
O’Hare International Airport  Record of Decision 

Response to Comments A.2-1 September 2005 

 
Comment Response 
1 Comment noted. The FAA provided an interim response to Congressman 

Mica’s letter on March 29, 2005 indicating that responses would be 
forthcoming in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and Record 
of Decision.  Although  the Congressman’s letter was not included in the 
Final EIS, the concerns raised in the letter were addressed in the Final EIS. 
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Comment Response 
2 The FAA responded to this comment in Chapter 1, Section 1.7 of the Final 

EIS and the topical response L-1 on page U.5-44 of Appendix U of the Final 
EIS.  FAA funding decisions regarding the project will be made after 
issuance of this Record of Decision.  This ROD provides eligibility for 
Federal grant-in-aid funds and/or PFC (see Section 13 of the ROD).  In a 
separate process, the FAA is currently reviewing the City’s submittal for an 
Airport Improvement Program (AIP) Letter of Intent application including a 
benefit-cost analysis. 
 

3 The FAA respectfully disagrees with this comment.  Each of the issues 
raised by this comment that “OMP cannot be financed” was raised in great 
detail in comments made on the Draft EIS and responded to by FAA one-by-
one in the Final EIS.  The FAA directs the commenter to Appendix U, 
Section U.4 of the Final EIS, pages U.4-558 through U.4-580 for the FAA 
responses to these issues. 

With regard to bullet 1, the FAA notes that the City of Chicago does have a 
financing plan within their Master Plan, and the FAA has reviewed the plan, 
see Section 1.7 of the Final EIS. 

With regard to bullet 2, the FAA responded to each of these comments in 
addressing comments filed by Karaganis-Cohn on September 6, 2005.  See 
response to comment 4, beginning on page A.2-78 of this Appendix A of the 
ROD.     
 
With regard to bullets 3-7, the FAA responded to each of these comments in 
addressing comments filed by Campbell-Hill on April 6, 2005.  See response 
to comments 101 – 109, beginning on page U.4-565 of Appendix U of the 
Final EIS. 
 

4 The FAA respectfully disagrees with the comment that “[a]fter OMP Delays 
Will be Worse With Very Little Additional Capacity.”  The FAA responded 
to each of these comments in addressing comments filed by Campbell-Hill 
on April 6, 2005.  See comments 43-87, beginning on page U.4-525 of 
Appendix U of the Final EIS.  
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Comment Response 
4 See the previous page for the response to this comment. 

 
5 The comment was written prior to the publication of the Final EIS.  In 

response to similar comments received on the Draft EIS, the FAA presented 
further information on its review of the cost estimate and the financial 
feasibility of the proposal in the Final EIS in Chapter 1, Section 1.7.  FAA has 
concluded that it is reasonable to assume that, based upon the impact 
O’Hare has on the Chicago region, as well as the NAS, and the benefits to 
the regional economy, there will be sufficient funds to complete the City’s 
proposal.  Further, in response to comments on the Draft EIS, FAA reviewed 
additional cost-related information applicable to the project.  For purposes 
of this review under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the 
FAA has concluded that the estimated costs of the project are reasonable.  In 
addition, FAA believes that with a project of this magnitude and 
importance, the availability of projected funding sources is sufficiently 
reasonable and capable of being obtained.  This determination is made 
without prejudice to evaluation of the City’s pending Letter of Intent 
request, which is a separate process from this environmental analysis. 

Additionally, FAA responded to similar comments filed by Karaganis-Cohn 
on September 6, 2005.  See response to comment 2, beginning on page A.2-78 
of this Appendix A of the ROD.     
 

6 The FAA has considered the impacts to both Rest Haven and St. Johannes 
cemeteries.  Since the publication of the Final EIS, the FAA has determined 
that Rest Haven can be left in place.  In response to comments received on 
the Draft EIS, the FAA evaluated alternatives and derivatives of alternatives 
that would avoid the acquisition of the cemeteries; this evaluation is 
contained in Section 3.6 of the Final EIS.  In addition, the Final EIS at Section 
5.22 presented the FAA’s proposed findings with respect to issues arising 
under the First Amendment and RFRA.  The Agency invited public 
comment on those tentative findings.  After careful consideration of those 
comments, the FAA has made its final determinations under the religious 
liberty issues at Section 12 of this ROD.  These determinations are fully 
responsive to the comments presented here. 
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Comment Response 
7 The FAA respectfully disagrees with the comment that “’Western Access’ To 

O’Hare Is A Myth.” 
 
With regard to bullet 1, while it is true that Runways 14R/32L and 14L/32R 
are phased out with the selected alternative, it is only 14R/32L that is 
decommissioned due to the development of western access including a 
western terminal.  More importantly, the runways are planned to be 
decommissioned to reconfigure the airfield resulting into a more modern 
runway configuration, (i.e. DFW).  The future airfield would result in 6 
parallel runways with two-crosswind runways. 
 
With regard to bullet 2, The FAA responded to each of these comments in 
addressing comments filed by Campbell-Hill on April 6, 2005.  See comment 
103, beginning on page U.4-568 of Appendix U of the Final EIS.  
  
With regard to bullets 3-4, the FAA responded to this comment in the 
topical response F-4 on page U.5-30 of Appendix U of the Final EIS. 
 

8 The FAA has responded to this issue in Section 10.1.1 of this Record of 
Decision. 
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Comment Response 
1 Thank you for your comments regarding the Environmental Impact 

Statement (EIS). 
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Comment Response 
2 The comments regarding the number of runways needed at O’Hare are 

noted.  Primarily, the comments made are in relation to the dynamic fleet 
mix used by airlines at O’Hare.  The FAA carefully considered the items 
mentioned in the commenter’s remarks in the analysis conducted for the 
EIS.  In fact, the FAA did take into account the changing O’Hare fleet mix 
used by the airlines serving O’Hare.  The commenter correctly notes that the 
fleet mix has much to do with the capacity of the airfield, as well as runway 
length and aircraft in-trail separation requirements.  In a very detailed, 
thorough, and carefully conducted airfield and airspace simulation 
modeling analysis, the FAA evaluated the existing airport, as well as other 
airfield alternatives taking into account the fleet mix and associated in-trail 
separations.  This simulation modeling analysis projects the levels of delay 
associated with the various alternatives considered including alternatives 
with less runways than the City of Chicago proposed.  In addition, the FAA 
notes that an Air Traffic Working Group, consisting of air traffic controllers 
from the Chicago O’Hare Airport Traffic Control Tower, the Chicago 
O’Hare Terminal Radar Approach Facility, and the Chicago Air Route 
Traffic Control Center, and other experts reviewed and concurred with the 
simulation modeling analysis.    Through this intensive review, the FAA has 
found that the levels of delay associated with alternatives involving less 
airfield development (i.e. less runways) demonstrate the need for each of the 
runways proposed by the City of Chicago. 
 
For further information, the FAA directs the commenter to Appendix B of 
the Final EIS, where there is a presentation of the fleet mix utilized for each 
year of analysis for both the unconstrained flight schedule in Table B-10, 
page B-20 (assuming improvements at O’Hare) and the constrained flight 
schedule in Table B-12, page B-28 (assuming the existing airfield at O’Hare).  
In addition, details regarding the simulation modeling is presented in 
Appendix D of the Final EIS. 
 

3 FAA continually monitors its equipment needs and updates and upgrades 
the equipment as needed. 
 

4 Alternative C, the selected alternative, includes a new western terminal as 
well as two new terminals in the existing terminal area to accommodate the 
projected level of passengers.  Alternative C also includes improvements to 
the airfield to accommodate New Large Aircraft (NLA) such as the 
forthcoming Airbus A380.  With regard to the purpose and need and 
alternatives considered, the FAA directs the commenter to Chapters 2 and 3 
of the Final EIS. 
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Comment Response 
5 As noted in response to comment 1 above, the FAA has found that the levels 

of delay associated with alternatives involving less airfield development (i.e. 
less runways) demonstrate the need for each of the runways proposed by 
the City of Chicago.  In addition, the FAA notes that the existing airfield 
currently has 6 runways (2 east-west, 2 northwest-southeast, 2 northeast-
southwest).  Alternative C, the approved alternative, would include a total 
of 8 runways (4 east-west and 2 northeast-southwest).  Finally, in a process 
separate from this EIS the FAA is  reviewing,  the benefit-cost analysis as a 
part of the Agency’s review of the City of Chicago’s Letter of Intent (LOI) 
application for airport improvement grant funding. A decision has not been 
reached on this request. 
 

6 In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), 
the FAA is required to evaluate the City’s  proposal and alternatives to it 
from an environmental standpoint.  Currently, the City is not proposing the 
addition of a runway at Midway, and it is unlikely they would consider it 
given the constraints surrounding the airfield.  For further information on 
Midway, see Appendix C of the Final EIS. 
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Comment Response 
1 Thank you for your comments regarding the Environmental Impact 

Statement (EIS).  Each of the issues raised by the commenter were taken into 
account in the EIS.  The FAA refers the commenter to the following sections 
of the Final EIS: the cost estimates for the project (see Section 1.7 of the Final 
EIS), the need for improvements (see Chapter 2 of the Final EIS), the safety 
of the proposed airfield layout (See Appendix U, Section U.5, response to 
comments K-1, K-2), the potential tax loss to surrounding communities 
(Section 5.4 of the Final EIS), the impact on employment (Section 5.4 of the 
Final EIS), the implications to the surrounding airspace (Chapter 3 of the 
Final EIS), as well as noise (Section 5.1) and air quality impacts (Section 5.6). 

The FAA also directs the commenter to Appendix U, Section U.5 of the Final 
EIS, where the FAA responded to the very same issues raised by the 
commenter.  Section U.5 can be found in the beginning of Volume 9 of the 
Final EIS.  In addition, the FAA notes that the commenter’s previous 
comments and FAA’s respective references to responses on the Draft EIS, 
can be found in Section U.10 on pages U.10-81, U.10-103, and U.10-157. 
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Comment Response 
1 The FAA notes the commenter’s opposition to Agency approval of the 

City’s proposed O’Hare Modernization Program (Alternative C).  The FAA 
also notes that the air quality assessment of the proposal can be found in 
Section 5.6 of the Final EIS.  Finally, the FAA directs the commenter to 
response E-1 beginning on page U.5-25 of Appendix U of the Final EIS. 

 
2 In the Final EIS, in responses to similar comments received on the Draft 

EIS, the FAA presented further information on its review of the financial 
feasibility of the proposal in the Final EIS in Chapter 1, Section 1.7.  The 
FAA’s presentation of the cost estimate is contained in Table 1-11 of the 
Final EIS. 

With regard to the effect of the bankruptcy of airlines, the FAA notes that 
the Agency has conducted a sensitivity assessment of the financing plan for 
the OMP, including a what-if scenario involving the loss of a hubbing 
carrier at O’Hare.   This sensitivity assessment examined a number of 
mechanisms the City could employ should part of the funding for the 
project not be implemented as planned.  These mechanisms include 
deferral of improvements, use of contingency, increased debt issuance, and 
short-term borrowing.  The sensitivity assessment demonstrated that 
changes in cost per enplaned passenger resulting from the use of these 
mechanisms would not be substantial and in some instances could be offset 
by cost benefits from the project’s implementation.     
 

3 The FAA has selected Alternative C (the City of Chicago’s alternative) in 
this Record of Decision.  In the EIS, the FAA did evaluate the proposed 
South Suburban Airport as an alternative to improvements at O’Hare, 
however this alternative did not meet the purpose and need, (See Chapter 3 
of the EIS).  Further, the FAA notes that the Agency is currently conducting 
an Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed South Suburban 
Airport.  Finally, the FAA directs the commenter to response B-2  
beginning on page U.5-7 of Appendix U of the Final EIS. 
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Comment Response 
1 The FAA received similar comments on the Draft EIS regarding the 

suggestion that a regional airport authority be formed to govern the area’s 
airports.  In the Final EIS on page U.5-50, the FAA responded as follows: 
“[t]his comment is beyond the scope of the EIS proposal, which involves 
environmental review of the City’s proposal and alternatives to the 
proposal.  The City of Chicago owns O’Hare International Airport and 
Midway International Airport.  The FAA does not have the authority to 
require that a regional authority manage the region’s airports.  These 
decisions are left to the state and local government officials.” 
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Comment Response 
1 The FAA has provided the information sent to this commenter in error to 

appropriate parties in Elmwood Park, Illinois.  The FAA appreciates the 
clarification from the commenter. 
 

2 The comment is noted.  The FAA notes that use other modes of 
transportation, including both conventional and high-speed rail was 
evaluated as an alternative to O’Hare improvements.  However, this 
alternative did not meet the purpose and need of the Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS). 
 
Alternatives C, the selected alternative, include an extension of the Airport 
Transit System (ATS), which links with the Metra Transfer Station. This 
station is on Metra’s North Central line, which provides the ability to travel 
to O’Hare from Union Station in Chicago. The O’Hare Transfer Station is 
located east of the intersection of Mannheim Road and Zemke Road.  
Currently, a shuttle bus service takes passengers between the Metra station 
and the ATS station at Lot E for transfer to the Airport.  In addition, the 
Chicago Transit Authority Blue Line currently links downtown Chicago to 
O’Hare with the terminus in the lower level of the Main Parking Garage at 
O’Hare. 
 
In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), 
the FAA is required to evaluate the City’s proposal and alternatives to it 
from an environmental standpoint. Where appropriate, the FAA encourages 
airport sponsors to provide for intermodal facilities, however, it is the 
airport sponsor’s prerogative to plan for such facilities. 
 
With regard to commuter airplanes, the FAA does not have the authority to 
determine the equipment or fleet mix of aircraft employed by air carriers. 

3 In 2000, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) issued 
a fact sheet that identified the state of the science considering the 
understanding and possible effects of “condensation trails” or “contrails.”  
In general contrails are long, linear clouds sometimes produced by aircraft 
flight at aircraft cruise altitudes several miles above the Earth’s surface.  As 
noted in the Fact Sheet: “The combination of water vapor in aircraft engine 
exhaust and the low ambient temperatures that often exists at these high 
altitudes allows the formation of contrails.  Contrails are composed 
primarily of water (in the form of ice crystals) and do not pose health risks 
to humans.  They do affect the cloudiness of the Earth’s atmosphere, 
however, and therefore might affect atmospheric temperature and climate.”  
 
The FAA notes the commenter’s concern regarding air quality.  The FAA 
did assess potential air quality impacts of the proposed project in Section 5.6 
of the EIS.  Finally, the FAA directs the commenter to responses E-1 and E-3 
beginning on page U.5-25 of Appendix U of the Final EIS. 
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Comment Response 
1 Comment noted. 

 
2 FAA notes the comments offered in your letter of July 30, 2005.    

Concerning Schuster Park, the FAA is coordinating with the National Park 
Service and Illinois Department of Natural Resources regarding this 
property and is confident that mitigation of the impacts to this park will be 
accomplished in compliance with all appropriate laws and regulations.  The 
attached correspondence related to Schuster Park to and from the 
Bensenville Park District is included in the record. 
 
For further information on Schuster Park, please see Section 9.7 of the 
Record of Decision.  
 

3 The FAA notes the commenter’s support for the full-build proposal.  The 
FAA has, in this Record of Decision, selected Alternative C, the City of 
Chicago’s proposal. 
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Response to Comments A.2-18 September 2005 

 
Comment Response 
1 Commenter’s opinion is  noted. 
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Comment Response 
2 The FAA notes the commenter’s concern regarding air quality.  The FAA 

did assess potential air quality impacts of the proposed project in Section 5.6 
of the Final Environmental Impact Statement (Final EIS).  Finally, the FAA 
directs the commenter to responses E-1 and E-3  beginning on page U.5-25 
of Appendix U of the Final EIS. 
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Comment Response 
1 The commenter’s opinions regarding the FAA are noted.  The FAA also 

directs the commenter to Appendix U, Section U.5 of the Final EIS, which 
can be found in the beginning of Volume 9 of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS).  Specifically, the FAA directs the commenter to 
responses A-1 (page U.5-2), C-7 (page U.5-20), D-1 (page U.5-21), E-1 (page 
U.5-25), and M-1 (page U.5-46).  In addition, the FAA notes that the 
commenter’s previous emails and FAA’s respective references to responses 
can be found in Appendix L on page L-92 and Appendix J on page J-353. 
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Comment Response 
1 The FAA notes the commenter’s concern regarding air quality.  The FAA 

did assess potential air quality impacts of the proposed project in Section 5.6 
and Appendix J of the Final Environmental Impact Statement (Final EIS).  
Finally, the FAA directs the commenter to responses E-1 and E-3  beginning 
on page U.5-25 of Appendix U of the Final EIS.  
 

2 The FAA notes the commenter’s concern regarding the funding of the 
project given the financial state of both American Airlines and United 
Airlines.  In response to similar comments received on the Draft EIS, the 
FAA presented further information on its review of the cost estimate and the 
financial feasibility of the proposal in the Final EIS in Chapter 1, Section 1.7.  
FAA has concluded that it is reasonable to assume that, based upon the 
impact O’Hare has on the Chicago region, as well as the NAS, and the 
benefits to the regional economy, there will be sufficient funds to complete 
the City’s proposal.  
 
With regard to the effect of the bankruptcy of airlines, the FAA notes that 
the Agency has conducted a sensitivity assessment of the financing plan for 
the OMP, including a what-if scenario involving the loss of a hubbing 
carrier at O’Hare.   This sensitivity assessment examined a number of 
mechanisms the City could employ should part of the funding for the 
project not be implemented as planned.  These mechanisms include deferral 
of improvements, use of contingency, increased debt issuance, and short-
term borrowing.  The sensitivity assessment demonstrated that changes in 
cost per enplaned passenger resulting from the use of these mechanisms 
would not be substantial and in some instances could be offset by cost 
benefits from the project’s implementation.     
 

3 The FAA notes the commenter’s opinion regarding perimeter airport 
security.  The FAA notes that the Transportation Security Administration 
(TSA) whose mission is the protection of the nation’s transportation service, 
is part of the review of the Airport Layout Plan submitted by the City of 
Chicago for FAA review.  The TSA, along with the City of Chicago, are 
responsible for the airport’s perimeter security. 
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Comment Response 
1 The FAA did respond to this commenter by phone to address Mr. Paganis’ 

concerns. 

The property acquisition lines have not changed from their delineation in 
the October 2003 Airport Layout Plan (ALP).  The FAA directs the 
commenter to aerial exhibits of the land acquisition area in Section 5.4 of the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement (Final EIS), specifically Exhibits 5.4-4 
(Elk Grove and Des Plaines) and 5.4-5 (Bensenville).  In addition, the FAA 
strongly recommends that the commenter contact the City of Chicago’s 
Land Acquisition Program office at 773-686-4600. 

The ALP submitted by the City of Chicago in October 2003 has undergone a 
comprehensive aeronautical study by all FAA lines of business plus the 
Transportation Security Administration.  Each office contributed to this 
review focusing on compliance with FAA Advisory Circulars, Regulations, 
Orders and Policy Guidance.  Since October 2003 the FAA has worked with 
the City of Chicago in an iterative process to resolve minor technical issues 
associated with the ALP.  This coordination resulted in the City 
resubmitting a revised ALP in September 2005.  The modifications made to 
the ALP between October 2003 and September 2005 were minor in nature 
and did not impact how the airfield would be operated or the operational 
efficiency.   In addition, changes on the Final ALP would not result in any 
differences in the environmental consequences portion of the EIS.  The City 
of Chicago's ALP drawings are available on the FAA's web site at the 
following address:  http://www.agl.faa.gov/OMP/Planning/ALP/ALP.htm 
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Comment Response 
1 Comment noted. 

 

 



O’Hare International Airport  Record of Decision 

Response to Comments A.2-24 September 2005 

 
Comment Response 
2 The FAA notes the commenter’s opposition to the proposed South Suburban 

Airport and appreciates the input.  Currently, the FAA is conducting an 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed South Suburban 
Airport.  Comments regarding the South Suburban EIS can be submitted to 
the FAA at:http://environmental.southsuburbanairport.com/ 
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Comment Response 
1 The FAA notes the commenter’s opposition to the project. 
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Comment Response 
1 The FAA notes the commenter’s concern regarding the funding of the 

project.  In response to similar comments received on the Draft EIS, the FAA 
presented further information on its review of the financial feasibility of the 
proposal in the Final EIS in Chapter 1, Section 1.7.  FAA has concluded that 
it is reasonable to assume that, based upon the impact O’Hare has on the 
Chicago region, as well as the National Airspace System, and the benefits to 
the regional economy, there will be sufficient funds to complete the City’s 
proposal. 

The FAA further notes that it is not unusual for the funding to not be 
earmarked in its entirety prior to the outset of construction.  For large 
airport improvement projects, it is common for the project to be built and 
financed in phases as is the case with this project. 
 

2 Comment noted. 
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Comment Response 
3 See topical responses K-1 and K-2 in Appendix U of the Final EIS, beginning 

on page U.5-42. 
 

4 The FAA notes the commenter’s concern regarding air pollution and noise 
impact.  Both the potential noise and air quality impacts were assessed as 
part of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).  The assessment of noise 
can be found in Section 5.1 of the EIS; the assessment of potential air quality 
impacts of the proposed project can be found in Section 5.6 of the EIS. 
 

5 The FAA notes the comments regarding the fleet mix utilized at O’Hare.  
However, the FAA does not have the authority to dictate which airplanes air 
carriers utilize at O’Hare.   
 

6 The commenter’s suggestion for the extension of the Elgin-O’Hare 
Expressway to DuPage Airport is noted.  However, the extension of the 
Elgin O’Hare Expressway was not part of any of the Build Alternatives 
considered within the EIS.   

The Elgin-O’Hare Expressway project is part of the Chicago Area 
Transportation Study 2030 Regional Transportation Plan, but has yet to be 
programmed by IDOT. It would extend the Elgin-O’Hare Expressway from 
its existing east terminus at I-290 to the proposed west access to O’Hare, by 
converting existing Thorndale Avenue from a DuPage County arterial route 
to a limited access freeway.  This project has the potential to lessen some of 
the potential impacts of the alternatives occurring along York Road, Irving 
Park Road, and Thorndale Avenue. 
   
The FAA considered this projects in the cumulative impacts assessment 
which can be found in Chapter 6 of the EIS.  
 
FAA also notes the commenter’s preference for O’Hare expansion or the use 
of the DuPage airport over the proposed South Suburban airport.  
 

7 Comment noted. 
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Comment Response 
8 FAA notes the commenter’ suggestion that the two cemeteries be relocated 

to a new cemetery in the vicinity of Thorndale and Devon or that they be 
relocated to an existing cemetery.  The FAA notes that decisions related to 
the location of reinterment and payment of expenses are identified in the 
Memorandum of Agreement included as Appendix B of this Record of 
Decision.   
 

9 Comment noted. 
 

10 The FAA notes the commenter’s concern regarding the funding of the 
project.  The FAA directs the commenter to Section 1.7 of the Final EIS. 
 

11 Comment noted. 
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Comment Response 
12 Comment noted. 

 
13 The commenter’s suggestion that the project should be implemented in 

phases is noted.  In fact, the project is planned to be implemented in two 
main phases.  For further information on the phasing of the project, please 
see Section 5.20 of the EIS. 
 

14 Regarding job openings at the FAA, please see the following website: 
http://www.faa.gov/jobs/ 
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Comment Response 
1 The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted. 
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Comment Response 
1 The FAA appreciates the commenter’s information regarding high-speed 

rail as an alternative to airport improvement projects.  The FAA carefully 
evaluated the use of other modes of transportation, including high-speed 
rail, as an alternative to O’Hare improvements.  However, this alternative 
did not meet the purpose and need.  For further information, please see 
Chapter 3, Section 3.2.2.2 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
(Final EIS). 
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Response to Comments A.2-38 September 2005 

 
Comment Response 
1 The FAA appreciates the commenter’s information regarding high-speed 

rail as an alternative to airport improvement projects.  The FAA carefully 
evaluated the use of other modes of transportation, including high-speed 
rail, as an alternative to O’Hare improvements.  However, this alternative 
did not meet the purpose and need.  For further information, please see 
Chapter 3, Section 3.2.2.2 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
(Final EIS). 
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Comment Response 
1 Comment noted. 

 
2 The FAA takes seriously the potential impacts related to homeowners and 

businesses in the proposed land acquisition areas and areas adjacent thereto.  
 
Any  acquisition by the City of Chicago requires full compliance with the 
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act 
(Uniform Act).  The Uniform Act is a Federal statute that regulates the 
acquisition and relocation process and protects the interests of residents and 
business owners affected by the potential acquisitions.  Owners, tenants, 
and businesses in the proposed acquisition areas would be relocated 
pursuant to both the Uniform Act and FAA’s Advisory Circular AC150/5100-
17, Land Acquisition and Relocation Assistance for Airport Improvement Program 
Assisted Projects.  In addition, the FAA is aware of the resident’s concerns 
that the sale price established for their existing property (fair market value) 
would be insufficient to provide for purchase of comparable property in a 
new location.  The Just Compensation clause of the Fifth Amendment to the 
United States Constitution along with provisions within the Uniform Act 
provide mechanisms to address these concerns. 
 
Also see topical response G-4 on page U.5-34 of Appendix U of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (Final EIS). 
 

3 The Uniform Act ensures the homeowners both fair market value for their 
homes, relocation assistance up to $22,000. 
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Comment Response 
1 The commenter misinterpreted the FAA’s letter.  In point of fact, the letter 

states that the Notice of Availability of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement (Final EIS) in the Federal Register would be published July 29, 
2005 and further stated that comments were due by September 6, 2005.     

The FAA notes that the commenter’s previous comments on the Draft EIS 
and FAA’s respective responses can be found in Sections U.7 and U.10 
beginning on pages U.7-19 and U.10-149 of the Final EIS. 
 

2 The FAA respectfully disagrees regarding the effect of the project on delays 
at O’Hare.  While delays are often weather-related, poor weather is not the 
sole contributor to delays at O’Hare.  Other factors that contribute to delays 
include activity levels, airline scheduling patterns, aircraft fleet mix, and 
airfield configuration.  The FAA responded to this same comment in the 
Final EIS, please see response C-2 on page U.5-15 of Appendix U of the Final 
EIS. 
 

3 The FAA responded to this same comment in the Final EIS, please see 
responses K-1 and K-2 beginning on page U.5-42 of Appendix U of the Final 
EIS. 
 

4 The FAA notes the commenter’s opinion regarding the relocation of a 
cemetery at O’Hare.  The FAA addresses issues regarding cemeteries in 
Section 11 of the Record of Decision. 
 

 



O’Hare International Airport  Record of Decision 

Response to Comments A.2-44 September 2005 

 
Comment Response 
5 Comment noted. 

 
6 Comment noted. 

 
7 The commenter’s opinion is noted.  The FAA respectfully disagrees and 

considers public input as a vital component of how the Agency conducts its 
NEPA process and reaches decisions.  The FAA notes that only after 
providing an extensive public involvement process and thereafter giving 
careful consideration to all comments received on the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) and Final EIS did the Agency reach its decision in 
this Record of Decision.  For further information on the FAA’s public 
involvement process see topical responses A-1 and A-3 on pages U.5-2 and 
U.5-4 of Appendix U, respectively.  In addition, see Section 8 of the Record 
of Decision. 
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Comment Response 
8 The commenter’s opinion is noted. 

 
9 The FAA respectfully disagrees with the comment that air traffic controller’s 

concerns have been ignored.  As noted in response to comment 3, the FAA 
responded to this comment in the Final EIS, please see responses K-1 and 
K-2 beginning on page U.5-42 of Appendix U of the Final EIS. 
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Comment Response 
1 The FAA notes the commenter’s support for the project. 
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Comment Response 
1 FAA appreciates all the public comments and encourages public 

participation in the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) process.   The 
FAA takes seriously its responsibility to consider all comments on the EIS.    
This responsibility includes careful consideration of the comments, whether 
submitted as recorded testimony, letters, postcards, voice messages, emails, 
and faxes.  The comments are considered equally without regard to the 
format.  The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted.   
 
For further information on the FAA’s public involvement process see topical 
responses A-1 and A-3 on pages U.5-2 and U.5-4 of Appendix U of the Final 
EIS, respectively.  In addition, see Section 8 of the Record of Decision. 

2 The FAA notes the commenter’s concern regarding air pollution.  The 
potential air quality impacts were assessed as part of the EIS.  The 
assessment of potential air quality impacts of the proposed project can be 
found in Section 5.6 of the EIS.   

The FAA conducted a detailed surface transportation analysis for the area 
surrounding O’Hare, which included an analysis of existing and future 
traffic near the Irving Park Road/Route 83 intersection.  This analysis took 
into consideration any planned roadway improvement in the surrounding 
area for each future year of analysis.  It was determined that surface traffic 
congestion is already present in the area, and would worsen from current 
conditions, whether or not O’Hare is expanded.  However, in the cases 
where intersections and/or roadway segments were determined to be 
significantly impacted, the City of Chicago has committed to participate in 
cooperative planning with the entities having jurisdictional responsibilities 
for the impacted facilities to evaluate potential mitigation measures.  The 
FAA as a condition of approval of this Record of Decision (ROD) is requiring 
Chicago  to contribute a prorated share of the project-related mitigation 
costs, including for any environmental studies, if required (see Section 9.3 of 
the ROD).  Additionally, the air quality analysis completed for the EIS 
accounted for existing and future motor vehicle emissions.  Based on the 
results of the analysis, it was determined that the proposed projects would 
not cause or contribute to a violation of the National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS).  More information with regard to air quality is 
provided in Section 9.4 of the ROD. 

3 The closure of Meigs Field is beyond the scope of this EIS.  However, the 
FAA did take legal action against the City of Chicago over the 2003 closure of 
Meigs Field.  The FAA is citing as part of its basis for action the agency's 
regulatory responsibility to preserve the national airspace system and ensure 
the traveling public with reasonable access to airports as the basis for its 
action.   On August 31, 2005, the FAA issued a final notice of proposed civil 
penalty for $33,000.  An FAA investigation into possible violations by the 
City of its federal grant assurances  and its airport sponsor obligations is 
currently underway. 



O’Hare International Airport  Record of Decision 

Response to Comments A.2-48 September 2005 

 
Comment Response 
1 The FAA notes the commenter’s concern regarding air pollution and noise 

impact.  Both the potential noise and air quality impacts were assessed as 
part of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).  The assessment of noise 
can be found in Section 5.1 of the Final EIS; the assessment of potential air 
quality impacts of the proposed project can be found in Section 5.6 of the 
Final EIS. 
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Comment Response 
1 Independent of this project, other airports may  have the need for capacity 

improvements.  However this would not be as a result of improvements to 
O’Hare as the commenter suggests.  In many cases, airports owners and 
sponsors have either begun planning capacity improvement or begun to 
construct improvements.     

Improvements at O’Hare would not worsen congestion in the National 
Airspace System, rather it would lessen it.  The proposed project removes 
airfield constraints at O’Hare by both reconfiguring and adding new 
runways thereby providing additional arrival capacity.  With this 
additional arrival capacity, the proposed project helps reduce the need for 
air traffic controllers to slow air traffic en route to O’Hare thus reducing en 
route airspace congestion. The proposed project  is not expected to result 
in the need for additional capacity at other airports. 
 

2 Runway construction at other airports and its associated cost is 
independent of this project and therefore outside the scope of the 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).   
 

3 The FAA addressed this comment in topical response K-2 beginning on 
page U.5-43 in Appendix U, Section U.5 of the Final EIS. 
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Comment Response 
1 The economic impact of potential O’Hare improvements was not a 

consideration in development of the purpose and need for this Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS).  However, Section 5.5 of the Final EIS identifies the 
potential socioeconomic impacts associated with the evaluated Alternatives.   

Additionally, the FAA did not utilize the City of Chicago job creation numbers 
(e.g. 195,000 jobs) cited by commenters in this analysis.  For the purpose of 
evaluating indirect economic impacts on the Chicago region, the FAA utilized 
a series of economic studies that were prepared by Hamilton Rabinovitz & 
Alschuler, Inc. (CCT).  These economic studies compared estimates of regional 
employment growth with Northeastern Illinois Planning Commission (NIPC) 
forecasts.  The FAA reviewed the studies and concurred with the general 
findings.      Each of the Build Alternatives would result in an increase in the 
economic activity associated with the Airport compared to the No Action 
alternative. The Build Alternatives under consideration (Alternatives C, D, and 
G) are estimated to result in an increase of 89,240 jobs, approximately 49,390 
more than Alternative A.  This does not include temporary jobs related to 
construction.  For more information please refer to Section 5.5 of the Final EIS. 

2 Any land acquisition by the City of Chicago related to O’Hare modernization 
requires full compliance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real 
Property Acquisition Policies Act (Uniform Act).  The Uniform Act is a Federal 
statute that regulates the acquisition and relocation process and protects the 
interests of residents and business owners affected by the potential 
acquisitions.  Owners, tenants, and businesses in the proposed acquisition 
areas would be relocated pursuant to both the Uniform Act and FAA’s 
Advisory Circular AC150/5100-17, Land Acquisition and Relocation Assistance for 
Airport Improvement Program Assisted Projects.   

The Uniform Act will be implemented by the City of Chicago’s O’Hare Land 
Acquisition Program with compliance assured by FAA.  These procedures are 
designed to ensure that relocated people and businesses will be treated fairly.  
If necessary, the Uniform Act requires provision of funds in excess of the fair 
market value of the acquisition property if and as necessary to acquire decent, 
safe, sanitary, and comparable replacement housing (including housing of last 
resort). 
 
In addition, the FAA is aware of the resident’s concerns that the sale price 
established for their existing property (fair market value) may be insufficient 
to provide for purchase of comparable property in a new location.  Provisions 
within the Uniform Act provide a mechanism to address these concern. 

3 Comment noted. 
4  The FAA evaluated the use of other modes of travel or communication, 

including telecommunications, as an alternative to O’Hare development.  
However, this alternative did not meet the purpose and need.  For further 
information, please see Section 3.2.2.2 of the Final EIS. 

 



O’Hare International Airport  Record of Decision 

Response to Comments A.2-51 September 2005 

Comment Response 
5 In response to comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

(EIS), FAA has reviewed additional cost-related information applicable 
to the project. For purposes of this review under the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the FAA has concluded that the 
estimated costs of the project are reasonable.  FAA has also concluded 
that it is reasonable to assume that, based upon the impact O’Hare has 
on the Chicago region, as well as the National Airspace System (NAS), 
and the benefits to the regional economy, there will be sufficient funds to 
complete the proposal.   In addition, FAA believes that with a project of 
this magnitude and importance, the availability of projected funding 
sources is sufficiently reasonable and capable of being obtained.  
Accordingly, the FAA has decided it is both appropriate and necessary 
under NEPA to subject the Sponsor’s full build proposal and alternatives 
thereto to this environmental analysis because the entirety of the 
proposed action is reasonably foreseeable.  This determination is made 
without prejudice to evaluation of the City’s pending Letter of Intent 
request, which is a separate process from this environmental analysis.    

For more detail in regard to FAA’s careful consideration of this issue, 
please see Chapter 1, Section 1.7 of the Final EIS. 
 

6 The commenter’s position related to US government debt, State of 
Illinois debt and prioritization of government spending is noted.  For 
more detail in regard to FAA’s careful consideration of this issue, please 
see Chapter 1, Section 1.7 of the Final EIS. 
 

7 The commenter’s opinion is noted.  The FAA notes that impacts to the 
cemeteries, air quality, and historic buildings are of concern to the 
Agency.  These impacts were evaluated in detail in the Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS).  For further information regarding FAA’s careful 
consideration of these issues see: Sections 5.6 and 5.9 of the Final EIS.  
For further information regarding St. Johannes and Rest Haven 
Cemeteries see Section 11 of this Record of Decision. 
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Comment Response 
1 The commenter’s support for the project is noted. 
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Comment Response 
1 The FAA acknowledges the Civic Committee of the Commercial Club of 

Chicago’s (Civic Committee) comments regarding the financial feasibility 
information presented within the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) as well as their overall support for O’Hare modernization.  The FAA 
also notes the Civic Committee’s statement that, “the FAA and its 
independent consultants have conducted a thorough and professional 
analysis of the financial feasibility of O’Hare modernization.” 
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Comment Response 
1 See response to this comment on page A.2-54. 
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Comment Response 
1 The Village’s concern about possible impacts that would result from the 

increase in flights with the proposed O’Hare Modernization Program (OMP) 
is noted. 
 

2 Mitigation for potential noise impacts is discussed in Section 9.1 of the 
Record of Decision (ROD). 
 

3 The Village’s comments regarding noise are noted.    See Section 5.1 of the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement (Final EIS) for the noise contours and 
Section 9.1 of the ROD for the noise related mitigation commitments. 

The City of Chicago has committed to continue the existing Fly Quiet 
Program, which is in effect during nighttime hours (10:00 PM to 7:00 AM), 
throughout the duration of the OMP, except as affected by runway 
decommissioning.  If modification to the Fly Quiet Program is needed in the 
future, it will be completed by the O’Hare Noise Compatibility Commission 
(ONCC), of which the Village of Arlington Heights is a member, in 
consultation with the FAA and the City of Chicago. 
 

4 The Village’s concern that the Final EIS did not mention increased funding 
for the development of quieter airplane engines is acknowledged.  It should 
be noted that the International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO) adopted 
a Stage 4 noise standard, which goes into effect in 2006, which requires 
newly manufactured aircraft to be at least 10 decibels quieter than Stage 3 
aircraft.  Additionally, the FAA will continue to support ONCC efforts to 
work further with the airlines in an effort to continually develop improved 
noise standards. 

The Village’s concern that the Final EIS did not mention 
funding/development of flight track adherence programs is noted.  The FAA 
supports the use of noise abatement technologies, such as Global Positioning 
System (GPS) technologies, to better adhere to noise abatement flight tracks.  
The FAA will continue to support airline’s decisions to develop these 
measures, and work with the ONCC to oversee noise mitigation efforts 
around O’Hare. 

5 The FAA appreciates the Village of Arlington Heights comments on the 
Final EIS, Section 4(f)/6(f) Evaluation, and the General Conformity 
Determination. 
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Comment Response 
1 Comment noted. The commenter’s home is located outside of the 65 (Day 

Night Sound Level) DNL contour currently and is projected to remain 
outside the 65 DNL contour in the build out +5 year.  Please see Section 5.1 
of the Final Environmental Impact Statement (Final EIS) for further 
information on the noise assessment, including presentation of the contours 
for each year of analysis.  Also, see Section 9.1 of the Record of Decision.  
Finally, the FAA has presented the flight tracks in Appendix F, Attachment 
F-2 of the Final EIS. 
 

2 The data illustrated in Exhibits 5.6-1 and 5.6-2 are representative of the 
Illinois Environmental Protection Agency’s (IEPA) 1990 base year and 2007 
projected year estimates of volatile organic compounds and nitrogen oxides 
emissions for aircraft and ground service equipment at all airports within 
the Chicago non-attainment area (Cook, DuPage, Grundy (Aux Sable and 
Gooselake Townships), Kane, Kendall (Oswego Township), Lake, McHenry, 
and Will counties).   These airports include O’Hare International, Chicago 
Midway, Lansing Municipal, and Palwaukee Municipal in Cook County, the 
Schaumburg Regional and DuPage airports in DuPage County, and the 
Clow International, Joliet Regional, and Sanger airports in Will County.  
Notably, when the IEPA prepares their projected source estimates, they use 
rather conservative methods to do so.  
 
As shown in Table 5.6-8 (Emissions Inventory (2002)) and Table 5.6-20 
(Emission Inventories – Build Out + 5), emissions of carbon monoxide, 
volatile organic compounds, and particulate matter resulting from O’Hare 
International-related activities are estimated to be less in 2018/2019 than 
existing levels with the improvements at the Airport while emissions of 
nitrogen oxides and sulfur oxides are estimated to increase (at the most 
approximately 2 and 0.4 tons per day).  Additionally, as shown in Table I-61 
(Summary of HAP Emissions – Delayed Schedule) future levels of HAPs 
(hazardous air pollutants) are predicted to be less with the improvements 
(at a minimum 36 percent less) than existing levels.  HAPs are gaseous 
organic and inorganic chemicals and particulate matter that are either 
known or suspected to cause cancer (to be carcinogenic) or known or 
suspected to cause other serious health effects (non-carcinogenic).  Finally, 
FAA notes that there will be no exceedances of the National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards for any of the pollutants evaluated. 
 

3 The commenter is referred to topical responses K-1 and K-2 beginning on 
page U.5-42 of Appendix U of the Final EIS. 
 

4 For information regarding St. Johannes and Rest Haven cemeteries see 
Section 11 of this Record of Decision. 
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Comment Response 
1 The commenter’s opinion is noted.  FAA appreciates all the public 

comments and encourages public participation in the Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) process. The FAA takes seriously its responsibility to 
consider all comments on the Draft EIS.  This responsibility includes careful 
consideration of the comments, whether submitted as recorded testimony, 
letters, postcards, voice messages, emails, and faxes. 
  
In response to commenters’ expressed concerns that the FAA not “rubber 
stamp” the project, the FAA would never compromise the integrity of its 
review or decision-making process to “rubber stamp” any proposal. The 
FAA’s careful and thorough decision-making process has been publicly 
documented and disseminated.  
 
Chapter 5 of the EIS discloses the potential environmental impacts resulting 
from the alternatives considered.  Some of the sections that may be of 
particular interest to the commenters include: 1) Section 5.1, Noise, 2) 
Section 5.4, Social Impacts, and 3)Section 5.6, Air Quality. 
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Comment Response 
1 The FAA notes the commenter’s opposition to the project.  In addition, the 

FAA did evaluate the project’s financial feasibility as well as the effect of the 
loss of a hubbing carrier at O’Hare, see Section 1.7 and Appendix R of the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement (Final EIS).  FAA also documented 
and disclosed the impacts due to land acquisition of both homes and 
businesses in Section 5.4.  Finally, the FAA also evaluated the use of other 
airports, including Gary/Chicago International Airport, as an alternative to 
O’Hare improvements, however, this alternative did not meet the purposed 
and need, see Chapter 3.  
 
Regarding air traffic controller workload, the FAA would not operate any 
alternative in such a way that safety would be impaired. Safety has been a 
key consideration in the development of all the alternatives and in defining 
how they would be operated. FAA is actively reviewing potential staffing 
needs and will budget for them accordingly. 
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Comment Response 
1 The FAA respectfully disagrees with the commenter’s opinion of the 

completeness of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) analysis. 
2 The FAA widely distributed the Draft and Final EIS to 33 local libraries, 

including Franklin Park and Elmhurst.  In addition, the FAA posted both 
the Draft EIS, Final EIS and reference documentation to the world wide 
web site, http://www.agl.faa.gov/OMP/.  Finally, the FAA notes that the 
“full documentation” referred to by the commenter was distributed to five 
local libraries including Bensenville’s location.   
 

3 The FAA sent a letter to Mr. Blomberg on September 15, 2005 stating,  
“we must respectfully deny your request for an Final EIS comment period 
extension.” 
 

4 The FAA recognizes the importance of fleet mix assumptions in the 
evaluation of an airport improvement such as the one contemplated 
within the EIS.  In fact, the FAA presents the detailed fleet mix 
assumptions in Appendix B of the EIS.  The FAA also acknowledges the 
differences between aircraft such as the Airbus A320 and Boeing 747 in 
terms of operational performance and airfield requirements.  The 
simulation modeling, documented in Appendix D of the EIS, conducted 
for the environmental analysis carefully considers the dynamic fleet mix 
employed by the users at O’Hare and accounts for the associated variable 
airfield requirements.  Table R-2 referred to by the commenter is simply 
presenting an FAA definition of “air carrier” aircraft that generally 
includes aircraft that have more than 60 seats. 
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Comment Response 
5 The Airport Layout Plan and supporting documentation within the Master 

Plan document that the proposed runway lateral separation distances 
comply with applicable FAA design criteria to ensure safe operations.  
Current FAA directives (FAA Order 7110.65 and supplements) include 
provisions for operations on runways with the proposed spacing, and these 
were utilized in developing the planned operation.  The procedures 
developed are fully compliant with these directives and are effectively 
utilized today at O’Hare.  The spacing between runways depends on a 
number of factors, most importantly the intended use of the runway in the 
airfield.  For example, the 4300 foot distance between proposed Runway 
10R-28L and Runway 10L-28R allows simultaneous dual precision 
approaches.  In other words, if the runways were closer together and the 
airfield was operating in adverse weather conditions requiring instrument 
flight rules, the two runways could not accommodate concurrent landings 
on the runways, in effect closing one of the runways. 
 

6 Comment noted. 
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Comment Response 
1 Commenter’s opinion is noted. 

 
2 Comment noted. 

 
3 In Section 4.3.1 of the Master Plan, the City of Chicago inventoried the 

existing cargo facilities and projected facility requirements based on cargo 
forecasts and interviews with the larger cargo carriers.  The results of this 
study indicate that the Cargo would require an additional 55 acres which 
the City has identified on their Airport Layout Plan.  In addition, the City of 
Chicago has indicated that a more detailed cargo area planning study will 
be conducted in later planning phases.  The FAA would hope that the 
Chicago Area Cargo Managers Association would request to work with the 
City of Chicago through out their additional analyses. 
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Comment Response 
4 The proposed design of the cargo area has been reviewed by the FAA and 

conforms to all safety requirements.  As mentioned in response to comment 
3 above, the City of Chicago has indicated that a more detailed cargo area 
planning study will be conducted in later planning phases.  Actual layout of 
the cargo area including the exact placement of cargo building within the 
cargo apron will be determined during the period keeping in mind to design 
the facilities in the most efficient manner. 
 

5 The FAA is confident that the final design of the cargo area will be 
accomplished in a manner that will preserve Rest Haven Cemetery while 
also permitting air cargo operations to be conducted efficiently. 
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Comment Response 
6 The FAA respectfully disagrees with the comment.  The FAA’s land use 

compatibility guidelines use the noise metric of Day Night Noise Level 
(DNL).  The baseline noise levels for Rest Haven cemetery are 65.6 DNL and 
would be 71.2 DNL with the FAA’s selected alternative.  The FAA’s Part 150 
Land Use Compatibility Guidelines for cemeteries is 85 DNL.  Also, if 
determined necessary by the FAA, there may be blast fences to the north, 
east, and west of Rest Haven which could further reduce the effect of noise 
from ground movements of aircraft in the cargo area.  In addition, there 
must be a minimum of 117 feet of distance from the aircraft movement area 
to either the security fence around the cemetery or the potential blast fences, 
which ever is closer to the aircraft movement area.   
 

7 As noted in the response above, if determined necessary by the FAA, there 
may be blast fences to the north, east, and west of Rest Haven which could 
further reduce the effect of jet blast and noise from ground movements of 
aircraft in the cargo area.  The blast fences would be a minimum of 8 feet 
high, with a potential maximum of 22 feet high. 
 

8 The air carriers are responsible for the materials they carry, hazardous or 
not.  The City of Chicago Fire Department is responsible for notifying 
neighboring public and private property owners if hazardous materials 
threaten the health and safety of individuals or property outside of the 
airport’s boundary. 
 

9 The City of Chicago will install a security fence, meeting Transportation 
Security Administration (TSA) security requirements for airports, to 
surround the cemetery property.  The FAA notes that the St. Johannes 
Cemetery is currently located on a “peninsula” within the AOA. 
 

10 See response to comment 9 above. 
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Comment Response 
11 The trees currently surrounding Rest Haven Cemetery will be removed with 

the FAA’s selected alternative.  See also response to comment 9 above. 
 

12 See response to comment 5 above. 
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Response to Comments A.2-69 September 2005 

 

 
Comment Response 
12 See response to comment 5 above. 

 
13 The FAA respectfully disagrees with the commenter’s opinion.  The FAA 

has evaluated the feasibility of retaining Rest Haven cemetery in its present 
location and determined it would not impair the safety or efficiency of the 
operation. 
 

14 Comment noted. 
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Comment Response 
1 The FAA disagrees with the commenter’s characterization of the FAA’s 

evaluation.  The FAA has provided detailed responses to each of the 
following sections of this filing by the commenter which outline the basis for 
FAA’s disagreement. 

The FAA addressed the commenter’s request for extension in a letter to Mr. 
Joseph Karaganis dated August 26, 2005.  The letter outlined the rationale 
for the denial of the request for extension; the letter also stated, “[the 
Agency] will, however, review and respond to comments received after the 
close of the comment period, to the extent practicable, before issuance of our 
Record of Decision.”  

With regard to FOIA, the FAA directs the commenter to Section 8.1 of the 
Record of Decision. 
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Comment Response 
2 The FAA rejects the commenter’s contention that harm as described in their 

document has yet to be identified or considered.  The Final EIS is replete 
with a comprehensive analysis of environmental and other impacts 
associated with the OMP.  This process is intended to fully satisfy all of the 
FAA’s obligations associated with this project, including the FAA finding 
that of eligibility for federal grant-in-aid funds and or PFC.   

It is not the Agency’s intention to replicate these analyses as part of any 
funding decisions that may follow shortly after this Record of Decision.  The 
FAA directs the commenter to Section 10.1.1 of the Record of Decision for 
FAA’s consideration of these issues. 
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Comment Response 
3 The EIS is a public document, a draft report from the Department of 

Transportation Office of Inspector General was not public at that time.  The 
FAA did not mention the Draft report in the Final EIS, because it believed it 
would be inappropriate to discuss a government document not yet made 
public.   

With regard to the comments 3A-3D, the FAA directs the commenter to the 
responses the Campbell affidavit filed as an attachment to this document, 
beginning on page A.2-101 of this Appendix A.  In addition, the FAA 
respectfully disagrees with the commenter’s assertion that FAA has made an 
“unsupported assumption” regarding the financing plan for the OMP.  The 
Final EIS and the administrative record accurately document the agency’s 
thorough consideration of the financial feasibility of the full-build OMP in 
the satisfaction of its environmental obligations.  
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Comment Response 
4 The FAA disagrees with the commenter regarding the funding of Phase I 

and the full build OMP.  The FAA addresses these issues in Section 1.7 of 
the Final EIS. 

A.  Section 10.1.1 of this ROD describes the general parameters of 
 inquiry for FAA approval to amend an ALP.  This Section also 
 describes the delineation in analysis and authorization between 
 those matters considered in the ALP process and those that are 
 more appropriately addressed in reviewing an application for 
 funding under the Airport and Airway Improvement Act.  To the 
 extent that the issues raised by this comment have implications 
 for the adequacy of the FAA’s environmental analysis, we refer 
 the commenter to the following documents: Section 1.7 of the 
 Final EIS, Appendix U of the Final EIS where these very issues 
 were raised and responded to in considerable detail and 
 elsewhere in this Appendix A of this ROD where the FAA has 
 further analyzed some of these contentions.  In particular in 
 response to comments on the Final EIS, the Agency has conducted 
 a sensitivity assessment of the City’s financing plan.  This 
 sensitivity assessment examined a number of mechanisms the 
 City could employ should part of the funding for the project not 
 be implemented as planned.  These mechanisms include deferral 
 of improvements, use of contingency, increased debt issuance, 
 and short-term borrowing.  The sensitivity analysis evaluated 
 what-if scenarios, such as the $300 million LOI being unavailable 
 or disapproved, reduction in airline traffic with the loss of a major 
 carrier at O’Hare, and the possibility that the authorized level of 
 PFC collection is static.  The sensitivity assessment demonstrated 
 that changes in cost per enplaned passenger resulting from the 
 use of these mechanisms would not be substantial and in some 
 instances could be offset by cost benefits from the  project’s 
 implementation.     

B. The cost of the Lima Lima taxiway was included in the City’s 
financing plan.  Recent correspondence with the City of Chicago 
has confirmed the City’s intention to construct Taxiway Lima 
Lima according to the proposed phasing plan utilized for the EIS.  
In addition, the City of Chicago’s Airport Layout Plan submitted 
in September 2005 for approval contains Taxiway Lima Lima on 
the Phase I drawing and the future full-build drawing.   

C.  The FAA will comply with applicable statutes governing PFC 
approval or authorization of AIP grants.   
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Comment Response 
5 The FAA respectfully disagrees.  The commenter is directed to Section 10.1.2 

of this ROD where the various planning horizons are discussed and placed 
in their proper perspectives. 

The FAA acknowledges that at some point beyond the “reasonably 
foreseeable” future O’Hare, even after improvements, could return to high 
levels of delay.  However, this possibility does not negate the benefits that 
the OMP will produce.  The OMP airfield will serve an additional 220,000 
operations per year at a level of delay that is a fraction (~6 minutes per 
operation) of that experienced by the airport today (~17 minutes per 
operation).  Finally, the FAA notes that the financial analysis, conducted as 
part of the Agency’s review of the LOI request, will utilize the longer time 
period as required to evaluate the OMP from a benefit-cost perspective. 
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Comment Response 
6 FAA acknowledges that the 2003 TAF was issued in February 2004, about 

one year before the DEIS was issued in January 2005.   However, the work 
necessary to produce a DEIS in January 2005 was initiated before the 2003 
TAF was available.  Analytical work on airline flight schedules and other 
derivative forecasts required to complete the complex technical analyses 
reported in the DEIS were initiated in early 2003, and continued through the 
end of 2004.  FAA determined that “re-starting” such analyses after 
publication of the 2003 TAF, which occurred in the middle of such detailed 
technical analyses, would significantly delay the completion of such 
analyses and the resulting DEIS.  For a project of OMP’s magnitude and 
complexity, the comprehensive analyses required by the FAA necessitated 
more than one year of analysis.  FAA determined that it would be 
appropriate to conduct sensitivity analysis of any new forecasts produced 
during the course of the EIS analysis.  This is fully explained in the Final EIS 
(including the letter from FAA approving the use of the 2002 TAF and the 
requirement to conduct sensitivity analysis on subsequent TAF results), and 
the sensitivity analysis is documented in Appendix R of the Final EIS.  In 
addition, please see Section 4 of the ROD. 

FAA believes that the commenter may have the facts somewhat confused.  
FAA has not attempted to validate the use of the 2003 TAF, but has instead 
validated the use of the 2002 TAF.  The remainder of this response is 
prepared assuming that the commenter meant to refer to validation of the 
2002 TAF. 
 
FAA has addressed the significance of potential new forecasts—including 
the 2003 TAF and the 2004 TAF—in Appendix R of the Final EIS.  FAA has 
acknowledged that future conditions may be different from those 
represented by the 2002 TAF, and this is the reason for including Appendix 
R in the Final EIS. 
 
The FAA respectfully disagrees with the commenter’s assertion that 
additional taxitimes were not considered.  The FAA, in their comprehensive 
TAAM analysis, included all aircraft movements: both on the airfield and in 
the airspace.  Published results of the TAAM modeling showed the 
unimpeded travel times for each configuration modeled as well as the 
annual average for each alternative.  The travel times were also included in 
the evaluation of the environmental impacts including air quality (time in 
mode) and noise impacts (day/night distribution) for all configuration in all 
alternatives modeled.  
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Comment Response 
7 The FAA has addressed Campbell-Hill’s comment regarding practical 

capacity in their April 6, 2005 submittal, please see response to comments 
44-47 beginning on page U.4-528 in Appendix U of the Final EIS. 
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Comment Response 
8 The commenter suggests that the 2004 TAF should be “corrected” in 

accordance with assumptions developed by the commenter’s consultant, 
Campbell-Hill.  FAA has separately responded to this assertion, and on the 
basis of this response, does not agree with the commenter.  Please see 
response to comments 75-81 of the Campbell affidavit, beginning on page 
A.2-101 of this Appendix A.  
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Comment Response 
9 The FAA disagrees with the commenter’s assertion that FAA utilized the 

wrong base case for the EIS.  The extensive environmental analysis began in 
2002 and therefore 2002 was used as the base case; this is standard practice 
for evaluating alternatives in an environmental impact statement. 

In addition, the imposition of the 2004 scheduling order represents, as stated 
in that order, an interim solution to a long term problem of delay.  As a 
temporary situation it would have been inappropriate to rely on such an 
artificially constrained environment for a base case.  Moreover, the 
commenter is simply wrong in suggesting that as a result of using the 2002 
TAF as the base case for its conclusions that delay is overstated.  With the 
scheduling order in place for 11 months of the year, ASPM data for calendar 
year 2004 revealed an average annual delay of approximately 18 minutes 
per operation and 990,000 operations.  In contrast, the 2002 EIS base case 
reflected some 16,000 fewer operations.  Therefore, were the FAA to model 
the No Action Alternative using the higher level of operations that are 
permitted under the current scheduling order (990,000 operations), then the 
EIS base case (974,000 operations) as the commenter is suggesting, the levels 
of delay projected by the simulation modeling would likely be even higher.  
This would naturally result in a greater difference between the average 
annual delay of the No Action Alternative and the OMP. 
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Comment Response 
10 With regard to FOIA, the FAA directs the commenter to Section 8.1 of the 

Record of Decision. 

The FAA rejects the commenter’s assertion that the Agency has hidden or 
ignored ASV and other delay information in considering the OMP.  The 
FAA notes that the ASV calculations done as part of the Appendix C of the 
Final EIS did not include an assessment of the performance of ORD 
improvements.  The FAA did not rely on ASV calculations for O’Hare in the 
development of the EIS. 

With regard to the MITRE analyses cited by the commenter, the FAA did 
not utilize this information in the development of the EIS because the 
TAAM analysis provides a more comprehensive assessment of alternatives 
from an operational perspective. 

The FAA and TPC participated in an intensive, nine month review process 
during this simulation effort.  The objective of this process was to ensure 
that TAAM input assumptions, modeling methodologies, and output data 
conformed to industry best modeling practices and accurately reflected air 
traffic control rules and procedures.  In total, the FAA invested over 2,000 
hours reviewing assumptions, draft results, animations, and final results.  
The FAA review was conducted by an Air Traffic Work Group consisting of: 
FAA Management and National Air Traffic Controller Association 
(NATCA) representatives from O’Hare Tower, the Chicago Terminal Radar 
Approach Control Facility (TRACON), and the Chicago Center (ZAU); FAA 
Airports Division; and the FAA’s TPC.     
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Comment Response 
11 The FAA’s rationale for declining to model the 2003 TAF is not based upon 

an evaluation of the time it would take.  The FAA does not need to rerun 
models to make professional analytical judgments regarding the effects of 
an alternative level of activity within a reasonable range such as the 2003 
TAF.  The FAA has held consistently that as more recent TAFs were made 
available the FAA would reexamine the appropriateness of the use of the 
2002 TAF.  Appendix R of the Final EIS is an example of the work conducted 
in such an examination.  The range of activity presented in Appendix R 
encompasses the levels of activity presented in the 2003 and 2004 TAF.   

The FAA disagrees with the estimate of time required to conduct a thorough 
and complete modeling evaluation for the purposes of the EIS.  The 
commenter’s time estimate largely deals with the actual time to run the 
model and not the additional work necessary to validate and interpret the 
results for their subsequent use.  The commenter is neglecting a number of 
factors in the estimating the amount of time necessary for an adequate 
modeling assessment.  For further information regarding the time required 
for modeling, please see the response to the Le affidavit, beginning on page 
A.2-98. 
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Comment Response 
12 The FAA disagrees with the basis for the comment that the “FAA Produces 

Erroneous Claims of Delay Savings.”  As stated in response to comment 9, 
FAA disagrees with the commenter regarding the use of the base case.   

With regard to the level of delay associated with a higher level of activity, 
the FAA notes that it is not unaware that this would result in a higher level 
of annual average delay.  This possibility of a higher level of activity serves 
to bolster the need for improvements as included in the selected alternative. 

With regard to the “taxi time penalty,” the FAA refers the commenter to 
response to comment 6 of this document.     
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Comment Response 
13 The FAA included a detailed examination of blended alternatives, along with 

the use of congestion management, is discussed in the Final EIS at Chapter 3 
and in this ROD at Section 6.  Further, the FAA rejects the commenter’s 
assertion that O’Hare delay will reach some 21.5 minutes at ten years beyond 
the full build out of the OMP.  Delay projections do not include unimpeded taxi 
time as was improperly included in the commenter’s table at page 20 of its 
submission, see response to comment 6. 

Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, the FAA does not believe that its action 
in this matter is in any way inconsistent with how it has treated proposed 
improvement projects at other airports or earlier in the history of O’Hare.  The 
1984 decision of the FAA identified by the commenter expressly approved an 
improvement project for that planning horizon which reflected both the goals 
of the City of Chicago and its airport master plan then in effect.  In essence, the 
FAA approved 1984 O’Hare planned improvements, limited as they were, with 
the same degree of deference to the sponsor that it exhibited in approving the 
recent proposals for improvements at LAX and Boston Logan. 

The FAA’s consideration of proposed improvements or techniques to address 
delays at those airports where airport capacity improvements are practically 
infeasible, such as LaGuardia, Washington-National, and Midway, will be 
substantially different from situations where the airport sponsor has the 
capacity and interest in improving its facility and contributing to overall 
enhancement of the National Airspace System. 

The commenter’s reliance upon our recent decisions approving improvements 
at LAX and Boston Logan as evidence that we have approved or implemented 
blended airport alternatives is misplaced.  The alternative selected by the FAA 
for approval in the LAX ROD did not include either congestion management or 
use of other airports.  The FAA’s ROD approving Runway 14/32 at Boston 
Logan did not independently impose demand management through grant 
requirements, but rather referred to the requirement that the State in certifying 
approval of the project under the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act 
imposed upon the Massachusetts Port Authority to implement demand 
management.  The FAA’s ROD for Boston Logan also established a timeline for 
fulfilling this commitment by directing Massport to develop and submit a 
detailed plan or draft proposal for peak period pricing, or other comparable 
demand management program, before commencing construction of Runway 
14/32.  The alternative that the FAA selected in the LAX ROD did not include 
congestion management or use of other airports although the airport sponsor 
hopes that physical constraints will encourage airlines to shift service to other 
regional airports. 
 
The FAA has responded to the Fleming affidavit separately beginning on page 
A.2-170 of this appendix. 
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Comment Response 
14 The FAA disagrees that the Final General Conformity Determination is 

inadequate for any of the reasons set forth in the Community and Religious 
Objectors’ Comments on and Objections to the Draft General Conformity 
Determination for the O’Hare Modernization Program, submitted on June 
20, 2005, and supplemented on June 24, 2005.  Under the applicable 
conformity regulations, several acceptable approaches are set forth. In 
consultation with both IEPA and USEPA,  FAA implemented one such 
acceptable conformity demonstration approach as shown in the Final EIS 
and its associated General Conformity Determination for O’Hare 
Modernization. 
 
As noted in the Appendix J of the Final EIS, USEPA recognized that 
emissions associated with airport-related development are not typically 
specifically identified or accounted for in SIPS.  Joint guidance from USEPA 
and FAA (General Conformity Guidance for Airports Questions and Answers 17, 
21 and 22, September 25, 2002) states that if the airport emissions are not 
readily identifiable in a SIP inventory, that the State should be consulted to 
determine what, if any, portion of a category could or would be allocated to 
an airport.  Such a determination is done on a case-by-case basis with input 
from the State/local air quality agency and the USEPA regional office. 
 
As stated in the IEPA’s letter “The Illinois IEPA worked with the FAA in the 
preparation of the General Conformity Determination, providing 
information on the level of VOC and NOx emissions incorporated into the 
SIP for O’Hare aircraft, aircraft refueling, and ground service equipment 
operations, as well as regional construction equipment and motor vehicle 
emissions.  Comparing the level of emissions projected for the construction 
and operation of the O’Hare Modernization Program in the General 
Conformity Determination for the necessary analysis requirements, the 
Illinois EPA concurs that such emissions are accounted for within the 1-hour 
Attainment Demonstration SIP for the Chicago region.”  FAA made its 
conformity determination based on consultation with the appropriate state 
and federal agencies; therefore, no further documentation is required. 
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Comment Response 
15 The FAA respectfully disagrees with the commenter’s assertion that indirect 

emissions were not assessed in the EIS.  The FAA’s Final EIS properly 
relied upon the estimated increase in emissions from electrical production 
in the 1 hour Ozone Attainment Demonstration State Implementation Plan 
to account for the anticipated increase in emissions by the power plant at 
O’Hare that would be attributable to the proposed improvements.  It was 
not necessary to quantitatively estimate these indirect emissions where, as 
here, as here, the IEPA supported the FAA’s determination that the projects 
conforms because project-related emissions are accounted for in the SIP 
within the meaning of 40 C.F.R. 93.158(a)(5)(i)(A).  As the FAA determined 
that a general conformity evaluation and determination were required for 
these pollutants, the provisions in FAA Order 1050.1E Appendix A, 
paragraph 2.1o, cited by the commenter, are inapplicable.  These provisions 
apply in determining whether emission threshold levels are exceeded so 
that a conformity evaluation is required.  The commentor’s reliance upon 
the LAX Final EIS is misplaced. The commenter is correct that the potential 
increase in indirect emissions that would be caused by electrical 
generation associated with the proposed LAX improvements were 
quantified as part of that EIS.  However, the projected increase in indirect 
emissions attributable to power plants was so small that these emissions 
were not considered in analyzing potential air quality impacts in the Final 
EIS for LAX. 
 
Specifically, as stated in Appendix U of Final EIS (page U.4-473) in response 
to this comment, the air quality analysis assumed that there would be an 
increase in emissions associated with the power plant at O’Hare with the 
proposed improvements.  In addition, the IEPA accounts for the growth in 
emissions from the commenter’s identified indirect source, electrical 
production, within the non-attainment area in their State Implementation 
Plans (SIPs).  As a result of this air quality analysis, NEPA’s command to 
identify indirect impacts (here, air quality) has been satisfied.  By 
virtue of the inclusion of these indirect impacts in the SIP, NEPA’s duty 
to identify the environmental consequences of such impacts has also been 
fulfilled. 
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Comment Response 
16 The FAA directs the commenter to Section 9.3 of the ROD regarding HAP 

issues. 
 

17 FAA respectfully disagrees with the commenters’ assertions that the FAA’s 
analysis does not meet the requirements of 49 U.S.C. 303 (c)(1).  FAA further 
disagrees with the commenters’ statement that “FAA’s legal interpretation 
of Section 4(f) is untenable.”  FAA’s evaluation of alternatives as presented 
in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS makes it clear which alternatives can satisfy the 
purpose and need.   

Based on comments previously submitted on the Draft EIS and on the Draft 
Section 4(f)/6(f) Evaluation, FAA conducted a thorough analysis of 
derivatives as presented in Section 3.6 of the Final EIS.  In addition, FAA has 
thoroughly considered and responded to additional comments on the Final 
EIS in this ROD (e.g. Fleming affidavit, Campbell affidavit).  Based upon all 
the information developed and reviewed by FAA, including the comments 
received on the Section 4(f)/6(f) process, the FAA believes that this ROD 
satisfies the requirements of Section 4(f)/6(f).   
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Comment Response 
18 The FAA respectfully disagrees.  Numerous opportunities for comments on 

Section 106 and Section 4(f)/6(f) resources were afforded, and numerous 
comments were received.  The FAA has completed the consultation process 
under Section 106 with the signing of the MOA by the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation, State Historical Preservation Office, FAA, and City of 
Chicago.   

Despite the fact that the Section 106 consultation process was concluded 
after the Final Section 4(f)/6(f) Evaluation, the FAA fully satisfied the 
requirements of these statutes.  With respect to historic preservation 
concerns, the FAA identified the properties that might be potentially 
affected in the Draft EIS and included early concepts for potential mitigation 
in the Draft Section 4(f)/6(f) Evaluation.  It is clear from both the text of the 
Draft EIS and Draft Section 4(f)/6(f) Evaluation, the public comments 
thereon, and the Final EIS that there has been a vigorous discussion and 
analysis of Section 4(f)/6(f) and Section 106 resources.  Although there are 
occasions when the NEPA/EIS and Section 4(f)/6(f) and Section 106 proceed 
simultaneously, there is no requirement in any of those statutes that 
simultaneous consideration is the only acceptable means of satisfying these 
several requirements.  Here, the FAA urged the inclusion of several 
potentially eligible properties in order to afford them the formal protections 
of Section 106.  Had the FAA been less proactive in seeking to expand the 
scope of the duties under this Act it might have concluded these processes 
earlier.  In any event, the Agency believes it has fully satisfied all applicable 
requirements. 

Indeed, in an August 30, 2005 consultation meeting with the SHPO, FAA, 
the City of Chicago, and Consulting Parties (Village of Bensenville, Elk 
Grove Village, St. John’s Church of Christ, and the Rest Haven Cemetery 
Association), the Director of Federal Programs of the Advisory Council, 
recognized that there are circumstances when adverse effects on protected 
properties cannot be avoided.  In those cases, the Director recognized that 
the appropriate step is to minimize if possible and then mitigate those 
adverse effects.  The Director reminded those in attendance at the meeting 
of the limited scope of the Section 106 consultation process.  This includes 
taking into account effects to historic properties and affording the Council 
an opportunity to comment.  Adoption of a Memorandum of Agreement 
signifies completion of the process and compliance with the statute (see 
transcript of consultation meeting for resolution of adverse effects 8/30/2005 
pages 128-131). 

The Section 4(f) and Section 106 processes have been completed with the 
signing of the MOA and issuance of this ROD.   
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Comment Response 
19 The Final EIS at Section 5.22 presented the FAA’s proposed findings with 

respect to issues arising under the First Amendment and RFRA.  The 
Agency invited public comment on those tentative findings.  After careful 
consideration of those comments, the FAA has made its final determinations 
under these measures in of Section 12 of this ROD.  These determinations 
are fully responsive to the comments presented here. 

 
20 The FAA respectfully disagrees with the commenter’s assertion that the 

Final EIS is legally defective.  The FAA has carefully considered the 
comments provided and does not find the arguments raised by the 
commenter persuasive as outlined throughout the FAA’s responses. 
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Comment Response 
Attachment 1 
to Karaganis-Cohn 

The FAA’s response to Mr. Le’s affidavit appears immediately 
following the last page of the affidavit. 
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Comment Response 
Attachment 2  
to Karaganis-Cohn 

The FAA’s response to Dr. Campbell’s affidavit appears 
immediately following the last page of the affidavit. 
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A

N
A

LYSIS A
N

D
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N

SE TO
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O
M

M
EN

TS PR
ESEN

TED
 

 
IN

 TH
E A

FFID
A

V
IT O

F BR
IA

N
 C

A
M

PBELL 
 

 
 

This affidavit w
as part of a package of com

m
ents subm

itted to the FA
A

 in response to the 
agency’s invitation for public com

m
ents on portions of the Final Environm

ental Im
pact 

Statem
ent and the FA

A
’s proposed resolution of religious liberty issues.  A

s w
ith M

r. Flem
ing’s 

affidavit, the FA
A

’s analysis of his com
m

ents w
ill track his affidavit, and w

ill indicate our 
specific response to his assertions through our adoption of the sam

e paragraph num
bering 

convention used by M
r. C

am
pbell.  Som

e assertions require no FA
A

 com
m

ent or notation of the 
com

m
enter’s opinion as they are restatem

ents of com
m

ents from
 C

am
pbell-H

ill’s previous 
subm

ittals to the FA
A

.  To the extent that other com
m

ents contained in this docum
ent are m

ore 
properly directed to that com

ponent of the FA
A

 w
hich is considering the application by the 

C
ity of C

hicago for a Letter of Intent and federal funding, the A
gency believes it w

ould be 
inappropriate to engage w

ith the com
m

enter on these issues in this docum
ent.  Instead, it has 

forw
arded to the appropriate FA

A
 office, a copy of this affidavit.  The review

 of the LO
I, 

including the Benefit C
ost A

nalysis (BC
A

), is a separate process from
 this N

EPA
 evaluation. 

 The C
am

pbell affidavit deals prim
arily w

ith tw
o overarching issues that the FA

A
 feels 

com
pelled to answ

er in the follow
ing narrative fashion.  The C

am
pbell issues are as follow

s: 
 

• The overall costs of full build O
M

P are so great that the project w
ill never be 

com
pleted in its entirety and w

ill likely conclude w
ith Phase O

ne.  Therefore, the EIS 
m

isstates the environm
ental im

pacts and consequences of the actions; and 
• The initial $300 M

illion Letter of Intent (LO
I) request is critical to the successful 

funding of the project and yet the approval of the LO
I is uncertain.  Therefore, the 

FA
A

 needs to assure the financing up-front to prevent residential areas and 
cem

eteries from
 needlessly being destroyed. 

In response, the FA
A

 notes that the A
gency has conducted a review

 of the C
ity’s financing plan 

for the O
M

P and has sum
m

arized the findings of that review
 in Section 1.7 of the Final EIS.  

Section 1.7 stated,  

O
n the basis of the inform

ation presented herein, the review
 of the C

ity’s financial plan, 
and an understanding of airport financing in general, FA

A
 has no reason to believe that 

the C
ity’s financial plan cannot be im

plem
ented as generally presented in the O

RD
 

M
aster Plan. Further, FA

A
 has no reason to believe that the resulting costs to airport 

users (m
ost significantly, m

ajor airlines serving O
’H

are) w
ill significantly adversely 

affect the ability to finance the capital projects and realize the projected aviation dem
and, 

particularly in the context of future investm
ents that w

ill be required at other large hub 
airports in the U

nited States. A
ll projections and forecasts are subject to uncertainty, and 

future events m
ay result in changes or adjustm

ents to the FA
A

 conclusions. 
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For purposes of satisfying the FA
A

’s obligations under N
EPA

, FA
A

 has concluded that it 
is reasonable to assum

e that, based upon the im
pact O

’H
are has on the C

hicago region, as 
w

ell as the N
A

S, and the benefits to the regional econom
y, there w

ill be sufficient funds 
to com

plete the C
ity’s proposal, if approved. Further, in response to com

m
ents on the 

D
raft EIS, FA

A
 has review

ed additional cost-related inform
ation applicable to the 

project. For purposes of this review
 under N

EPA
, the FA

A
 has concluded that the 

estim
ated costs of the project are reasonable. In addition, FA

A
 believes that w

ith a 
project of this m

agnitude and im
portance, the availability of projected funding sources is 

sufficiently reasonable and capable of being obtained. A
ccordingly, the FA

A
 has decided 

it is both appropriate and necessary under N
EPA

 to subject the Sponsor’s full build 
proposal and alternatives thereto to this environm

ental analysis because the entirety of the 
proposed action is reasonably foreseeable. This determ

ination is m
ade w

ithout prejudice 
to evaluation of the C

ity’s pending Letter of Intent request, w
hich is a separate process 

from
 this environm

ental analysis.  
 W

hile this text from
 the Final EIS indicates that the review

 of the financing plan w
as done from

 
the N

EPA
 perspective, the FA

A
 also notes that the review

 of the Letter of Intent request is 
currently underw

ay.  M
indful of this ongoing LO

I review
, the FA

A
 team

 responsible for the 
w

ork involved in the N
EPA

 review
 have coordinated w

ith the FA
A

 LO
I review

 team
 and are 

satisfied that the LO
I including a benefit-cost analysis reasonably reflect the determ

inations 
m

ade above regarding the financing plan for the O
M

P.  It is noted that C
am

pbell-H
ill has 

provided com
m

ents on the C
ity’s BC

A
 portion of their LO

I, w
hich w

ill be considered as part of 
the separate LO

I adm
inistrative process. 

 W
ith regard to the need for the FA

A
 to m

ake all funding decisions sim
ultaneously w

ith the 
issuance of this RO

D
, the A

gency notes that this is im
practical and inconsistent w

ith typical 
practice.  To the extent that the com

m
enter is asserting that FA

A
 environm

ental approvals are 
inadequate unless and until the sponsor has arranged all funding w

ith exact certainty for the 
entire project, the FA

A
 w

ould point out again that this logic is at odds w
ith norm

al professional 
practice and regulation.  The A

gency is not aw
are of any public im

provem
ent project of this size 

or scope w
here financing and funding have been locked in at this point for the entire project. 

 W
ith any large, long-term

 capital program
, there is som

e uncertainty regarding the sources of 
funds that have been assum

ed to provide for full im
plem

entation.  Estim
ates and projections of 

funding sources are necessarily utilized in developing capital program
 financing plans, but 

actual developm
ents can differ from

 original assum
ptions, and these actual developm

ents can 
be both positive and negative w

ith regards to the availability of funds.  A
s a result, airport 

operators are routinely required to refine financing plans during the im
plem

entation of a capital 
program

, m
aking adjustm

ents to take into account actual developm
ents as they occur. 

 In the case of the O
M

P, there have been questions raised regarding the potential availability of 
assum

ed federal grants and PFC
 funds, as w

ell as the sensitivity of the finance plan to external 
factors such as airline bankruptcy and/or reduced traffic levels.  FA

A
 has review

ed the C
ity’s 

overall finance plan for O
M

P for N
EPA

 purposes, and believes it is based on reasonable 
assum

ptions.  H
ow

ever, in the event that som
e of the project funds are not available in the 
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am
ounts assum

ed or at the tim
es assum

ed, the C
ity w

ould need to m
ake adjustm

ents during 
im

plem
entation.   

 Therefore, the FA
A

 conducted a sensitivity analysis of the O
M

P financing plan.  This sensitivity 
analysis exam

ined a num
ber of m

echanism
s the C

ity could em
ploy should part of the funding 

for the project not be im
plem

ented as planned.    These m
echanism

s include deferral of 
im

provem
ents, use of contingency, increased debt issuance, and short-term

 borrow
ing.  The 

sensitivity analysis evaluated w
hat-if scenarios, such as the $300 m

illion LO
I being unavailable 

or disapproved, reduction in airline traffic w
ith the loss of a m

ajor carrier at O
’H

are, and the 
possibility that the authorized level of PFC

 collection is static.  The sensitivity analysis 
dem

onstrated that changes in cost per enplaned passenger resulting from
 the use of these 

m
echanism

s w
ould not be substantial and in som

e instances could be offset by cost benefits 
from

 the project’s im
plem

entation.     
 The C

am
pbell-H

ill concept of funding of airport projects w
ould require that prior to N

EPA
 

approval all funding needed to com
plete the entire project w

ould have to be secured.  This 
concept w

ould necessitate the prior or concurrent issuance of all A
irport Im

provem
ent Program

 
(A

IP) G
rants, Passenger Facility C

harge (PFC
) im

pose and use application approvals, and sale 
of all necessary G

A
RBs w

ith the environm
ental approval that this RO

D
 provides.  The FA

A
 

does not agree w
ith this concept. 

 The FA
A

 does agree that the project m
ust be evaluated from

 a financial feasibility standpoint 
and has conducted due diligence in this area w

ith regard to the O
M

P.  This evaluation of 
financial feasibility w

as conducted by the FA
A

 to ensure that the project w
as indeed feasible.  

 The FA
A

 notes the follow
ing facts regarding capital developm

ent at airports: 
 

• Sponsors do not need FA
A

 funds to im
plem

ent a capital im
provem

ent for their 
airport.  Sponsors can fund a project w

ithout federal funding.  H
ow

ever, it is required 
that N

EPA
 approval to am

end their A
irport Layout Plan be obtained from

 FA
A

. 
• LO

Is, A
IP G

rants, and PFC
 (authorization to im

pose and use, or use), require N
EPA

 
approval prior to FA

A
 approval or authorization. 

• A
 sponsor is not required to obtain a LO

I approval prior to obtaining a grant.  In m
ost 

instances, sponsors do not.  In addition, LO
I approval is not a guarantee that federal 

funding w
ill occur.  The LO

I can be w
ithdraw

n, and there is no guarantee of a 
continued revenue stream

 of funding. 
• A

IP grants can only be issued for funds appropriated in the current fiscal year, and it 
neither reasonable, nor industry practice, that all grant funding for a m

ajor capital 
developm

ent project w
ould be secured w

ithin a fiscal year.  A
dditionally, an A

IP 
grant cannot be issued w

ithout environm
ental approval being issued. 

• It is im
practical and im

prudent for a sponsor to issues bonds for its entire m
ulti-year 

project at the outset of im
plem

entation, and therein require paying interest for 
funding, w

hich w
ould not yet be required. 
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9 – The FA
A

 notes D
r. C

am
pbell’s sum

m
ary of findings and conclusions.  FA

A
 has responded 

to the findings and conclusions w
here the basis for the findings and conclusions are m

ade 
throughout the C

am
pbell-H

ill subm
ittals and this affidavit. 

 12/13 - The FA
A

 com
pletely disagrees w

ith this statem
ent.  A

s is often the custom
 in reports of 

this type, the D
epartm

ent of Transportation O
ffice of Inspector G

eneral (O
IG

) provided the 
FA

A
 w

ith a draft of its prelim
inary report, and invited the FA

A
 to respond to it.  The FA

A
 

responded to the D
raft O

IG
 report on M

ay 20, 2005 and June 15, 2005.  It is not uncom
m

on for 
these reports to be revised follow

ing receipt of com
m

ents as part of the internal interagency 
review

 process.  The Final O
IG

 report w
as dated July 21, 2005, and m

ade public at that tim
e.  

Since the Final EIS w
as in the process of being printed, the FA

A
 did not include it in the FEIS.  

The FEIS does not m
ake explicit reference to the report and the Inspector G

eneral expressly 
disclaim

ed any interest in this N
EPA

 process.  N
evertheless, the FA

A
 did address som

e of the 
O

IG
’s concerns w

ithin the FEIS, including Section 1.7 of the FEIS and supporting 
docum

entation.  A
gain, the FA

A
 directs the com

m
enter to Section 10 of this Record of D

ecision 
for the FA

A
’s discussion of the report.  In addition, the O

IG
 report contains FA

A
’s response 

dated M
ay 20, 2005 and June 15, 2005, and com

m
itm

ents.  The FA
A

 is in the process of 
preparing a form

al response to the IG
 report.  

 15 – The FA
A

 addressed the issue of availability of A
IP funding in its response to the C

am
pbell-

H
ill letter dated A

pril 6, 2005, in the Final EIS, A
ppendix U

, page U
-566.  Specific com

m
ents 

related to the C
ity’s BC

A
 are not being addressed here.  The FA

A
 notes that C

am
pbell-H

ill and 
others have subm

itted extensive com
m

ents on the C
ity’s original BC

A
 dated February 2005.  

Since those BC
A

 com
m

ents w
ill be considered as part of the A

gency’s LO
I review

 process, 
w

hich is separate and apart from
 this EIS process, the FA

A
 considers specific BC

A
 com

m
ents 

(e.g. cost-benefit ratio, forecast, etc.) beyond the scope of this EIS.  H
ow

ever, general 
program

m
atic issues related to LO

I and PFC
 funding have been considered by the FA

A
 in the 

EIS and this RO
D

. 
 16/17 – These com

m
ents have been forw

arded for consideration w
ithin the LO

I/BC
A

 review
 

process. 
 18/19 - The FA

A
 created delay curves based on Phase I of the O

’H
are M

odernization Program
.  

The FA
A

 recognizes that there w
ould likely be  som

e increase in unim
peded travel tim

es during 
portions of Phase I of the project due to the interim

 runw
ay and taxiw

ay geom
etry.  Both delay 

and unim
peded travel tim

es w
ere included in the detailed TA

A
M

 analysis com
pleted as part of 

the Environm
ental Im

pact Statem
ent and used as the basis for the Benefit C

ost A
nalysis. 

 H
ow

ever, the increase in projected unim
peded travel tim

es is offset by a greater value in the 
average annual delay reductions.   
 20 – The FA

A
 addressed a sim

ilar PFC
 com

m
ent in the FEIS in A

ppendix U
, page U

.4-568.   
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21 – FA
A

 cannot guarantee if or w
hen an increase in the authorized PFC

 level w
ill occur.  

H
ow

ever, C
ongress has authorized PFC

 increases in the past.  Thus, there is historical precedent 
for increasing the level of PFC

 funding per passenger.  This prior increase in the authorized PFC
 

level (from
 $3.00 to $4.50) w

as determ
ined appropriate due to (1) increased airport funding 

requirem
ents and (2) the recognition of inflationary increases in general prices (including prices 

of airport im
provem

ents) relative to the fixed absolute level of the PFC
.  FA

A
 believes that it is 

reasonable to assum
e that the authorized PFC

 level w
ill again be increased in the future, for 

these sam
e reasons, and that a future level of $6.00 (that is, the sam

e increm
ent of increase as the 

last approved increase) is reasonable to assum
e in an airport financing plan such as the 

financing plan for O
RD

.  
 G

iven the benefits of the O
M

P, FA
A

 does not believe it is essential to know
 the exact point 

w
hen C

ongress m
ight approve an increase in PFC

 level.  The significant econom
ic benefits to 

airlines of m
odernizing O

RD
 (e.g., delay savings and revenue from

 increased traffic), com
bined 

w
ith the  support from

 key airlines for the O
M

P, indicate to FA
A

 that it is reasonable to assum
e 

that airlines w
ould be w

illing to proceed w
ith O

M
P even w

ith a delay in an authorized increase 
in the PFC

 funding level and a corresponding requirem
ent to adjust the financing plan. 

 The FA
A

 has also considered the im
pact of no PFC

 increase and believes that the types of 
funding adjustm

ents that m
ight be required w

ould still result in an overall reasonable finance 
plan. 

22 - FA
A

 acknow
ledges that airlines serving O

RD
 have to-date only provided M

II approval for 
initial phases of O

M
P.  The O

M
P is to be financed in phases, and airline M

II approval w
ill 

correspondingly be requested in phases.  Just as it does not m
ake sense to issue debt at the 

outset for all phases of O
M

P (because this w
ould involve unnecessary interest expense for 

funds not currently required), it also does not m
ake sense to obtain airline M

II approval for all 
phases of O

M
P at the outset (because the financing plan conditions w

ill continue to be refined 
and the m

ix of airlines involved in m
aking the com

m
itm

ent w
ill change over tim

e). 

  The FA
A

 believes it is reasonable to expect that the airlines serving O
RD

 w
ill approve future 

requests for increm
ental funding of O

M
P,  given the positive statem

ents m
ade by key airlines 

regarding the need for the full O
M

P (as acknow
ledged by the com

m
enter). as w

ell as the 
significant benefits that w

ill accrue to airlines serving O
RD

 and the com
m

ents provided on 
record in support of O

M
P.  A

lso, it is im
portant to note that the airlines at O

RD
 have approved 

Phase 1 projects (such as land acquisition) that w
ould only m

ake sense if the entire O
M

P w
ere 

to be com
pleted.  FA

A
 believes that airline support of such “full-build” elem

ents of Phase 1 
indicate an intent to proceed w

ith the com
plete O

M
P developm

ent. 
 23-25 –FA

A
 understands that there is alw

ays som
e elem

ent of risk and concern associated w
ith 

special facility bonds and other form
s of third party financing, and has taken this into 

consideration in review
ing the financing plan for O

M
P.   
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FA
A

 has review
ed recent developm

ents associated w
ith special facilities bonds at U

.S. airports, 
including the exam

ple cited by the com
m

enter of U
nited’s special facilities bonds at O

RD
.  FA

A
 

has concluded that there are circum
stances in w

hich special facilities bonds can carry risk of 
default or non-paym

ent, but that this does not m
ean that this financing vehicle w

ill not be 
appropriate or available in the future.  A

s an exam
ple, a recent court decision to allow

 U
nited 

A
irlines to discontinue paym

ent on special facility bonds at N
ew

 York-JFK
 A

irport did not 
prevent a recent issuance of special facility bonds by A

m
erican A

irlines for term
inal facilities at 

that sam
e airport.  

 
FA

A
 believes that special facility bonds w

ill continue to be a valuable source of funding for 
airport im

provem
ents, if properly structured—

and further believes that this is borne out by the 
recent issuance of special facility bonds at N

ew
 York-JFK

 A
irport.  G

iven the airlines’ interest in 
im

plem
enting O

M
P, FA

A
 believes that it is reasonable to expect that airlines serving O

RD
 

w
ould be w

illing to execute appropriately-structured agreem
ents to use special facility bonds 

for facilities that are dedicated to their use and their benefit.   
 26A

 – The FA
A

  established the A
irspace M

anagem
ent A

dvisory C
ouncil specifically to address 

intra-agency coordination efforts, particularly insofar as airspace is concerned.  The collective 
responsibility of the group, chaired by the D

irector of System
 O

perations, A
irspace and 

A
eronautical Inform

ation M
anagem

ent, is establishing cost and schedule controls, tim
ely 

coordination w
ith other FA

A
 service areas and program

s.  The initial task is review
ing all 

N
ational A

irspace Redesign (N
A

R) projects, including those outside of the C
hicago A

rea that 
support the O

M
P required airspace changes.  These airspace initiatives are prioritized and 

synchronized w
ith the C

hicago A
RTC

C
 airspace changes to ensure that the anticipated benefits 

of the O
M

P are realized.  The costs associated w
ith these airspace changes have been identified, 

and the funding is being identified.  Som
e of these airspace changes are part of the larger N

A
R 

C
hicago A

irspace Project; the funding for these initiatives has been identified in the A
TO

 2006 
budget, and the w

ork program
m

ed in the A
TO

-W
 2006 w

orkplan. 
 26B – The FA

A
 agrees that the cost estim

ates of the O
M

P did not explicitly include the cost of 
the surface transportation m

itigation, as it w
as not  established until the issuance of this Record 

of D
ecision.  H

ow
ever, the FA

A
 notes that the anticipated cost of this m

itigation is w
ell w

ithin 
the cost contingency that is included in the M

aster Plan cost estim
ate. 

 26C
 – In response to the A

pril 6, 2005 C
am

pbell-H
ill subm

ittal, the FA
A

 noted the capitalized 
interest is not a capital cost.  This opinion has not changed and is consistent w

ith airport 
financing practice, see FA

A
’s response to C

am
pbell-H

ill com
m

ents 96 and 97 beginning on page 
U

.4-562 of A
ppendix U

 of the FEIS. 
 26D

 – The FA
A

 has review
ed cost estim

ates provided by the C
ity of C

hicago and has found 
them

 to be reasonable.  Further discussion is provided in Section 1.7 of the Final EIS.  The FA
A

 
does not consider that a detailed line item

 and quantity and unit cost review
 is necessary, or 

required, for an EIS or to issue a RO
D

. 
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 27 – The FA
A

 disagrees w
ith the com

m
enter's assertion that the Phase O

ne project is not 
financially feasible.  For purposes of its review

 under N
EPA

, the FA
A

 concluded that the 
estim

ated costs of the project are reasonable, it is reasonable to assum
e that there w

ill be 
sufficient funds to com

plete the proposal, and there is no reason to believe that the C
ity's 

financial plan cannot be im
plem

ented as generally presented in the M
aster Plan.  The FA

A
's 

decisions on A
IP and PFC

 funds  involve separate processes that are not only different from
 its 

environm
ental analysis, but also are norm

ally concluded only after the environm
ental issues are 

resolved and a RO
D

 on those m
atters is issued. 

 28 - C
om

m
ent noted. 

 30-36 – These com
m

ents have been forw
arded for consideration w

ithin the LO
I/BC

A
 review

 
process. 
 37 - The FA

A
 addressed a sim

ilar PFC
 com

m
ent in the FEIS in A

ppendix U
, page U

.4-568.   
 38 - The FA

A
 respectfully disagrees w

ith the com
m

entor’s assertion that C
hicago has rem

oved 
Taxiw

ay Lim
a Lim

a and its associated costs from
 the Phase I project.  Recent correspondence 

w
ith the C

ity of C
hicago has confirm

ed the C
ity’s intention to construct Taxiw

ay Lim
a Lim

a 
according to the proposed phasing plan utilized for the EIS.  In addition, the C

ity of C
hicago’s 

A
irport Layout Plan subm

itted in Septem
ber 2005 for approval contains Taxiw

ay Lim
a Lim

a on 
the Phase I draw

ing and the future full-build draw
ing. 

 39 – This com
m

ent has been forw
arded for consideration w

ithin the LO
I/BC

A
 review

 process. 
 40 – C

om
m

ent noted. 
 41 - FA

A
 respectfully disagrees w

ith the com
m

enter’s assertion that FA
A

 has relied on “bald 
unsupported assum

ptions” and reached “bare bones conclusions” in determ
ining that O

M
P is 

financially feasible.  FA
A

 has conducted a thorough review
 of the O

M
P financing plan.  The 

response to com
m

ents on the D
EIS and the additional inform

ation provided in the FEIS, and 
m

ade publicly available, including being posted on the FA
A

 w
ebsite,  indicate the thoroughness 

of FA
A

’s review
 of the O

M
P financing plan.  FA

A
 has thoroughly review

ed the O
M

P financing 
plan, provided  detailed and analytical responses to com

m
ents and questions, and is confident 

that the O
RD

 O
M

P can provide the benefits that have been estim
ated and is correspondingly 

financially feasible. 
 42 - The com

m
enter has offered tw

o selected quotes from
 the FEIS as evidence that FA

A
 has not 

addressed concerns regarding the financial feasibility of O
M

P.   These tw
o quotes do not reflect 

the  effort or level of analysis undertaken by FA
A

 to confirm
 the financial feasibility of O

M
P for 

purposes of this RO
D

.  The FEIS and the adm
inistrative record accurately docum

ent the 
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agency’s thorough consideration of this issue in the satisfaction of its environm
ental obligations.  

In addition to this RO
D

, FA
A

 has considered and responded to previous C
am

pbell-H
ill’s 

subm
issions in the FEIS. 

 43 – The FA
A

 has review
ed recent bond issuances by the C

ity of C
hicago as part of its review

 of 
O

M
P financial feasibility, and has included the C

ity’s success on the bond m
arket as one factor 

in its overall analysis.   
 44 – A

s stated earlier, the FA
A

 believes that O
M

P is financially feasible.  Section U
.4 of the FEIS, 

the responses to com
m

ents in A
ppendix U

 of the FEIS (including specific responses to 
C

am
pbell-H

ill), and the responses to com
m

ents in this docum
ent, provide further explanation 

of the basis for FA
A

’s conclusion. 
 45 – A

s noted above, the FA
A

 does not believe that there are any outstanding issues or  
questions to w

hich it has  not been responded  regarding financial feasibility of O
M

P for 
purposes of this RO

D
.   

 46 – FA
A

 has given detailed consideration to blended alternatives in the FEIS.  See, FEIS at 
C

hapter 3 for its analysis. 
 47 - FA

A
 does not agree that blended alternatives can m

eet the forecast unconstrained dem
and 

at O
RD

, as docum
ented in the FEIS. 

 48A
 - FA

A
 has docum

ented in the FEIS that O
M

P w
ill m

eet forecast dem
and at O

RD
.  FA

A
 has 

also docum
ented in the FEIS that O

M
P is the preferred alternative to m

eet forecast dem
and at 

O
RD

. 
 48B - See response to com

m
ent 46 above. 

 49 –FA
A

 has conducted a review
 of the financial plan for O

M
P.  Thus, FA

A
 does not agree that 

there is any reason to consider a different preferred alternative under the assum
ption that O

M
P 

is financially infeasible. 
 50 – The FA

A
 believes that it is reasonable to expect that required funding w

ill be available for 
O

M
P.   

 51 - The FEIS dem
onstrates that O

M
P Phase 1 (i.e. A

lternative B) does not m
eet the purpose and 

need. 
 52-56  

The FA
A

 rejects the com
m

enter’s assertion that it cannot authorize this proposed action 
in the absence of a show

ing by the sponsor that the entirety of all funding for the com
plete 

O
M

P has been assured at this tim
e.  Such a suggestion is at odds w

ith established practices for 
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financing a project of this size and scope, is not required by FA
A

 regulations or guidance, and 
defies com

m
on sense.  

 57 - FA
A

 acknow
ledges that these are key factors in the analyses conducted for the EIS.  

H
ow

ever, there are also m
any other variables and factors that w

ere considered and analyzed, as 
docum

ented in the FEIS. 
 58 – FA

A
 addressed the use of the 2002 TA

F in both the m
ain body of the FEIS and in the 

response to com
m

ents contained in Section U
.4 of A

ppendix U
. 

 59 – See response to com
m

ent 46. 
 60 – 66 - FA

A
 addressed C

am
pbell’s discussion of “acceptable levels of delay” in both the m

ain 
body of the FEIS and in the response to com

m
ents contained in Section U

.4 of A
ppendix U

. 
 67 - These exam

ples w
ere not used in connection w

ith the determ
ination to use 15 m

inutes 
delay as a threshold in developing the constrained forecast.  This is explained in both the FEIS 
and the response to com

m
ent in the FEIS. 

 68/69 – FA
A

 disagrees w
ith the com

m
enter’s assertion that the tim

e period of analysis for the 
EIS should be based on financial analysis guidelines.  Please see response to K

araganis-C
ohn’s 

Septem
ber 6, 2005 com

m
ent regarding the sam

e on page A
.2-80 of this A

ppendix A
. 

 70 - FA
A

 set forth a statem
ent of purpose and need, w

hich included m
eeting forecast 

unconstrained dem
and.  A

s docum
ented in the FEIS, FA

A
 considered various alternatives for 

m
eeting unconstrained dem

and, including blended alternatives.  C
ontrary to the com

m
enter’s 

assertions, FA
A

 did not “claim
 that it need not consider any blended alternatives”.  In fact, FA

A
 

carefully considered blended alternatives, as docum
ented in the FEIS. 

 71 - FA
A

  rejects as totally unfounded the assertion that FA
A

 im
properly m

anipulated any of 
the analysis reported in the FEIS.  The FEIS contains a full disclosure of the analyses conducted 
in relation to consideration of alternatives.  O

ther than m
aking an assertion, the com

m
enter has 

not offered any specific evidence of the purported “m
anipulation”.  In 1984, opponents of 

O
’H

are im
provem

ents asserted that the FA
A

 kept “tw
o sets of books” on the C

ity’s proposal.  
This claim

 w
as rejected decisively by the courts.  Tw

o decades later, their claim
 of data 

m
anipulation is equally w

ithout foundation or m
erit. 

   72 - FA
A

 acknow
ledges that blended alternatives should be considered.  A

s docum
ented in the 

FEIS, the FA
A

 carefully considered blended alternatives.  For the reasons docum
ented in the 

FEIS, a blended alternative w
as not selected as the preferred alternative. 

 74 - FA
A

’s basis for using the 2002 TA
F, and the consideration of subsequent published TA

Fs 
(2003 TA

F and 2004 TA
F) is explained in the FEIS and response to com

m
ents in the FEIS. 
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 75 – The 2004 TA
F w

as not m
anipulated dow

nw
ard.  The m

ethodology used to generate the 
passenger forecasts in the 2004 TA

F w
as the sam

e as has been used the TA
F’s since the events of 

Septem
ber 11, 2001.   

 76 - FA
A

 does conduct a com
prehensive review

 of recent airline activity and the future outlook 
(including socio-econom

ic data) for each annual TA
F.  This process w

as done for the 2002 TA
F, 

the 2003 TA
F, and the 2004 TA

F’s for O
RD

.  The difference in the forecast passengers for O
RD

 
in 2020 betw

een the 2003 TA
F and 2004 TA

F is alm
ost entirely explained by differences in the 

forecast enplanem
ents for 2004 and 2005.  For the period 2006-20 the average annual grow

th 
rate in enplanem

ents is forecast to be roughly the sam
e, 2.6%

 in the 2004 TA
F and 2.7%

 in the 
2003 TA

F (see chart below
).  

 

O
R

D
 TAF Passenger Forecast C

om
parison

30 35 40 45 50 55 60

2000
2002

2004
2006

2008
2010

2012
2014

2016
2018

2020

Enpl (M)

2002 TA
F

2003 TA
F

2004 TA
F

   
 77 – The m

ethodology that the FA
A

 em
ployed to develop the passenger forecasts for the 2002 

TA
F, the 2003 TA

F, and the 2004 TA
F for O

RD
 w

as not exclusively based on “regression 
analysis of incom

e and other local socio-econom
ic variables”.  In fact there is a fundam

ental 
difference in the FA

A
’s forecast m

ethodology for developing near term
 (1 year out) passenger 

forecasts as opposed to longer-term
 (m

ore than 1 year out) passenger forecasts.  In general, the 
FA

A
 develops its near-term

 passenger forecasts using future schedules published by the 
airlines (up to 12 m

onths in the future) that are publicly available as a basis for activity 
(departures) and forecasted values of passengers per departure based on historic seasonal 
(m

onth to m
onth) patterns.  FA

A
 em

ploys inform
ation contained in the actual airline schedules 

in its near-term
 forecasts as opposed to a m

ethodology relying solely on m
odeling.  Longer-

term
 forecasts are generally based upon results of econom

etric m
odels (regression analysis) 

relating passenger dem
and to a series of local or national socio-econom

ic variables such as 
incom

e or price (yield).  The m
ethodology described above w

as used to generate the passenger 
forecasts for O

RD
 contained in the 2002 TA

F, the 2003 TA
F, and the 2004 TA

F. 
The passenger forecast for 2005 contained in the 2003 TA

F w
as generated using a num

ber of 
econom

etric m
odels relating incom

e and yield to passengers.  This w
as done prim

arily because 
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there w
as no inform

ation (future schedules) available about the level of activity (departures) in 
2005 to incorporate into the generation of the 2005 passenger forecast at the tim

e the 2003 TA
F 

w
as done.  This process w

as clearly explained in the docum
ent “O

RD
 Forecast M

ethodology” 
contained in the 2003 TA

F docum
ents that w

ere subm
itted as part of the FO

IA
 request and w

as 
referenced by C

am
pbell-H

ill in exhibit F, Table F-1.   
 The passenger forecast for 2005 contained in the 2004 TA

F w
as developed using future 

schedules as a basis for a level of activity (departures) and forecasted values of passengers per 
departure based on historic m

onth-to-m
onth patterns.   This is explained in the docum

ent 
“O

RD
 04 Forecast M

ethodology” that w
as provided by the FA

A
 on A

ugust 26, 2005 in response 
to the FO

IA
 request.  A

n exam
ination of the future schedules at the tim

e the 2004 TA
F (found in 

w
orksheet “D

om
estic O

A
G

” in the file O
RD

 04.xls that w
as also subm

itted in response to the 
FO

IA
 request) indicated that year over year grow

th in total com
m

ercial departures at O
RD

 w
as 

slow
ing dow

n significantly from
 the rates experienced in FY 2004 (+7.9%

), turning negative 
beginning in N

ov 2004 and rem
aining negative through June 2005 (the last m

onth future 
schedules w

ere available to FA
A

).  FA
A

 believes that the inform
ation about the reduced levels 

of activity (departures) that w
as available at the tim

e of the developm
ent of the forecast 

contained in the 2004 TA
F provided reasonable grounds for the reduction in the forecasted 

grow
th of passengers in 2005 relative to the forecast passenger grow

th rate for 2005 found in the 
2003 TA

F. 
 78 – The docum

ents provided by FA
A

 on A
ugust 26, 2005 do provide supporting evidence and 

calculations for the 2004 TA
F passenger forecasts, as w

ell as the passenger forecasts contained 
in the 2002 and 2003 TA

F.  The detailed review
 that C

am
pbell-H

ill perform
ed (Exhibit F) only 

focused on the local socio-econom
ic factors as the basis for their conclusions.  The FA

A
 

em
ployed a m

ethodology that  included consideration of factors beyond  local socio-econom
ic 

variables (see response to point 77), and  thus w
as m

ore com
prehensive than the analysis by 

C
am

pbell-H
ill.  A

s a result, the com
m

enter’s conclusion that the 2004 TA
F should have been 

higher than the 2003 TA
F is incorrect.    

 In addition, the passenger data that C
am

pbell-H
ill cited in Exhibit F supporting the claim

 that 
the 2003 TA

F passenger num
bers w

ere closer to actual passenger num
bers (C

hart 1 in Exhibit F) 
include non-revenue passengers that are not included in the TA

F passenger forecasts.   
 79 – The docum

ents provided by FA
A

 on A
ugust 26, 2005 do provide supporting evidence and 

calculations for the 2004 TA
F passenger forecasts as w

ell as the passenger forecasts contained in 
the 2002 TA

F and 2003 TA
F.  Exam

ination of the docum
ents provided show

s that the sam
e 

m
ethodology w

as used to develop the passenger forecasts for the 2002 TA
F, 2003 TA

F, and 2004 
TA

F.  This m
ethodology can be replicated or recreated by independent experts. 

 80 – A
s described in the responses to points 77, 78, and 79 above, FA

A
 believes there is 

sufficient data and substantiation for the reduction in the enplanem
ents and operations 

forecasts  from
 the 2003 TA

F  to the 2004 TA
F. 
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 81 – FA
A

 believes that em
ploying the m

ethodology described in point 77 above w
ould lead one 

to conclude that a properly calculated 2004 TA
F w

ould result in low
er, not higher (as has been 

asserted by C
am

pbell in the affidavit), num
bers of enplanem

ents and operations in 
corresponding years than the 2003 TA

F.  A
dditionally, the m

ost recent data on passenger 
activity at O

RD
 (12 m

onths ended July 2005, as cited by C
am

pbell in Exhibit F, C
hart 1), indicate 

that the passenger forecast in the 2004 TA
F, not the 2003 TA

F, is closer to the actual passenger 
counts, providing further evidence that the reduction in passengers betw

een the 2003 TA
F and 

2004 TA
F w

as proper. 
 82A

 –The FEIS has an explanation of the developm
ent of the constrained forecast.  FA

A
 does 

not believe it is reasonable to assum
e that the “stop gap” schedule order w

ould be or should be 
perm

anently in place at O
RD

.  A
rbitrarily assum

ing a low
er level of flight activity w

ould be a 
convenient w

ay to reduce projected delays, but w
ould not, in FA

A
’s view

, result in 
accom

m
odating forecast dem

and or m
eeting purpose and need. 

 82B – FA
A

 has disclosed the delay savings in relation to the forecast adopted for the EIS, the 
2002 TA

F.  The use of the 2002 TA
F is fully explained in the FEIS. 

 82C
 – The FA

A
 agrees that there w

ill be an increase in unim
peded travel tim

e as the proposed 
runw

ays are located further from
 the term

inal core area.  H
ow

ever, the FA
A

 respectfully 
disagrees w

ith the com
m

enter’s assertion that the full-build O
M

P-M
aster Plan w

ill have a taxi 
tim

e penalty of 6.5 m
inutes per operation.  Based on the TA

A
M

 m
odeling com

pleted by the 
FA

A
 as part of the EIS, average unim

peded ground travel tim
e increases by 4.2 m

inutes per 
operation.  This increase in travel tim

e occurs w
ith a subsequent reduction in delay of 11.4 

m
inutes per operation at the 2018 activity level for a net delay and travel tim

e reduction of 7.2 
m

inutes per operation.  In addition, at the 2018 activity level the airport is able to accom
m

odate 
220,000 additional operations and 10,799,000 additional total passengers. 
 83/84 - FA

A
 addressed C

am
pbell’s discussion of “acceptable levels of delay” in both the m

ain 
body of the FEIS and in the response to com

m
ents contained in Section U

.4 of A
ppendix U

. 
 85/86 - FA

A
 disagrees w

ith the com
m

enter’s assertion that the tim
e period of analysis for the 

EIS should be based on financial analysis guidelines.  Please see response to K
araganis-C

ohn’s 
Septem

ber 6, 2005 com
m

ent regarding the sam
e on page A

.2-80 of this RO
D

. 
 87 - The FA

A
 does not agree w

ith the com
m

enter regarding the EIS alternatives analysis.  In 
addition, the item

s listed by the com
m

enter are not “assertions” m
ade by the FA

A
 but 

conclusions based on the analysis presented in the Final EIS. 
 88 – 93 – The FA

A
 has addressed the com

m
enter’s concerns regarding the alternatives analysis 

in C
hapter 3, Section 3.6 of the FEIS and Section 11 of this RO

D
. 

 



O
’H

are International A
irport 

 
R

ecord of D
ecision 

R
esponse to C

om
m

ents 
A

.2-146  
Septem

ber 2005 

94 – C
om

m
ent noted.  

 95 – The FEIS explains the analysis used to determ
ine A

lternative C
 m

eets purpose and need.  
FA

A
 rejects the notion that the analysis m

ust be conducted using an alternative forecast 
developed by the com

m
enter.  

 96-98 – The FA
A

 addressed these com
m

ents in responding to previous com
m

ents subm
itted by 

C
am

pbell-H
ill on A

pril 6, 2005, w
hich can be found in Section U

.4 of A
ppendix U

 of the FEIS. 
 99/100 - The review

 and analysis of derivative alternatives is docum
ented in the FEIS and in this  

A
ppendix A

 for this RO
D

 (see Flem
ing affidavit response). The com

m
enter has suggested that 

alternatives should be re-evaluated, using the com
m

enter’s preferred level of delay for 
A

lternative C
.  FA

A
 rejects the com

m
enter’s basis for assum

ing average delay of 21.5 m
inutes 

for A
lternative C

.  The average delay level for A
lternative C

 has been thoroughly m
odeled and 

docum
ented in the FEIS. 

 101-108 – The FA
A

 has addressed the com
m

enter’s concerns regarding the alternatives analysis 
in C

hapter 3, Section 3.6 of the FEIS and Section 11 of this RO
D

. 
 109-113 – The FA

A
 has addressed these issues in Section 11 of this RO

D
. 

 115 - FA
A

 has considered the potential use of other hubs, in both the body of the FEIS and in 
several responses to com

m
ents in the FEIS.  FA

A
 has concluded that the availability of capacity 

at another airport is not sufficient basis to assum
e that the airlines using O

RD
 as a hub w

ould 
decide to m

ove or split their O
RD

 hub.  In fact, in the past several years airlines have exhibited 
a greater tendency to consolidate operations at their m

ain hubs, rather than spread connecting 
operations over m

ultiple new
 hubs.  

 116/118 - The com
m

enter has referred to high yields for connecting passengers at other hubs.  
The com

m
enter has not offered com

parative data on yields.   The com
m

enter offers a list of 
airports that are asserted to be attractive as alternative hubs to O

RD
.  FA

A
 does not believe that 

the m
ain hubbing airlines at O

RD
 w

ould agree.  For exam
ple, A

m
erican reduced connecting 

activity at STL, w
hich is a location the com

m
enter offers as an attractive alternative. 

 119 - The com
m

enter asserts that the geographic location of hubs is irrelevant to their suitability 
as an alternative for airlines hubbing at O

RD
.  FA

A
 disagrees w

ith this assertion.  In any event, 
the focus of FA

A
’s assessm

ent w
as other m

id-continent hubs. 
 120 - The com

m
ent expressed here is, in the judgm

ent of the FA
A

, inconsistent w
ith the 

prevalent consensus w
ithin the aviation industry as to the econom

ic benefits of m
ajor airport 

im
provem

ent projects.  M
oreover, this com

m
ent is diam

etrically contradictory to the author’s 
2002 report “The N

ational Econom
ic Im

pact of C
ivil A

viation”.  There the report concluded, 



O
’H

are International A
irport 

 
R

ecord of D
ecision 

R
esponse to C

om
m

ents 
A

.2-147  
Septem

ber 2005 

“m
ore aggressive investm

ent in civil aviation infrastructure is not only justified by benefits/cost 
analysis – it is also essential to the w

ell being of the U
.S. econom

y and its citizens.”    
 121/122 - The FA

A
 responded to C

am
pbell-H

ill’s detailed com
m

ents regarding the use of other 
m

id-continent hubs as an alternative in FEIS A
ppendix U

, beginning on page U
.4-586.  W

ith 
regard to the m

oving of inform
ation on m

id-continent hubs from
 EIS A

ppendix C
 to C

hapter 3, 
FA

A
 believes the com

m
enter has “over-interpreted” the refinem

ents to the organization of 
sections in the FEIS.  FA

A
 sim

ply decided that it m
ade the m

ost sense for clarity of presentation 
to m

ove the text regarding m
id-continent hubs from

 A
ppendix C

 to C
hapter 3. 

 123/124 - FA
A

 previously responded to this com
m

ent in the FEIS, beginning on page U
.4-587. 

 125-128 - The com
m

enter disagrees w
ith the FA

A
 opinion that significant connecting flow

 is a 
key to the success of the O

RD
 international gatew

ay.  The com
m

enter appears to dism
iss A

TL 
as a relevant com

parison, in term
s of local-connect ratio, for, am

ong other reasons, the 
follow

ing key reason: “because of geography and history it is D
elta’s largest system

 hub”.  This 
directly contradicts com

m
ents offered by the com

m
enter in this sam

e docum
ent: 

 • C
om

m
ent 119—

this com
m

ent seem
s to indicate the com

m
enter’s opinion that 

geographic location is irrelevant to airline hubbing decisions.   
• C

om
m

ent 118—
this com

m
ent seem

s to indicate the com
m

enter’s opinion that 
“historical function as a connecting hub” is not a key factor. 

 
In sum

m
ary, the com

m
enter states in com

m
ent #127 that A

TL is not a valid com
parison due to 

“geography” and “historical function”.  H
ow

ever, in earlier com
m

ents, the com
m

enter has 
dism

issed each of these factors.  Thus, FA
A

 does not find the com
m

enter’s argum
ents 

com
pelling. 

 The com
m

enter offers Toronto as a m
ore valid com

parison.  H
ow

ever, Toronto is not in the 
U

nited States, and subject to different bilateral trade agreem
ents and governm

ent regulations.  
FA

A
 does not believe that it is valid to use Toronto as a com

parable to O
RD

 for the purpose of 
evaluating international gatew

ay status.   
 129 - FA

A
 has provided a sum

m
ary of the “LA

X exam
ple”, and reasons w

hy this is different 
from

 the O
RD

 situation in the FEIS beginning on page U
.4-595. 

 130-131 -  The com
m

enter asserts that “the geographical spread of a population should not 
effect the FA

A
’s consideration of alternatives…

”  FA
A

 does not agree w
ith this assertion.  Taken 

to its logical extrem
e, this assertion w

ould im
ply that airlines should be expected to use any 

available airport, regardless of the incidence of dem
and in the area around that airport.  This is 

sim
ply not consistent w

ith reasonable business practices.  Every regional situation is unique, 
and needs to be considered in determ

ining w
hat is reasonable to assum

e regarding airlines’ use 
of various airports.  In the FEIS, FA

A
 has presented data on various regions, and explained w

hy 
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FA
A

 has concluded that it is reasonable to assum
e that O

RD
 w

ill continue to be a m
ajor focus of 

airline activity in the C
hicago region.  C

om
pare, for exam

ple, the different population densities 
surrounding regional airports as show

n in Exhibits 3-3 and 3-4 of the FEIS.   
 132 - The com

m
enter seem

s to assert that it is w
rong to recognize the differences betw

een 
airports.  FA

A
 believes that it is im

portant to consider the particular local and regional 
circum

stances associated w
ith any airport for w

hich im
provem

ents are proposed.  In fact, the 
com

m
enter’s argum

ents elsew
here in the com

m
ent docum

ent repeatedly refer to differences at 
individual airports (e.g., the particular situation at A

TL); this conflicts w
ith the apparent 

assertion in this com
m

ent that unique airport circum
stances should not be considered. 

 133 - FA
A

 believes that the airlines are the ultim
ate judges of strategic viability.  The U

.S. 
aviation m

arket is deregulated, and airlines are free to serve the m
arkets of their choice.  The 

tw
o m

ain hubbing airlines at O
RD

—
U

nited and A
m

erican—
have indicated their support for 

O
M

P, as a m
eans of accom

m
odating future dem

and in both local and connecting passengers.  
W

hile C
am

pbell-H
ill m

ay have an opinion that increased capacity is not necessary to support 
the hubbing activities of these airlines, U

nited and A
m

erican are on record as stating that such 
increased capacity is necessary.   
 The com

m
enter has stated that FA

A
 has not offered analysis to dem

onstrate that a reduction in 
connecting activity w

ould w
eaken the viability of the hub.  FA

A
 has in fact provided the 

follow
ing evidence and analysis: 

 
• the unconstrained dem

and forecast prepared by FA
A

, w
hich indicates the level of 

future activity expected by FA
A

 to be associated w
ith the continued developm

ent of 
the O

RD
 hub 

• statem
ents by U

nited and A
m

erican, indicating that increased capacity at O
RD

 is 
necessary to support the continued developm

ent of the hub—
not providing this 

capacity w
ould conversely result in a com

prom
ise of the airlines’ hub developm

ent 
plans 

 In fact, the shortfall in analysis is from
 the com

m
enter—

the com
m

enter has not offered 
com

pelling evidence that airlines w
ould choose or otherw

ise prefer an alternative to the 
developm

ent of the O
RD

 hub.  For exam
ple, in the response to com

m
ents on the D

EIS, FA
A

 
provided the exam

ple of STL—
A

m
erican reduced its hub and focused activity on O

RD
.  The 

com
m

enter has not offered any evidence that A
m

erican w
ould reverse this decision and 

suddenly begin m
oving hub operations from

 O
RD

 to STL.   
 134 - FA

A
 does not find the com

parison of O
RD

 to JFK
 com

pelling.  The m
arket conditions, 

airport locations, and population characteristics in the N
ew

 York region and the C
hicago region 

are substantially different. 
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135 – FA
A

 has adequately and responsibly evaluated alternatives and assessed financial 
feasibility and environm

ental im
pacts, contrary to the com

m
enter’s assertion.  The FA

A
 has 

addressed this com
m

ent in its thorough evaluation of reasonable alternatives in the FEIS. 
 The com

m
enter asserts that “regional solutions” in Los A

ngeles and Boston should be used as a 
m

odel for C
hicago.  In the FEIS, FA

A
 provides the reasons w

hy the C
hicago region is different 

from
 the Los A

ngeles region, and therefore w
hy the regional airport solutions are necessarily 

different.  M
oreover, as noted earlier, the FA

A
 responds to the airport sponsor’s proposal for 

im
provem

ent.  Thus, the particular path selected by Los A
ngeles and Boston recently, and 

C
hicago in 1984, evidenced a respect for the lim

ited expectations of physical im
provem

ents.   
Such respect for the role of the sponsor is equally appropriate w

hen that sponsor, as is now
 true 

in C
hicago, has adopted a m

ore expansive and am
bitious approach to airport im

provem
ents. 

   136/137-  The com
m

enter asserts that FA
A

 “has no basis” for conclusions regarding the use of 
m

ultiple airports in a region.  FA
A

 presented data in the FEIS on m
ulti-airport regions, and this 

is the basis for FA
A

 conclusions.  The com
m

enter has not provided com
pelling alternative 

evidence that w
ould produce reasonable alternative conclusions.  The com

m
enter’s opinion is 

supported instead by statem
ents such as “could sim

ply be”, w
hich does not, in FA

A
’s view

, 
represent com

pelling evidence.  A
nything “could sim

ply be”, but this does not m
ean there is a 

logical reason for it.   
 The com

m
enter cites exam

ples of m
ulti-airport regions (Los A

ngeles, San Francisco, 
W

ashington/Baltim
ore, N

ew
 York, and C

hicago).  These w
ere all considered by FA

A
.  The 

com
m

enter does not offer any data or analysis related to these m
ulti-airport regions w

hich 
w

ould refute the conclusions reached by FA
A

. 
 138/139 - The com

m
enter asserts that capitalized interest should be included as a capital cost.  

FA
A

 has responded to this com
m

ent in the FEIS.  To further clarify, FA
A

 understands that 
capitalized interest is a cost associated w

ith the im
plem

entation of O
M

P.  This cost has been 
included as a financing cost in the financing plan for O

M
P.  To include capitalized interest as a 

capital cost w
ould be a “double-count” of this cost, as it has already been included as a 

financing cost.  This has been explained in the FEIS, beginning on page U
.4-562. 

 140 - The com
m

enter has cited data from
 FA

SB.  This is interesting, but does not change the fact 
that capitalized interest has been accounted for in the O

M
P financing plan. 

 141/142 - The FA
A

’s understanding of capitalized interest does not com
port w

ith that of the 
com

m
enter. 

 143 – The FA
A

 does not agree w
ith C

am
pbell-H

ill’s analysis. 
 144 - The com

m
enter asserts that FA

A
 has asserted that interest expense during construction 

should not be capitalized.  This assertion is sim
ply w

rong.  FA
A

 has stated that the O
M

P 
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financing plan includes interest capitalized during construction, and has reported the am
ount of 

this capitalized interest.  W
hat FA

A
 has stated is that it w

ould be incorrect to include such 
capitalized interest as both a capital cost and an interest cost.  See FEIS response to com

m
ents. 

 145 - The com
m

enter asserts that the C
ity did not include the cost of interest during 

construction.  The FA
A

 addressed this com
m

ent in the FEIS response to com
m

ents. 
 146/147 -   FA

A
 directs the com

m
enter to response to com

m
ent 20 of this docum

ent. 
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A
s requested, w

e have studied the 37-page affidavit of K
enneth Flem

ing, dated Septem
ber 5, 

2005.  This affidavit w
as part of a package of com

m
ents subm

itted to the FA
A

 in response to the 
agency’s invitation for public com

m
ents on portions of the Final Environm

ental Im
pact 

Statem
ent and the FA

A
’s proposed resolution of religious liberty issues.  For ease of reference, 

our analysis of his com
m

ents w
ill track his affidavit, and w

ill indicate our specific response to 
his assertions through our adoption of the sam

e paragraph num
bering convention used by M

r. 
Flem

ing.  Som
e assertions require no com

m
ent, and others that fall beyond the scope of our 

assignm
ent are answ

ered elsew
here in response to com

m
ents. 

 ¶ 1-9   M
r. Flem

ing has a Ph.D
 in Econom

ics, served as a Professor of Econom
ics at the A

ir 
Force A

cadem
y, is a form

er A
ir Force pilot, and presently is w

ith Em
bry-Riddle A

eronautical 
U

niversity.  W
e find no need to com

m
ent on these qualifications, other than to note that M

r. 
Flem

ing’s view
s of various O

’H
are runw

ay layout alternatives and derivatives suggest an 
approach to air traffic issues starkly different from

 those em
ployed by the FA

A
.  M

r. Flem
ing 

w
ould operate O

’H
are in w

ays that are contrary to existing FA
A

 air traffic procedures.  H
is 

approach presents  operational issues w
hich w

ould require the FA
A

 to im
pose severe 

reductions in operations in order to assure an adequate level of safety.  H
e also appears to have 

an incom
plete understanding of how

 the Selected A
lternative is designed to be im

plem
ented.  

Each of these criticism
s is identified in detail in our analysis of his com

m
ents below

. 

¶ 13  M
r. Flem

ing declares that A
lternative C

, the Selected A
lternative, is “the least prudent and 

feasible alternative” and that there are other “viable, prudent and feasible alternatives” that w
ill 

accom
plish the agency’s stated purpose and need better than A

lternative C
 and w

ithout the 
destruction of the cem

eteries.  W
e note that the FEIS, as a result of detailed and com

prehensive 
m

odeling, has dem
onstrated that the Selected A

lternative perform
s far better than any other 

alternative or derivative considered. 

¶ 14   M
r. Flem

ing’s overall approach is to focus on the availability of “Blended A
lternatives” 

w
hich include a lim

ited num
ber of runw

ay and taxiw
ay facilities com

bined w
ith the use of 

congestion m
anagem

ent to im
pose capacity restrictions in order to m

aintain delays at 
acceptable levels.   The FEIS discussed use of such Blended A

lternatives, and contained the 
FA

A
’s conclusion that such an approach w

ould not m
eet the purpose and need of the proposed 

action. 
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¶ 15  W
e do not dispute the fact that Blended A

lternatives are in use at som
e airports.  Recently, 

a Blended A
lternative including congestion m

anagem
ent w

as approved for Los A
ngeles 

because the airport sponsor w
as unw

illing to m
ake the kind of m

ajor im
provem

ents C
hicago 

w
ishes to do at O

’H
are.  C

ongestion m
anagem

ent is in use at LaG
uardia and W

ashington 
N

ational because the physical confines of those airports preclude m
ajor im

provem
ents as a 

m
atter of basic feasibility.   It has long been the FA

A
’s policy, as expressed in the interim

 
congestion m

anagem
ent order for O

’H
are and in other docum

ents that, given its statutory 
duties to prom

ote air com
m

erce, congestion m
anagem

ent is an appropriate device only w
here 

absolutely necessary and as an interim
 m

easure until long-term
 delay solutions can be 

im
plem

ented. 

¶  17  M
r. Flem

ing uses the 2003 and 2004 Term
inal A

rea Forecast and contends that Phase O
ne 

of the Selected A
lternative w

ill reach gridlock on opening day, and that the full build-out of the 
Selected A

lternative w
ill produce sim

ilar results w
ithin a year of its com

pletion.  The FA
A

 has 
responded to this assertion in its FEIS response to com

m
ents, see A

ppendix U
, at U

.4-534. 

M
r. Flem

ing has provided no new
 inform

ation to cause the FA
A

 to reassess its response to this 
assertion. 

¶¶ 18-20  M
r. Flem

ing asserts that he has m
et w

ith several air traffic controllers w
ho  have 

expressed serious concerns about the safety, efficiency, and utility of the Selected A
lternative.  

W
e are aw

are that several individuals w
ho are or w

ere controllers have expressed their ow
n 

personal view
s about this project.  A

lthough individuals are entitled to their ow
n personal 

opinions, w
e do not believe such expressions of concern are entitled to any w

eight, since M
r. 

Flem
ing has left these controllers unnam

ed and has not provided their A
ir Traffic operational 

background.   

Throughout the Environm
ental Im

pact Statem
ent (EIS) process, the FA

A
 had a team

 of A
ir 

Traffic C
ontrollers (know

n as the A
ir Traffic W

orking G
roup) assigned to the evaluation of the 

alternatives evaluated.  Representatives from
 both M

anagem
ent and the N

ational A
ir Traffic 

C
ontrollers A

ssociation (N
A

TC
A

) from
 the O

’H
are A

ir Traffic C
ontrol Tow

er, C
hicago 

Term
inal Radar A

pproach C
ontrol (TRA

C
O

N
) facility and the C

hicago C
enter participated on 

this team
.  They invested over 1,400 hours review

ing assum
ptions, iterative m

odel runs, and 
results of the detailed com

puter sim
ulation m

odeling conducted for A
lternatives C

, D
, G

 and 
the N

o A
ction alternative.  U

pon conclusion of this process, the FA
A

 A
ir Traffic W

orking G
roup 

determ
ined that the m

odeling represented, “a reasonable representation of how
 the proposed 

design year airport layouts w
ould be operated, if im

plem
ented at O

’H
are International 

A
irport.”  See, A

ttachm
ent D

-3 FA
A

 A
ir Traffic M

em
o in the FEIS for a sum

m
ary of the A

ir 
Traffic A

ssessm
ent of the m

odeled alternatives.  In addition, the alternatives subm
itted during 

the EIS process, as w
ell as derivatives of A

lternative C
, w

ere thoroughly evaluated by a 
subgroup of the FA

A
’s A

ir Traffic W
ork G

roup. 

¶ 23  C
ontrary to M

r. Flem
ing’s assertion that D

erivatives L-1 and L-2 w
ere given cursory 

treatm
ent because neither satisfied purpose and need, the FA

A
 identified a num

ber of flaw
s in 

each of those options.  It is also true that a num
ber of alternatives and derivatives that could not 

provide m
eaningful delay reduction for unconstrained dem

and w
ere rejected.  The FA

A
 has 
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applied consistent criteria in its consideration of alternatives and derivatives for both 
environm

ental review
 and for purposes of satisfying its obligations under the Religious 

Freedom
 Restoration A

ct. 

¶ 24  M
r. Flem

ing criticizes the FA
A

’s decision to conduct its environm
ental analysis w

ith a 
planning horizon of build-out plus five years.  This is a standard planning horizon for the 
purpose of evaluating environm

ental im
pacts under the N

ational Environm
ental Policy A

ct, 
and m

eets w
ith the approval of the Environm

ental Protection A
gency w

hich is charged by law
 

w
ith grading each EIS. 

¶ 25  A
t som

e point follow
ing the full build out and im

plem
entation of the Selected A

lternative, 
it is likely that additional steps w

ill be necessary to deal w
ith issues of delay that w

ill appear.  
The developm

ent of new
 technology that m

ight address these issues that far in the future is 
very difficult to predict.  W

e do not know
 at this point how

 the FA
A

 w
ill respond to that 

challenge if and w
hen it appears.  Looking backw

ard to 25 or 30 years ago, the technology that 
w

as in use then seem
s prim

itive com
pared to that in use today.  But, betw

een now
 and som

e 
point in the future w

hen O
’H

are delay w
ill again require a response, the Selected A

lternative 
w

ill enable an increase in operations to 1,194,000 annually w
ith an average annual delay of 5.8 

m
inutes per operation.  That delay level is approxim

ately one-third of the delays experienced 
today.  This reduction in delay is also accom

panied by a concurrent increase in approxim
ately 

220,000 additional annual operations and nearly 11 m
illion annual total passengers.  In 

addition, the FA
A

 believes that w
hen approxim

ately 1.4 m
illion operations occur, the A

irport 
w

ould have betw
een 13 and 16 m

inutes of average annual delay w
hich is sim

ilar to the delays 
experienced today.  O

f course, the A
irport w

ould be handling nearly 40%
 m

ore operations than 
today.  It has never been the policy of the FA

A
 to forego such benefits of airport im

provem
ent 

over the reasonably foreseeable future because at som
e point in the m

ore distant future other 
solutions m

ay be required for the challenges of tom
orrow

. 

¶ 31  H
ere w

e respond to M
r. Flem

ing’s criticism
 of the FA

A
’s analysis concerning D

erivative 
C

-1, the Selected A
lternative w

ithout Runw
ay 10C

/28C
 w

hich is planned to be placed directly 
over the present site of St. Johannes C

em
etery. 

M
ost im

portantly, M
r. Flem

ing seem
s to have difficulty w

ith the concept that an airport 
operating w

ith four arrival stream
s w

ill have few
er delays than an airport handling the sam

e 
am

ount of traffic w
ith only three arrival stream

s.  By elim
inating Runw

ay 10C
/28C

 w
hich is 

intended to be used as an arrival runw
ay in all w

eather conditions and in both east and w
est 

flow
, there w

ould be a greater degree of delay in operating the airport.  N
otably, good w

eather 
conditions allow

ing quadruple approaches exist m
ore than 50 percent of the tim

e at O
’H

are.  
This is a very significant benefit, as the m

odeling for A
lternative C

 dem
onstrated. 

It is correct that the FA
A

 does not have procedures developed, as of yet, for quadruple IFR 
approaches at O

’H
are.  H

ow
ever, quadruple V

FR approaches have been developed and 
im

plem
ented by the FA

A
 for use at other airports.  These sam

e procedures are proposed by the 
A

ir Traffic W
orkgroup for A

lternative C
.  W

hen technology and procedures are developed at 
som

e point in the future, A
lternative C

 could provide the capability for IFR quadruple 
approaches. 
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M
r. Flem

ing does not appear to take issue w
ith the FA

A
 statem

ent that C
-1, w

hen operated in 
east flow

, allow
s only tw

o departure stream
s, and that IFR w

eather reduces the airport’s 
departure capacity from

 120 per hour to only 90 per hour, a significant reduction from
 that 

available w
ith A

lternative C
. 

To operate D
erivative C

-1 m
ost efficiently in the absence of Runw

ay 10C
/28C

, w
hich as noted 

earlier w
as intended as an arrival runw

ay in all conditions, Runw
ay 10L/28R m

ust be converted 
from

 a departure to an arrival runw
ay in w

est flow
 conditions.  This is because the intersecting 

paths of Runw
ay 22L departures and arrivals on Runw

ay 28L w
ould require such large 

distances in separation betw
een aircraft as to produce severe delays in both departures and 

arrivals on the south side of the airport. 

H
ow

ever, assigning arrivals to Runw
ay 28R in w

est flow
 m

eans that all departures originally 
intended for that runw

ay m
ust now

 be assigned to Runw
ay 28L.  There are num

erous occasions 
at O

’H
are today w

hen an aircraft captain w
ill reject a runw

ay assignm
ent for takeoff (Runw

ay 
4L) because she or he prefers or requires a runw

ay longer than 7,500 feet.  W
e expect som

e 
controller assignm

ents for aircraft takeoff from
 Runw

ay 28L, also at 7,500 feet in length, to be 
rejected for the sam

e reasons (and by the sam
e pilots). There is no w

ay to predict how
 m

any 
pilots w

ill reject this runw
ay,  but operational experience show

s that w
hen longer runw

ays are 
available at an airport, pilots w

ill request them
.  U

nder these circum
stances, the alternatives are:  

lengthen Runw
ay 10R/28L by extending it into Bensenville so that it w

ill becom
e universally 

acceptable,  allow
 those aircraft to use the longer runw

ays on the north side of the field for 
takeoff, w

hich reduces the efficiency of the airport and increases delays, or reduce the arrival 
rate on Runw

ay 28R to accom
m

odate the requests for a longer takeoff runw
ay.   

Perm
itting a pilot to use a runw

ay other than the one assigned  “im
balances” the airport by 

placing extra dem
and on departure runw

ays north of the term
inal, and by reducing the 

departure rate as aircraft originally intended to depart from
 Runw

ay 28L reject that assignm
ent 

and use Runw
ay 27L instead.  The departure rate is reduced because controllers assign aircraft 

to specific departure runw
ays based on the aircraft’s destination.  For exam

ple, in D
erivative C

-
1 operating in w

est flow
, traffic headed to the east (C

leveland, Pittsburgh, N
ew

 York, Boston or 
W

ashington) w
ould be assigned Runw

ay 22L.  Im
m

ediately upon departure, those aircraft are 
turned east.  Traffic headed to the south (St. Louis, M

em
phis, A

tlanta, or M
iam

i) w
ould be 

assigned Runw
ay 28L, and turned to the south several m

iles after departure.  W
estbound traffic 

(D
enver, Phoenix, Los A

ngeles, Las V
egas) w

ould be assigned Runw
ay 27L for departure.  But, 

w
hen an A

tlanta-bound aircraft rejects Runw
ay 28L because of its seem

ingly inadequate length 
and gets in the queue w

ith w
estbound traffic using Runw

ay 27L, that A
tlanta flight on Runw

ay 
27L requires special handling from

 tow
er controllers.  The A

tlanta flight m
ust be inserted into 

the stream
 of departure traffic that used Runw

ay 28L and are all heading south.  N
ot only m

ust 
the tow

er controller insert the A
tlanta flight into a new

 departure stream
; she or he m

ust also 
insure that other departures to the south on Runw

ay 28L, such as one to St. Louis, are held on 
the ground so that the A

tlanta-based flight can be turned so that it w
ill be to the east of the 

flight path of the St. Louis-based aircraft. Ensuring this type of adequate separation betw
een 

aircraft is likely to adversely im
pact the departure rate of all O

’H
are runw

ays, thereby 
im

pairing the overall efficiency of the airport. 
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Sim
ilar inefficiencies afflict D

erivative C
-1 in east flow

.  A
s noted earlier, this operating 

configuration allow
s only tw

o departure stream
s in both V

FR and IFR conditions, thereby 
reducing capacity and increasing delays.. 

In addition to these long-term
 lim

itations, D
erivative C

-1 deprives O
’H

are of a critical runw
ay 

during the build-out of the overall project.  A
s tw

o runw
ays are decom

m
issioned, and new

 ones 
constructed, the sequence in w

hich these events occur is critical to m
aintain efficient operations.  

Runw
ay 10C

/28C
 is planned to be built early in the overall process of im

plem
enting the 

Selected A
lternative.  Its absence w

ould cause significant short-term
 delay issues, along w

ith all 
the other perm

anent lim
itations that w

ould preclude this D
erivative from

 achieving a level of 
delay reduction necessary to achieving the goals of proposed action. 

¶¶  32-33  In D
erivatives C

-2 and C
-3, the FA

A
 considered the option of shortening Runw

ay 
10C

/28C
 from

 10,800 feet to 7,500 feet and 6,900 feet, respectively, in order to avoid St. Johannes 
C

em
etery.  M

r. Flem
ing’s com

m
ents on both derivatives are sim

ilar, and so w
e have chosen to 

respond to his analysis in the sam
e consolidated fashion. 

M
r. Flem

ing seriously m
isunderstands the operational consequences of shortening a critical 

arrival runw
ay by either 2,100 feet or 3,900 feet.  It is true that there are airports w

here the 
longest runw

ay is only 7,500 or 6,900 feet (W
ashington N

ational and La G
uardia, for exam

ple), 
and such runw

ays are regularly used in all conditions.  It is also true, how
ever, that the 

availability of longer runw
ays, especially in adverse w

eather conditions, m
eans that in the real 

w
orld, airline pilots w

ill reject the shorter runw
ay and dem

and to land on a longer one.  W
e 

know
 this from

 our experience at O
’H

are today.  A
doption of D

erivative C
-2 w

ould cause 
aircraft that could have landed on Runw

ay 10C
/28C

 at its originally designed length of 10,800 
feet to reject that runw

ay in its shortened state.  Instead,  som
e pilots w

ould request a longer 
runw

ay, w
hich is only available on the north side of the airfield.  These requests, especially in 

adverse w
eather, w

ill interrupt the sm
ooth flow

 of arrival traffic from
 the several navigational 

fixes som
e  60-80 m

iles from
 O

’H
are.  A

t each of those points, controllers line up aircraft for 
landing on a specific runw

ay at O
’H

are.  Because Runw
ays 10C

/28C
  and 9C

/27C
 are both 

intended to serve constant stream
s of arrival traffic, the line of aircraft for a particular O

’H
are 

runw
ay m

ay extend alm
ost 100 m

iles, to the east or w
est of the airport, depending on w

ind 
conditions.  W

hen a pilot reaches the navigational fix w
here her or his aircraft is positioned w

ith 
others for arrival on a shortened Runw

ay 28C
, and rejects that assignm

ent in favor of Runw
ay 

27C
 because of its greater length, the constant stream

 of arrivals is severely disrupted. The 
controller w

orking approaches to Runw
ay 28C

 on the south side of the airport m
ust coordinate 

w
ith her or his counterpart w

orking the north side to insert the non-conform
ing aircraft into 

that other approach stream
 for Runw

ay 27C
.  In addition to provoking serious controller 

w
orkload concerns, the reduced ability to segregate arrivals in conform

ing stream
s of traffic 

reduces the operational efficiency of the airport by increasing arrival delays. 

M
r. Flem

ing sim
ilarly m

isunderstands the unique operation of the Selected A
lternative as it 

functions on the ground, and therefore he erroneously concludes that there w
ill be no difference 

in runw
ay crossing procedures betw

een it and D
erivatives C

-2 or C
-3.  The Selected A

lternative 
designates Runw

ay 10L/28R as a departure runw
ay.  It w

ill be 13,000 feet in length.  Because of 
its great length, aircraft departing from

 this runw
ay w

ill not need to use its full length, except 
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for certain international departures to Tokyo, H
ong K

ong, Rom
e, and sim

ilarly distant points.  
Instead, m

ost aircraft w
ill be assigned an “intersection” departure, from

 a point w
here a 

taxiw
ay connects to the runw

ay som
e 3,000 feet from

 the beginning of the runw
ay so that 10,000 

feet w
ould still be available for takeoff.  By using intersection departures, traffic landing on 

Runw
ays 10C

/28C
 and 10R/28L w

ill be able to reach the term
inal by taxiing across Runw

ay 
10L/28R,  behind the intersection departure point.  In this m

anner, these arrival aircraft can 
proceed to the term

inal unim
peded by the departure activity on the departure runw

ay.  
C

ontrary to M
r. Flem

ing’s assertion at ¶ 32.4, the take off aircraft w
ill not need to be held in 

place until the arrival aircraft crosses the departure runw
ay, w

hich w
ould be the case if 

Runw
ay 10C

 w
ere shortened. 

Those operational benefits, how
ever, are no longer available w

ith D
erivatives C

-2 and C
-3.  

A
lthough shortening Runw

ay 10C
/28C

 w
ill not affect the intersection departures on Runw

ay 
10L/28R, the shortened runw

ay w
ill have its w

estern term
inus relocated by either 2,100 or 3,900 

feet.   In other w
ords, the ends of these tw

o runw
ays w

ill be staggered on the w
est.  A

t the end 
of each runw

ay, there is a Runw
ay Protection Zone (“RPZ”) in w

hich no aircraft m
ovem

ent is 
perm

itted w
hen the runw

ay is being used by aircraft.  W
hen Runw

ay 10C
/28C

 is shortened, the 
relocated RPZ effectively closes the taxiw

ay the arrival aircraft w
ould  use to taxi behind the 

departure point of Runw
ay 10L.  A

s a result, C
-2 and C

-3 w
ould have the sam

e type of 
“dependency” requiring the interruption of departures to allow

 arriving aircraft to cross the 
active departure runw

ay.  A
s w

e know
 from

 the O
’H

are problem
s of today, such runw

ay 
dependency exacts a serious toll on efficiency in order to ensure safety under those conditions.  
W

ith up to 60 arrivals per hour needing to cross the active departure runw
ay, the operational 

efficiency of the departure runw
ay w

ould be com
prom

ised in a m
ajor fashion. 

M
r. Flem

ing is equally dism
issive of the FA

A
’s concerns w

ith w
ake turbulence issues generated 

by D
erivatives C

-2 and C
-3.  A

gain, because the threshold of Runw
ay 10C

/28C
 is so severely 

staggered in its shortened condition, aircraft w
ould land on Runw

ay 10C
 parallel to the very 

point w
here aircraft are departing from

 Runw
ay 10L.  The Selected A

lternative avoids this 
problem

 by aligning the thresholds of these tw
o runw

ay even w
ith each other so that aircraft 

landing on Runw
ay 10C

 touch dow
n at a point w

ell before departure aircraft on Runw
ay 10L 

becom
e airborne, thus avoiding the w

ake turbulence.  Thus, these derivatives create another 
runw

ay dependency, im
pacting efficiency in both arrivals and departures on these runw

ays, 
and potentially derogating safety.  M

r. Flem
ing’s response to this problem

 is to m
inim

ize w
ake 

turbulence concerns by assigning larger aircraft w
ith greater w

ake turbulence potential to other 
runw

ays.   O
f course, this “solution” creates the sam

e problem
 identified above, as approach 

controllers scram
ble to interrupt arrival stream

s established m
any m

iles from
 O

’H
are to allocate 

runw
ays based on aircraft size rather than point of origin.  This increases com

plexity for both 
the pilot and controller, increases controller w

orkload and reduces efficiency. 

The m
easures the FA

A
 w

ould need to take in order to ensure that D
erivatives C

-2 and C
-3 

w
ould operate safely seriously cripple the ability of these m

easures to provide a level of delay 
reduction close to that of the Selected A

lternative. 
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¶  34-35  D
erivatives C

-4 and C
-5 w

ere created by the FA
A

 to exam
ine O

’H
are operations w

ith 
Runw

ay 10C
/28C

 shifted to the south som
e 350 and 450 feet respectively in an attem

pt to avoid 
St. Johannes C

em
etery. 

M
r. Flem

ing dow
nplays the FA

A
’s application of its airport safety and design standards to 

these D
erivatives. TERPS are FA

A
 standards that govern the height of buildings and objects in 

relation to runw
ays.  A

pplying TERPS, the FA
A

 can construct a new
 air traffic control tow

er to 
handle aircraft using Runw

ay 10R/28L on a sm
all sliver of land betw

een the “protected 
surfaces” for Runw

ay 10C
/28C

 and Runw
ay 10R/28L.  A

s applied here, TERPS provides an 
adequate m

easure of safety by precluding obstructions that could com
prom

ise an aircraft 
conducting a m

issed approach to a landing runw
ay.  If Runw

ay 10C
/28C

 is shifted south, the 
relocated runw

ay invades the space protected by TERPS for the south tow
er.  W

hen TERPS is 
violated in this m

anner, the FA
A

 is required either to shorten the height of the tow
er to protect 

for such m
issed approaches, or m

ust im
pose greater separation betw

een the aircraft using the 
tw

o southernm
ost runw

ays and establish m
ore stringent m

inim
um

s for aircraft landing these 
tw

o runw
ays.  If shortening the tow

er height causes an obstructed line of sight, then operational 
restrictions are the only recourse.  C

ontrary to M
r. Flem

ing’s assertion, there w
ould be 

occasions w
hen the FA

A
 w

ould operate these derivatives in a m
anner involving landing traffic 

on 10R/28L.  

Shifting Runw
ay 10C

/28C
 also creates w

ake turbulence issues that are not present in the 
Selected A

lternative.  A
lthough M

r. Flem
ing attem

pts to m
inim

ize these concerns by stating 
that they only occur in w

est flow
, that 45 percent of the tim

e the airfield is operated in this 
m

anner present significant and legitim
ate concerns.  W

hen Runw
ay 10C

/28C
 is m

oved south, 
the aircraft arriving on Runw

ay 28C
 pass directly over Runw

ay 22L at about the point w
here 

departing aircraft becom
e airborne.  The farther south the runw

ay is relocated, the greater the 
possibility  for w

ake turbulence events.  M
r. Flem

ing’s response is for pilots to use a low
er 

pow
er setting so that their aircraft w

ill have a longer takeoff roll, use m
ore runw

ay, and achieve 
flight after passing below

 the w
ake turbulence of arriving aircraft.  W

e know
 of no airline 

captain w
ho w

ould voluntarily adopt such a m
aneuver, and w

e know
 of no authority at the 

FA
A

 for it to com
pel such a bizarre and potentially dangerous procedure.  The real alternative 

is that traffic departing Runw
ay 22L w

ill be held in position on the runw
ay until the w

ake 
turbulence event has passed.  H

ow
ever, w

ith som
e  40 arrivals per hour expected on Runw

ay 
28C

, the utility of Runw
ay 22L as one of only three departure runw

ays w
ould be severely 

com
prom

ised. 

A
s w

ith the other derivatives generated by FA
A

, w
e again see how

 each of the pieces of the 
airport relate to each other, and how

, w
hen one is changed, that change has im

pacts on other 
runw

ays and the overall efficiency of the airfield.  For D
erivatives C

-4 and C
-5, these 

cum
ulative lim

itations on operations w
ould be required in order to safely operate either of 

these derivatives.  A
s a result, they have the real-w

orld potential to handle considerably less 
traffic than the Selected A

lternative.    

¶¶ 36-42  D
erivatives L-1 and L-2 w

ere subm
itted to the FA

A
 as potential airport runw

ay 
designs that could avoid St. Johannes C

em
etery. 
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M
ost of M

r. Flem
ing’s criticism

 of the FA
A

’s earlier analysis rests on a totally unfounded 
assum

ption:  that the C
ity of C

hicago w
ill only build Phase O

ne of this project, and that such a 
truncated im

provem
ent project w

ould not operate as w
ell as either D

erivative L-1 or L-2.  The 
FA

A
 in its EIS and in this RO

D
 have concluded that the entire project w

ill be com
pleted.  But, in 

m
aking this assertion, M

r. Flem
ing also m

akes the point that is of principal concern to us.  M
r. 

Flem
ing reports that controllers have advised him

 the FA
A

’s plan to begin the Selected 
A

lternative w
ith the construction of the northernm

ost runw
ay, Runw

ay 9L/27R w
ill cause 

gridlock at the airport.  A
ccordingly, M

r. Flem
ing argues that the addition of one new

 runw
ay 

on the far south end of the airport w
ould operate m

uch better. 

M
r. Flem

ing’s statem
ent about Phase O

ne producing gridlock is w
rong, for w

hen O
’H

are is on 
Plan X (East Flow

), and using Runw
ays 4L, 32L and 32R, the new

 runw
ay w

ill not be in use.  
But, w

hen Runw
ays 32L and 32R are decom

m
issioned, the new

ly built Runw
ay 9L/27R w

ill 
becom

e fully operational.  M
ore im

portantly, how
ever, the reason for M

r. Flem
ing’s concern 

appears to be his recognition that on the north side of the airport, the addition of Runw
ay 

9L/27R adds to the existing com
plexity of the existing “runw

ay triangle.”   These intersecting 
runw

ays are all dependent upon each other, in the sense that the use of one im
plicates and 

lim
its the use of another.  The genius of the O

M
P is that it breaks the runw

ay triangle in favor of 
m

odern airport architecture.  The problem
 w

ith D
erivatives L-1 and L-2 is that they retain the 

triangle. 

W
e cannot agree w

ith M
r. Flem

ing in his assertion that D
erivative L-1 w

ill perform
 better than 

Phase O
ne of the Selected A

lternative.  H
e is incorrect in asserting L-1’s capacity of a balanced 

airfield w
ith 120 arrivals and 120 departures in all w

eather conditions. For a configuration to 
sustain this balance, it w

ould require three independent arrival and three independent 
departure runw

ays w
ith no dependencies betw

een any of the runw
ays.  A

lternative L-1 does 
not have this capability.  A

ll departures on Runw
ay 32L “are dependent on…

”w
ith arrivals on 

Runw
ay 9L.  A

rrivals to Runw
ay 9L cross runw

ay Runw
ay 32L approxim

ately 5,600 feet from
 

the departure point.  Therefore, air traffic m
ust increase the inter-arrival spacing for Runw

ay 9L 
arrivals in order to m

eet the separation requirem
ents for both arrivals on Runw

ay 9L and 
departures on Runw

ay 32L.  In addition, Runw
ay 4L departures becom

e dependent upon  
Runw

ay 9L arrivals.  Finally, due to the runw
ay spacing of Runw

ays 9R and 10L, these 
runw

ays m
ust be treated as one runw

ay and additional  dependencies are created for arrival on 
Runw

ay 9R and departures on Runw
ay 10L.  U

ltim
ately, it m

akes little difference w
hether, as 

M
r. Flem

ing asserts, D
erivative L-1 perform

s as w
ell as, or better than Phase O

ne of the Selected 
A

lternative.  This is because the FA
A

 believes the full O
M

P w
ill be constructed as approved 

here, and that the Selected A
lternative has the dem

onstrated capacity to handle far greater 
volum

es of traffic at low
er levels of delay. 

D
erivatives L-1 and L-2 allow

 for triple stream
s of arrivals, unlike the Selected A

lternative that 
allow

s quadruple stream
s in V

FR w
eather.  M

oreover, these derivatives do not operate nearly 
as w

ell as the Selected A
lternative because of other dependencies in addition to those listed 

im
m

ediately above. First,  in east flow
, controllers w

ould have arrivals assigned to Runw
ays 9L, 

9R, and 10.  D
epartures w

ould rem
ain assigned to Runw

ays 32L, 4L and 9L.  A
rrivals to 

Runw
ay 9R and 10 w

ould be independent.  H
ow

ever, arrivals to Runw
ay 9L w

ould be  
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dependent w
ith Runw

ay 32L departures and also w
ith Runw

ay 9R arrivals.  Runw
ay 9L 

departures becom
e dependent w

ith Runw
ay 9L arrivals and w

ith Runw
ay 4L departures.  

Finally, Runw
ay 4L departures  becom

e dependent w
ith Runw

ay 9L arrivals and departures.  
A

ll of this dependencies w
ould lead to inefficiencies and increased delays.  Secondly, w

est flow
 

w
ould produce sim

ilar dependencies that could only reduce the efficiency of the configuration.  
A

rrivals w
ould be assigned to Runw

ays 27R, 27L and 28L.  D
epartures w

ould be assigned to 
Runw

ays 32L, 32R and 22L.  A
rrivals on Runw

ay 27R w
ould be dependent w

ith Runw
ay 32L 

departures.  The m
ost significant dependency w

ould be arrivals on Runw
ay 28L and  

departures on Runw
ay 22L.  Runw

ay 28L arrivals w
ould cross Runw

ay 22L approxim
ately 

7,000’ dow
n the runw

ay.  In light of FA
A

 standards for separation of such traffic, the distance 
betw

een arrival aircraft on Runw
ay 28L w

ould reduce significantly the efficiency of this 
operation.  In sum

m
ary, in both east and w

est flow
 IFR conditions, air traffic w

ould have to 
take steps to operate these D

erivatives in a m
anner that w

ould have the im
m

ediate effect of 
reducing capacity and increasing delays.  

M
r. Flem

ing is critical of the FA
A

’s earlier analysis of the L-1 East Flow
 and W

est Flow
 capacity 

in w
hich the agency found lim

ited benefits to capacity or delay reduction.  In response to his 
criticism

, w
e suggest it is im

portant to rem
em

ber that additional runw
ays do not necessarily 

m
ean additional capacity.  The proposed layout of any new

 runw
ays, including their 

relationship w
ith other existing runw

ays, is pivotal in determ
ining the perform

ance of the 
proposed airfield.  A

fter review
ing his critique, w

e still believe that the L-1 configuration w
ould 

perform
 only m

arginally better than our existing Plan X.  W
e understand that the FEIS 

considers Plan X to be part of the “N
o A

ction” A
lternative, and therefore the slight 

im
provem

ent produced by D
erivative L-1 over today’s situation represents only m

inim
al 

im
provem

ent, at best.   

Today, Plan X has three arrival runw
ays (Runw

ays 4R, 9R, and 9L) and four departure runw
ays 

(Runw
ays 32L, 32R, 4L and 9L).  D

epartures on Runw
ay 32L are dependent w

ith arrivals to 
Runw

ay 9L.  D
epartures on Runw

ay 32R are dependent w
ith departures on Runw

ays 4L and 
Runw

ay 9L.  D
epartures on Runw

ay 4L are dependent w
ith arrivals on Runw

ay 9L, and 
departures on Runw

ays 32R and 9L.  In contrast, D
erivative L-1 East Flow

 has three arrival 
runw

ays (Runw
ays 9L, 9R, and 10R) and three departure runw

ays (Runw
ays 32L, 4L, and 10L).  

There are no differences betw
een the num

bers of arrival or departure runw
ays.  The north side 

of this proposed configuration is sim
ilar to the  dependencies in existing Plan X although no 

departures are assigned to Runw
ay 9L or Runw

ay 32R. This reduction in  dependency m
ay 

result in m
arginally better perform

ance.  A
s w

ith Plan X, departures on Runw
ay 32L w

ould  be  
dependent w

ith Runw
ay 9L arrivals.  A

rrival spacing w
ould be the sam

e as today for Runw
ay 

9L arrivals.  O
n the south side of the airfield, due to the runw

ay spacing, arrivals on Runw
ay 9R 

w
ould have a dependency  w

ith departures on Runw
ay 10L. O

verall, this configuration w
ould 

perform
 m

arginally better than existing Plan X due to the reduced coordination on the north 
airfield.   

Sim
ilarly, D

erivative L-1 in W
est Flow

 w
ould have three arrival runw

ays (Runw
ays 27R, 27L, 

and 28L).  D
epartures on Runw

ay 32R w
ould  be dependent w

ith arrivals on Runw
ay 27R.  

D
epartures on Runw

ay 27L w
ould have a dependency w

ith departures on Runw
ay 28R.  
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H
ow

ever, this  relationship is less intensive than m
ust be conducted on the existing Plan W

 
w

hich  causes departures on Runw
ay 32R to be dependent w

ith arrivals on Runw
ay 22R and 

27R, and m
akes departures on Runw

ay 22L  dependent w
ith arrivals on Runw

ay 27L.  
A

lthough this configuration perform
s m

arginally better than existing Plan W
, it does not 

accom
m

odate the forecast level of aviation activity through the planning horizon.  Perhaps, this 
is the reason that M

r. Flem
ing insists on com

paring L-1 w
ith Phase O

ne of the O
M

P rather than 
w

ith the Selected A
lternative. 

L-1 proposes a shortened Runw
ay 10C

/28C
 to 8,000, to avoid St. Johannes on the w

est end of the 
runw

ay.  H
ow

ever, the RPZ for that runw
ay w

ould likely preclude public attendance at the 
cem

etery, and further shortening of this runw
ay to alleviate this problem

 w
ould render it 

useless. 

W
ith regard to D

erivative L-2, the FA
A

 found that it w
ould perform

 w
orse than today’s airfield 

in delay reduction. The north side of this proposed configuration is very sim
ilar to the 

dependencies in existing Plan X.  H
ow

ever, due to the location of the runw
ays and the 

geom
etry created by the new

 runw
ays, the operation w

ould not perform
 as efficiently.  

D
epartures on Runw

ay 32L w
ould be dependent w

ith Runw
ay 9L arrivals.  The new

 Runw
ay 

9L is m
oved further north, causing the intersection of the extended centerline of Runw

ay 9L to 
be farther from

 the departure point on Runw
ay 32L.  A

rrival spacing w
ould have to be 

increased on Runw
ay 9L arrivals.  The new

 Runw
ay 9L w

ould cross Runw
ay 4L farther from

 
the departure point.  Therefore, Runw

ay 4L departures w
ould have to be held in position on the 

runw
ay aw

aiting departure longer until the Runw
ay 9L arrival is through the intersection of the 

tw
o runw

ays.  This additional  degree of dependency w
ould result in a configuration that 

w
ould perform

 w
orse than Plan X today.   

 A
lso, w

e disagree w
ith the com

m
enter’s assertion that retaining Runw

ay 14R/32L is necessary.  
A

s part of the A
irport Layout Plan analysis, it w

as determ
ined based on an analysis of 10-years 

of historical w
eather data that the proposed airfield (w

ithout either Runw
ay 14L/32R or 

Runw
ay 14R/32L) exceeds the requirem

ent in FA
A

 standards.  FA
A

 A
dvisory C

ircular 
150/5300-13 – A

irport D
esign in A

ppendix 1 – W
ind A

nalysis paragraph 3. C
overage and 

O
rientation of Runw

ays states that “The desirable w
ind coverage for an airport is 95 percent, 

based on the total num
bers of w

eather observations.”  For O
’H

are, w
ith a crossw

ind com
ponent 

of 16 knots (w
hich is typical for large air carrier aircraft) the proposed runw

ay layout provides 
99.8%

 coverage.  If the FA
A

 w
ere to retain this runw

ay, it w
ould rarely be placed in use because 

its intersections w
ith other runw

ays reduce its effectiveness and active use w
ould im

pede traffic 
destined to and from

 the new
 w

estern term
inal. 

In its earlier analysis, the FA
A

 also observed that D
erivatives L-1 and L-2, w

hen com
bined w

ith 
som

e or all of the com
ponents of each, w

ould produce m
any of the problem

s associated w
ith 

each w
hile providing few

 benefits in term
s of delay reduction for unconstrained traffic in the 

future.  A
gain, com

parison to Phase O
ne of the O

M
P is not especially relevant w

hen the goal of 
this project is to reduce delay at present and projected traffic levels. The FA

A
 has not com

pared 
D

erivatives L-1 and L-2 w
ith A

lternative B, the initial phase of O
’H

are im
provem

ent.  Instead, 
the appropriate com

parison is w
ith A

lternative C
, the Selected A

lternative that produces only 
5.9 m

inutes of delay at 1,194,000 operations.  W
hen m

easured against the Selected A
lternative,  
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it is clear that these derivatives fall far short of achieving m
eaningful delay reduction during the 

planning horizon. 

¶ 43  D
erivative M

 w
as generated by the FA

A
 in response to a new

scast in w
hich an individual 

asserted that a single new
 runw

ay in the southernm
ost part of the airport could accom

plish the 
delay reduction sought by the O

M
P at a fraction of the cost and w

ithout the need to take St. 
Johannes C

em
etery.  The agency’s analysis of D

erivative M
 found that it allow

ed quadruple 
approaches only during east flow

 in good w
eather, and even then, higher than norm

al landing 
m

inim
a w

ould apply because of the converging traffic assigned to Runw
ay 4R. FA

A
 also found 

that in IFR conditions, the requirem
ent for a 5,000 foot separation betw

een parallel runw
ays for 

triple sim
ultaneous landings reduced this derivative to tw

o stream
s of traffic.  There is no 

im
provem

ent in capacity on the north side of the field, as the runw
ay triangle is retained intact. 

In response, M
r. Flem

ing asserts that the lim
itation on quadruple landings is of no consequence, 

because “discussions w
ith local air traffic controllers at O

’H
are show

 conclusively that triple 
approaches are all that are needed to handle V

FR capacity at O
’H

are.”  (¶ 43.1, p. 32).  W
e 

com
pletely disagree.  O

ne of the significant lim
itations to the existing airport configuration is 

w
hen the w

eather transitions from
 good to poor w

eather, the airport loses the capability of 
operating triple converging approaches.  The airport users schedule their activity based on the 
greatest capacity configurations, w

ith the assum
ption that three arrival runw

ays w
ill be 

available every day.  Therefore w
hen the w

eather turns poor, the ability to operate triple 
approaches is lost, resulting in flight cancellations and increased delays.  W

ith a forecast 
increase in traffic of approxim

ately 23%
 over the planning horizon, it is reasonable to say that 

delays w
ould be significantly higher w

ithout being able to address the disparity betw
een good 

w
eather and poor w

eather. The Selected A
lternative provides quadruple stream

s of arrivals in 
good w

eather in both east and w
est flow

, and triple stream
s in IFR conditions. 

M
r. Flem

ing takes issue w
ith the earlier FA

A
 statem

ent that triple approaches for IFR east or 
w

est flow
 w

ould not be allow
ed for D

erivative M
 or N

, because a controller told him
 that the 

special equipm
ent required for such activity could be ordered.  W

hat M
r. Flem

ing m
isses is that 

even if such activity w
ere possible, triple IFR approaches in either flow

 w
ould not be 

independent or operationally efficient.  First, east flow
 w

ould have arrivals assigned to 
Runw

ays 9L, 9R, and 10.  D
epartures w

ould rem
ain assigned to Runw

ays 32L, 4L and 9L.  
A

rrivals to Runw
ay 9R and 10 w

ould be independent.  H
ow

ever, arrivals to Runw
ay 9L w

ould 
be a dependent and highly coordinated operation.  Runw

ay 32L departures w
ould be 

dependent w
ith Runw

ay 9R arrivals.  Runw
ay 9L departures w

ould be dependent w
ith arrivals 

on this Runw
ay and w

ith Runw
ay 4L departures.  Finally, Runw

ay 4L departures w
ould be 

dependent w
ith Runw

ay 9L arrivals and departures.  A
ll of these dependencies lead to 

inefficiencies and increased delays.  V
irtually nothing is done to address the inherent 

dependencies and lim
itations of the existing runw

ay triangle.  Second, w
est flow

 w
ould have 

sim
ilar coordination requirem

ents reducing the efficiency of the configuration.  A
rrivals w

ould 
be assigned to Runw

ays 27R, 27L and 28.  D
epartures w

ould be assigned to Runw
ays 32L, 32R 

and 22L.  A
rrivals on Runw

ay 27R w
ould be dependent w

ith Runw
ay 32L departures.  The 

m
ost significant dependency w

ould be arrivals on Runw
ay 28 and the necessary coordination 

w
ith departures on Runw

ay 22L.  Runw
ay 28 arrivals w

ould cross Runw
ay 22L approxim

ately 
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7,000’ dow
n the runw

ay.  This w
ould increase the inter-arrival separations on Runw

ay 28 
significantly reducing the efficiency of this operation.  In sum

m
ary, in both IFR conditions, the 

num
ber of departures w

ould be significantly low
er than arrivals, especially in the east flow

 
operation.  A

ir traffic w
ould have to increase the arrival separations to allow

 the departures to 
leave, in order to m

aintain a balanced airfield. 

A
lthough proposed Runw

ay 10/28 in D
erivative M

 w
as evaluated as a prim

ary arrival runw
ay, 

it w
ould be used as a departure runw

ay during certain w
ind and w

eather conditions.  For this 
analysis the FA

A
 assum

ed that the proposed runw
ay w

ould be 7,500’.  M
r. Flem

ing’s 
suggestion to shorten the runw

ay by 1000’ (7500’ to 6500’) to prevent the overlap of the Runw
ay 

Safety A
reas of Runw

ay 28L and Runw
ay 4R w

ould severely lim
it the num

ber of aircraft able to 
arrive on the runw

ay and w
ould elim

inate a m
ajority of the fleet m

ix from
 using this runw

ay as 
departure runw

ay.  Furtherm
ore, the suggestion of shifting the runw

ay w
est to avoid 

shortening the runw
ay w

ould m
ost likely result in the sam

e land envelop proposed for 
acquisition under the Selected A

lternative.  Thus, the land envelop in the sam
e southw

est 
quadrant m

ay have to be acquired w
ith this derivative as the Selected A

lternative w
ith 

significantly few
er operational benefits. 

A
lso, w

e cannot accept the assertion that under this D
erivative, the railroad yard w

ould not 
need to be relocated. The FA

A
 agrees that the physical runw

ay itself w
ould not infringe on the 

railroad yard.  H
ow

ever, the Runw
ay Safety A

rea on the southw
est side of the approach end of 

Runw
ay 10R w

ould encroach on the northern m
ost portion of the railroad yard requiring at 

least a partial relocation.  FA
A

 A
dvisory C

ircular 150/5300-13 A
irport D

esign states that a 
runw

ay safety area shall be, “cleared and graded and have no potentially hazardous ruts, 
hum

ps, depressions, or other surface variations.”  In addition, that docum
ent also provides that 

a runw
ay safety shall be, “free of objects, except for objects that need to be located in the 

runw
ay safety area because of their function.”  This is clearly not the case w

ith the railroad 
yard. 

There is one final com
m

ent w
e offer in this response to M

r. Flem
ing’s affidavit. A

s described 
earlier,  D

erivative C
-1 elim

inates Runw
ay 10C

/28C
.  In designing the Selected A

lternative, the 
planners created a runw

ay layout design that perm
its quadruple stream

s of landing traffic in 
good w

eather.  D
erivative C

-1 precludes that benefit, for it rem
oves a runw

ay intended for full-
tim

e use.  In contrast,  D
erivatives C

-2 through C
-5 do not change the overall geom

etry of the 
Selected A

lternative in the sense that all the runw
ays contained in the Selected A

lternative 
appear in C

-2 through C
-5, albeit in a shortened or slightly relocated form

at. O
ur com

m
ent is 

that  at som
e point in the future, air traffic specialists expect technology to develop to the point 

w
here controllers at O

’H
are w

ill have the capability of conducting quadruple stream
s of 

arrivals in IFR conditions.  That potential w
ill be lost if any of these derivatives is adopted.  By 

adopting D
erivative C

-1, quadruple stream
s are im

possible in any w
eather.  Because 

D
erivatives C

-2 and C
-3 shorten a critical runw

ay, quadruple stream
s are highly unlikely to 

receive future approval for bad w
eather approaches.  D

erivatives C
-4 and C

-5, because they 
m

ove Runw
ay 10C

/28C
 closer to Runw

ay 10R/28L, also virtually assure that quadruple stream
s 

in bad w
eather w

ill never be approved, even w
hen the technology is available because those 

runw
ays w

ill be too close to each other to authorize such procedures. . 
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The FA
A

 m
ay not w

ish to em
phasize this point in the RO

D
.  It does involves a degree of 

prediction about future air traffic techniques, rather than an assessm
ent of how

 w
e operate 

O
’H

are and these derivatives w
ith the tools of today.  N

evertheless, it is our judgm
ent that this 

point should be recognized, insofar as adoption of any of these derivatives w
ould deprive the 

FA
A

 of a potential tool in the future that could provide significant benefits during adverse 
w

eather at O
’H

are.   

W
e trust this analysis of com

m
ents w

ill  prove helpful in the preparation of the RO
D

 in this 
m

atter. 
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