—#{5&'5—
Air Traffic Organization, ASW-520 {JJ(p10S _\.'\l.\._.__.
— ROYTING SY!
Airport Traffic Control Tower, CMH Manager | [2%]0S &ngx
Air Traffic Organization, Technical Operations Branch, AGL-470 o A4/
Attention: Program Management Branch, AGL-471 W2 DATE 5 jD -
Flight Standards Division, AGL-230 | j,"zfn"
Chicago Flight Procedures Office, Manager, CHI-FPO, AVN-140B \D)';gpg oJ 0
. . . . o~ o1 TURE
Ohio Systems Management Office, Manager, Ohio SMO (SIRTEI [ %&5
Prepared by: Katherine S. Jones, Community Planner, Detroit ADO o ™

Subject: Port Columbus International Airport (CMH) Partial Airport Layout Plan Update | sourwe svuso
Airfield Planning Report Associated with Replacement of Runway 10R/28L

INITIALS/SIGNATURE

ODATE

Attached for your review and airspace determination is a copy of the “Airfield Planning Report [ routws seuso.
Associated with Replacement of Runway 10R/28L at The Columbus International Airport” and
the “Columbus International Airport Interim Airport Layout Plan Set” (including, the TULSSIGATURE

appropriate plan and profile sheets which show the ultimate south runway development).

DATE

ROUTING SYMBOL

The last ALP reviewed and approved for this airport was under ASN 1994-AGL-942-NRA (ALK
approval date May1, 1995) and ASN 2000-AGL-1025-NRA (ALP revision approval date Augusfwmassicurone
1, 2005). \

DATE

ROUTING SYMBOL

Due to extensive and continuing public involvement, this case does not need to be circularized.

INITIALS/SIGNATURE

The major development being evaluated on this partial ALP update revision is the south airfield
development which would be the construction of replacement runway 10R/28L and all
associated airfield development, including but not limited to at this time:

DATE

1. Shifting/relocating the existing Runway 10R/28L 700 feet to the south. The new Runway
10R/28L and 10L/28R centerline-to-centerline separation would be 3,500 feet.

#11.8.GPO: 1990-0-768-012/20101

FAA Form 1360-14.1 (6-89) OFFICIAL FILE COPY




2. Constructing two parallel taxiways north of Runway 10R/28L (an inboard and outboard
taxiway providing access to and from the terminal area). The third taxiway would be a
parallel taxiway south of Runway 10R/28L.

3. A conceptual layout of a new terminal envelope, which would include the construction of
the terminal, four concourses, and parking garage. This proposed terminal project would
be triggered when passenger demand warrants the expansion.

In addition to the three sheets being provided for the partial ALP review and evaluation, the
“Airfield Planning Report Associated with Replacement of Runway 10R/28L at the Columbus
International Airport” is also included. For easy reference, I have outlined below the major
sections.

Section 2.6 — Threshold Analysis: The Airport Sponsor’s assessment revealed that shifting the
Runway 702 feet south was optimal. There is analysis on the threshold placement in relation to
Stelzer Road to the west and Hamilton Road to the east.

Section 2.7 — TERPS Analysis: The Airport Sponsor completed a TERPS analysis based on the
preliminary threshold analysis completed in Section 2.6. The Airport would like to ultimately
receive a CAT II approach to Runway 10R. The report contains the full analysis and appropriate
figures for review. A summary follows:

o The Precision Final Approach Segment OCS for Runway 10R has 11 trees in the
surface.

o The Precision Final Approach Segment OCS for Runway 28L has utilify poles, a
. street light on Hamilton Road, and trees in the surface.

o The CAT I/III Missed Approach Segment OCS for Runway 10R has abandoned
storage structures located northwest of Building 7, several tall light towers north
and west of Building 3, and a ground control tower located on top of Building 7.

e The CAT IVIII Missed Approach Segment OCS for Runway 28L has four tall
light towers located north and west of Building 3.

e The inner-approach OFZ for Runway 10R has trees located just west of Stelzer
Road.

e The inner-approach OFZ for Runway 28L has two utility poles and trees located
east of ‘Hamilton Road.

e The Instrument Departure Procedure OCS for Runway 10R has Hangar 3, light
poles west of Hamilton Road, and trees in the surface.

o The Instrument Departure Procedure OCS for Runway 28L has trees and one light
pole in the surface.

Section 2.8 — CFR Part 77 Analysis: The Airport Sponsor completed an analysis of Part 77

surfaces. This section has a complete analysis with appropriate figures for each approach and its
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