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The purpose of a cumulative impacts analysis is to ensure {hat informed decisions can be
made considering the full range of consequences of the proposed project.

5 5/ If an Bnvironmental Impact Statement’s analysis of cumulative impacts omits
significant issues, the resulting discussion does not provide either the public or decision-
makers with the data to make an informed decision, and the document 1s insufficient.

As I understand it, the environmental review is insufficient due to its failure to:
(1) analyze the cumulative effects of expansion at Flying Cloud Airport and Minneapolis-
St. Paul International Airport on the Minnesota Valley National Wildlife Refuge; and (2)
establish the required baseline.

35t

3P operations is an issue of concern. The

f the Wildlife Refuge is not addressed nor the

The proposed traffic patterns would divert aircraft over the Refuge. The review,
however, fails to analyze the impact of increased overflights at both MSP and Flying

n. The review’s proposed mitigation includes

35%
ternatives in the context of the MAC’s
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Airport.

In any assessment of cumulative impacts, it is necessary to establish a baseline in
order to evaluate environmental consequences. In addition, the analysis should identify
_ other actions contributing to the cumulative effects. A cumulative impact depends upon
35 5 historical use of the site and the environmental stresses that will ocour. The cumulative
impacts analysis for the proposed action, then, should evaluate the effects from the time
that the area was not impacted by human activities that place stresses on the environment.
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At the Flying Cloud Airport, this would begin with the initial construction of the ajrport,
which the MAC purchased in 1947. This would be the required baseline for determining
cumulative effects, '

Likewise, any otlier activities that occurred at and in the vicinity of the airport
would be curmulative, including the improvements and expansions that have occurred

over time. The review does not sufficiently address the cumulative impacts that these
activities have had on the environment,

Of the options considered in the review, none establish an appropriate baseline,
nor can other similar activities within a reasonable proximity be ignored such as the
expansion at MSP, the presence of other reliever airports in the area, and the proposed
expansion at other reliever awports. The review does not take into consideration the

... —effects-of condueting-the-expansion-at one-ofthcoﬂuerrcﬁever-aitports‘instéa&ofﬁle

i, i e iy

Flying Cloud Airport.

In sum, the review should have evaluated the cumulative impacts of expansion at

Flying Cloud Airport in relation to pre-development conditions, should have accounted
for expansion at MSP, and should have evaluated the alternative of expansion at another
reliever airport. Failure to make these analyses means that the public, and decision-

makers, lack key information sufficient to making a reasoned evaluation of the proposed

action.
" Conclusion

For the foregoing reasons, I respectfully request that the Federal Aviation
Administration and the Metropolitan Airports Commission address the deficiencies
detailed above in its analysis of the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of the
expansion proposed for Flying Cloud Airport.

Very truly yours,

Erik Paulsen

State Representative
District 42B

100 Constitution Ave.
St. Paul, MN 551535
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To Mark Ryan and other decision makers:

As aresident of Eden Prairie, I was very concerned to learn that the flight restrictions at Flying
Cloud may be removed. My husband and I recently built our dream house here because it seems
like a good community for raising a family. Our expectation is that we will live here for many
years, and a significant increase in the frequency of tlights and the size of aircraft allowed to fly
over our house would definitely decrease our quality of life. At some point, we may need to
reluctantly sell the house that we enjoy if the air traffic is too disruptive to our lives. We
currently have a number of planes flying over our house since we are in the flight path for the
east/west runways (we reside in the Oakparke community Orrin Thompson is building about 2.5
miles from the airport), and we appreciate the fact that the planes are typically fairly small and
many of them do not fly during the night.

We’ve invested a lot in our house, and we hope that it will appreciate in value during the years.
From an economic standpoint, it would have a significantly negative impact on us if the amount
of air traffic increases greatly. Essentially, since our property value would decline, the proposed
removal of the ordinance would be taking money out of our pockets.

The real issue seems to be a projected future capacity shortage at the International airport, and an
expansion at Flying Cloud is just a band-aid for that problem, NOT a solution. It is also a band-
aid that would seriously impact many Eden Prairie residents in a negative way, and 1 hope the
MAC will look for other alternatives. It may make sense to build a new airport farther from the
Twin Cities as several other cities have done. Houston has two airports with one being relatively
far from the city. Denver built their airport farther out of the city as well. It doesn’t seem fair to
increase noise pollution and burden residents of a community with a small private airport just
because more space is needed. There is land available farther away from the cities, which may
be needed for another airport in the future anyway at the rate that air traffic has grown in the
recent past and is likely to grow in the distant future.

By removing restrictions on the number and size of planes flying out of the airport, my family’s
sense of safety and security will also be decreased somewhat. The greater the number of plancs
flying overhead, the greater the likelihood that a crash may happen near my house.

When analyzing the costs and benefits of removing Ordinance 51 and expanding the airport, the
costs will not outweigh the benefits. Any expansion of capacity (flight numbers, size of planes
allowed to fly here, etc.) will be temporary since the space is limited in and around Eden Prairie.
Looking for a long term solution that doesn’t impact so many people and is farther from the city
would be better for everyone. Based on a chart found on the City of Eden Prairie home page
showing the number of operations at Flying Cloud Airport between 1990 and 2000, there appears
to be no need for expansion currently anyway. The airport’s operations peaked in the early
1990s, and they have been on a consisent decline since that time. Expanding the airport and
removing the ordinance will no doubt increase the number of operations at the airport, but 1s it
really necessary (especially in light of Sept. 11 and other potential threats to air travel)? Also,
I'm concemed that noise pollution efforts mentioned in the Memo of Understanding may not be
adequately effective for reducing noise pollution since the people most directly impacted are in
newer homes and already have good insulation and tight windows (and still hear the planes



overhead now), but we also don’t want an increase in our current level of noise pollution (which
I would describe as tolerable but annoying at times—especially when my family is woken up in
the middle of the night by a plane).

Another part of the Memo of Understanding stated that a voluntary restriction would be in place
to discourage pilots from taking off or landing between 10pm and 7am. While I appreciate this
effort to promote restful sleep for myself and my neighbors, a voluntary ordinance/restriction by
definition is unenforceable. We need to consider the realistic possibility that most pilots will
ignore it completely and leave Ordinance 51 or similar provisions in place to protect residents of
Eden Prairie.

In light of recent concerns regarding airport security, we have significant concerns about the
increase in air traffic at Flying Cloud Airport. We hope this issue 1s being addressed and security
has been increased accordingly, but we also do not welcome additional flights out of the airport
and flying over our house for this reason.

My hope is that this issue will be resolved with Ordinance 51 intact. From my perspective, Eden
Prairie residents have nothing to gain from airport expansion and a removal of the ordinance, but
they have much to lose (especially those directly in the main flight paths and living near the
airport). If this expansion does happen, the issue of compensation will be important to affected
residents. The people living near the airport will probably all experience decreases in their
property values, and that can have a substantial impact on their financial well-being throughout
their lives (since homes are a primary means of wealth accumulation).

Any income generated from additional airport operations should be used to offset the quality of
life decline to those residents directly affected by the expanded operations. For example, if the
expansion generates an extra $1 million in revenue for the city or MAC, that money should be
used to decrease the property taxes of those areas most directly affected (in the flight path fairly
near the airport as we and many other residents are). Since we are suffering the negative effects
of the noise (possibly including the stress of additional risk crashed planes), we should at least be
compensated with an equal relief in property tax from the income generated. This would come
about as close to equity for us as we could receive in this situation if expansion and ordinance
removal does take place.

Please consider the people and families that will be affected by this decision now and in the long
term, and keep the current ordinance in effect or prepare a plan for fair compensation for affected
residents.

Sincerely,
Angela & Mark Perschnick
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