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Response to Oral Comments 
 

Public Hearing of September 17, 2009 
 
1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
The discussion provided below provides background and general responses to oral comments 
offered at the Public Hearing for the East Hampton Airport draft Generic Environmental Impact 
Statement.  The proceedings of the Public Hearing commenced on September 17, 2009 at 
7:30pm at the Springs Firehouse. 
 
2.0 BACKGROUND  
 
2.1 The Role of Town Government in Airport Management 
 
There are several governmental entities that control airport activity.  The division of authority 
limits the prerogatives of town government, especially with regard to noise control. 
 
The government consists of federal, state and local authorities including counties, towns and 
villages as well as various special purpose administrative districts.  Various powers are 
distributed among these divisions.  In some cases Town powers outweigh other units of 
government.  In other cases Town powers are sharply limited or even nonexistent. 
 
Towns, such as East Hampton, generally govern land and activities within their borders through 
such means as local laws and ordinances.  Local powers, often called police powers, govern 
citizen and land owner activity such as through planning and zoning including restrictions on the 
use of property and the locations of permitted activity.  The Town also governs through 
providing services including public works and maintenance, collecting local taxes and otherwise 
structuring local affairs.  The Town may also act in the role of proprietor of certain facilities 
including, in this case, the local airport which is wholly owned by the Town of East Hampton.  
The Town owns the airport tract outright; there was no federal contribution to acquisition costs.  
Construction of the original facilities was a Work Projects Administration (WPA) project, but 
this did not result in a continuing federal claim.  Should there have been federal participation in 
land acquisition; the resulting federal interest could not be extinguished. 
 
As proprietor, the Town is charged with maintaining the facility in accordance with federal 
standards and supervising airport affairs in the public interest for the benefit of the people of East 
Hampton and adjacent municipalities, airport users, business interests and travelers.  While the 
Town has this authority, it does not include regulating aircraft while in the air.  Those powers are 
reserved by the federal government through the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), which, 
over time, has virtually dominated the field of aviation regulation, including the use of airspace 
above the Town. 
 
In particular, conflicts between airport neighbors, airport management, airport proprietary 
powers and the powers of the federal government may occur in the sense that local proprietors do 
not have the power to regulate aircraft in flight including aircraft generated noise.  Aircraft noise 
emission levels are regulated through Federal Aviation Regulations Part 36, land use 
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compatibility through application of a voluntary program codified under FAR Part 150 
established under the Airport Noise and Safety Act, and access restrictions through FAR Part 
161, established under the Airport Noise and Capacity Act of 1990.  Other than through 
compliance with these federal administrative laws, the airport proprietor has strictly limited 
regulatory authority over such key questions as airport access, hours of operation and allowable 
noise levels.  This contrasts sharply with the Town's enforcement powers under its own 
regulations.  Occasionally, such as in this case, the Town, acting as the airport proprietor, 
assumes the role of a developer of a public facility and influences airport affairs through choices 
concerning what developments and services will be provided.  Elected officials often must 
reconcile conflicts in such circumstances because of these differing responsibilities.   
 
2.2 The Town Noise Ordinance 
 
The Town's police powers, including the local noise ordinance, do not override federal 
regulatory authority or proscribed environmental standards or analysis techniques.  For example, 
despite its perceived inadequacies, the Day Night Average Sound Level (DNL) was specified as 
the national single system for describing aircraft noise in the early 1980's.  Local ordinances are 
therefore inapplicable except through the application of the "proprietor's exception."  The 
proprietor's exception refers to the Town's authority to set certain local standards such as for 
environmental quality.   
 
A similar exception to the Town's authority exists with the state government that regulates noise 
emissions from motor vehicles.  The Town Code 185-4 specifically lists noise limits applied to 
emissions from homes and businesses, but specifically exempts "all noise coming from the 
normal operations of properly equipped aircraft" as well as motor vehicle noise, agricultural 
equipment noise, construction noise as well as intermittent or occasional noise from light 
residential outdoor equipment.  The Town ordinance also prohibits aviation activity other than at 
the two airports.  Therefore, the underlying contention offered in testimony that the Town has 
regulatory authority over aircraft noise either based on single events levels or cumulative levels 
of noise cannot be sustained.  
 
Noise is a valid societal concern especially in areas that are generally quiet such as occurs in the 
Town of East Hampton.  Further, noise is an increasing concern generally as the number, 
frequency and intensity of events multiply.  However, alternative regulatory approaches 
mentioned in the hearing typically involve various prohibitions which, if enacted, would exceed 
the regulatory authority of the Town.  The Town's powers other than through application of FAA 
sanctioned measures are nil.  Several commentators in the Public Hearing inferred that the Town 
has regulatory powers over aircraft noise emissions.  However, except through complying with 
federal procedures, these are preempted under current federal legislation. The Town’s abilities to 
limit aircraft noise are restricted by the Town’s inability, under current federal regulations, to 
interfere with the operations of aircraft which are in compliance with FAA regulations. The 
Town has utilized voluntary noise abatement procedures, including minimum altitudes and 
suggested arrival and departure routes intended to reduce noise and its impacts. The Town will 
continue the promulgation of further voluntary noise abatement procedures, as well as continue 
with efforts to obtain local control over helicopter operations at the East Hampton Town Airport, 
by way of special exception or by pursuing changes in federal regulations to provide for greater 
local control. Installation of a seasonal control tower is anticipated to provide at least some 
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degree of limited control over aircraft operations of all types, thus possibly providing some 
degree of relief from noise as well. The Town remains committed to addressing noise concerns at 
the Town Airport, and recognizes that the current FAA regulatory framework does not provide 
an adequate framework at the present time for effective control of noise.  
 
2.3 Environmental Assessments and Environmental Impacts Statements 
 
The Draft Generic Environmental Impact Statement for East Hampton Airport complies with the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the State Environmental Quality Review Act 
(SEQRA) and local Town law under SEQRA.  These laws have been implemented by the 
various agencies including the FAA, the New York State Department of Environmental 
Conservation (NYSDEC) and the New York State Department of Transportation (NYSDOT).  
Each agency has adopted its own specific regulations which establish standards of significance 
and procedural rules. 
 
It is understood that all human activities have discernable environmental impacts both positive 
and negative.  An EIS is not a catalog of all environmental impacts, but focuses on those 
potentially significant large adverse environmental impacts which could result from the 
implementation of those projects under consideration in the document.   
 
In the case of airports, the objective of environmental investigations is the determination and 
quantification of those possible impacts which may result from proposals for facility 
development.  These investigations are aimed at assessing alternatives, including the “no build 
alternative”, insuring that regulatory thresholds (standards) are not exceeded, that all relevant 
concerns resulting from the proposals are reviewed and that mitigating measures are developed, 
where possible, to offset environmental deterioration.  EIS’s serve as guides to decision making, 
incorporate relevant information from prior studies and reveal, to the extent feasible, future 
foreseeable circumstances. 
 
Generally, environmental impact studies are part of a process.  The process typically begins with 
a plan; in this case, the Master Plan Report which was published in 2007 and is incorporated by 
reference.  The EIS process begins with a draft that is publicly distributed followed by a Public 
Hearing and an opportunity to file written comments.  Responses to those comments and 
modifications to the draft then become a final published EIS.  Environmental review does not 
end with the publication of a final EIS.  Actual facility designs will emerge from the plans 
reviewed in the EIS.  These designs must comply with other Town ordinances such as for ground 
water protection and site plan review procedures.  An EIS may also contain recommendations for 
further study.   
 
In the case of aircraft noise assessment, an EIS does not serve as a substitute for a noise 
abatement planning study such as is conducted under FAR Part 150 is the appropriate vehicle.  A 
federally sponsored Part 150 study is probably not advisable, feasible or fundable under current 
circumstances because current FAA guidelines suggest that, in contrast to testimony offered at 
the Public Hearing, no noise "problem" actually exists at the East Hampton Airport as it is 
defined in Part 150, i.e., an annual DNL 65 contour enclosing a residence.  The reason for this is 
that current federal policy is based on the concept that unless such an actual legal liability exists, 
then all airport adjacent lands are considered compatible.  Residents, by contrast, as well as local 
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municipalities, researchers, and authorities as venerable as the World Health Organization 
recognize the onset of adverse human reactions at substantially lower exposure levels.  The FAA 
applies a standard sufficient to protect public health, but generally does not address the more 
widespread concern, noise related annoyance.  The lower standards used by other authorities 
constitutes what would be considered a secondary standard.  So far no secondary standard 
addressing the adverse noise impact at lower thresholds has been promulgated by federal 
authorities.  The draft GEIS noise impact maps show cumulative noise levels down to DNL 50.  
This is responsive to the long term local concerns with the issue of aircraft noise under FAA 
standards.  It also points to the fact that even in consideration of federal guidelines, the Town 
through appropriate decision making in compliance with federal procedures retains the ability to 
set more restrictive standards that are "reasonable, nonarbitrary and nondiscriminatory." Few 
communities have done so but, as a practical matter, many airports and industry practitioners 
informally recognize the adverse effects that occur at lower thresholds of exposure.   
 
A noise abatement planning study is not an airport access study such as are conducted, 
infrequently, under FAR Part 161.  A FAR Part 161 study is essentially a cost benefit analysis.  
Part 161 has not proven to be a useful approach to curtailing aircraft access under current FAA 
guidelines.  The FAA has taken the position in reviewing a recent Part 161 application from 
Burbank, California that curtailing noise impact below the federal land use compatibility 
guidelines as currently codified creates no benefit to local residents.  Thus, the primary local 
benefit sought, relief from noise exposure, would not be achievable in the current regulatory 
environment.   
 
Considerable adverse reaction will probably continue to occur because of objections to the FAA 
noise analysis and study procedures since they are insensitive to ambient noise levels in 
communities, such as East Hampton, which are low (as low as 40 dB) resulting in aircraft noise 
having a much greater effect than in urban areas that have much higher ambient levels.  Federal 
standards and procedures are relatively insensitive to circumstances that exist in East Hampton. 
This is an expected consequence of a regulatory regime that must accommodate the 
environmental impacts of large air carrier airports such as JFK and LaGuardia.   
 
3.0 SUBSTANTIVE ISSUES  
 
In the draft GEIS for East Hampton Airport, a total of 14 projects were reviewed.  Most of these 
proposals did not provoke comment.  Of the 31 speakers at the hearing (see Attachment A-1 for a 
complete list of speakers), 15 supported the development proposals as well as the airport 
generally.  Four additional speakers had comments that were mixed, for example supporting the 
reopening of Runway 4/22, but adverse to helicopter noise.  The remainder were generally 
opposed to one or more proposals, particularly reopening Runway 4/22.   Additionally, several 
issues that were unrelated to specific proposals emerged both in oral testimony and written 
submissions.  However, in the main, three aspects of the current situation garnered the most 
frequent adverse commentary: noise particularly helicopter noise, the reactivation of Runway 
4/22 and the acceptance of federal funding for airport development.  
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Public Comments and Responses  
 
3.1 Noise 
 
Comments and Response 
 
A total of 12 individuals spoke on aircraft noise including representatives of two adjacent 
Townships.  Helicopter noise and alternative routes were the predominant topic despite the fact 
there are no proposals in the Airport Master Plan that relate to helicopter operations.  The only 
proposal even potentially related is a seasonal control tower that may provide the basis for 
limited authority to proscribe routes or noise abatement procedures.  East Hampton Airport 
currently has no authority to control any air traffic.  This authority is the sole jurisdiction of the 
FAA.  However, recent proposals by the FAA, Senator Schumer, Congressman Bishop and the 
East Hampton Town Board have engaged the issue of helicopter noise abatement directly.  
(Please see Town’s responses to FAA in the Appendix J.)  A  seasonal control tower may have 
the potential to change the status quo, irrespective of FAA initiatives and that change may be an 
improvement.  Significantly, a seasonal control tower was well supported by several individuals 
and none voiced opposition.   
 
Authoritative comments were received from the Noise Abatement Advisory Committee 
(ANAAC).  Issues raised include underestimation of the projected growth in helicopter traffic in 
the Airport Master Plan, a lack of specific noise abatement goals, a request for a systematic 
review to reduce helicopter and fixed wing aircraft traffic, the inclusion of a Part 161 study and 
additional local and/or federal legislation.  As already stated, the Town supports many such 
initiatives including an amendment to the FAA Reauthorization Bill in Congress that mandates a 
study of helicopter noise issues. 
 
An elected representative from Southampton supported the Noise Abatement Advisory 
Committee statement.  A representative from the Southampton Planning Department also 
testified to the need to use local proprietary powers.  Extensive commentary was offered via a 
presentation from the Noise Pollution Clearing House.  A written statement was offered. 
 
There were several comments on helicopter routes and altitudes.  The most frequent 
recommendation was greater utilization of the Georgica Pond Route due to the adverse impacts 
of the Jessup’s Neck Route and particularly the Northwest Creek Route.   Other oral comments 
objected to the Day Night Average Sound Level methodology (DNL; reference Appendix C) for 
noise measurement preferring instead  the use of single event measures, single event violations 
of the Town Noise Code, concerns about federal funding (which precludes noise based 
performance standards), the absence of noise monitoring data and vibrations caused by low 
altitude helicopters. 
 
There are no proposals related to helicopter noise in the Airport Master Plan or GEIS.  The EIS 
is an analysis of the potentially significant adverse environmental impacts from the projects 
contained within the Airport Master Plan.  Helicopter noise was not featured in the GEIS because 
there were no proposals linked to helicopter activity or facilities.  Conduct of a future noise 
abatement planning study is suggested, but many of the expected recommendations cannot be 
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enforced without a control tower.  Access restrictions including a curfew are customarily 
addressed through a Part 161 study.   
 
Single event noise levels for helicopters as well as a comparison of noise impacts among the 
differing arrival routes will be included in the Final GEIS to reflect the perceived unique nature 
of local concerns.  Noise analysis methods employed including the use of the FAA's Integrated 
Noise Model (INM) and the DNL methodology are required under federal law.  The Town is 
limited by Federal law with respect to noise issues.  Nevertheless, single event noise impact plots 
for all fixed wing aircraft were included in the Master Plan Report.   
 
There are now two arrival routes for helicopters, the Northwest Creek route and the Georgica 
Pond route.  The Northwest Creek route is used exclusively for arrivals.  Jessup's Neck and the 
Georgica Pond route are used for departures, though this may change as the Town’s ongoing 
noise abatement procedures are developed. The GEIS noted that based on noise monitoring 
studies, East Hampton and the surrounding communities are exceptionally quiet, dramatizing 
noise events by making their audible period much longer and providing a greater contrast with 
low background noise levels.       
 
3.2 Runway Selection 
 
Comments 
 
Currently, Runway 16/34 is active and Runway 4/22 is closed.  Research accomplished in the 
Master Plan Report indicates that only one cross wind runway is needed to satisfy FAA wind 
coverage criteria.  Several comments supported keeping Runway 16/34 open due to lower cost 
and housing patterns surrounding the airport.  Other speakers supported Runway 4/22 because of 
safety; i.e. prevailing winds and consistency with other Long Island airport designs. 
 
Response  
 
Runway 16/34 has more compatible land use to the southeast due to a large currently unutilized 
tract of land adjacent to the Airport.  However, the Town’s Comprehensive Plan clearly earmarks 
this land for development.  By contrast, the extended centerline of Runway 4/22 overlies a low 
density residential area.  While Runway 16/34 offers land use advantages, overall consideration 
of future development makes this current advantage unsustainable. 
 
The existing Terminal Area is close to Runway 16/34.  A detailed design reconfiguration was 
disclosed at the Public Hearing (see item t in written comments section).  While retaining 
Runway 16/34 appears feasible, there are major design disadvantages for the safe movement of 
aircraft:  the large number of aircraft during peak summer activity periods, constraints on the 
expansion of ramp space and aircraft maneuvering difficulties.  This design, although feasible, 
leads to operational inefficiencies since it exacerbates the fundamental problem:  the relatively 
small space between the Terminal Building and Runway 16/34.  This design would also require 
the relocation of buildings in the Terminal Area, repaving of Runway 16/34 and the repaving of 
the ramp area. 
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Runway 4/22, if reactivated, makes existing airport land available for hangars, ramps, or parking 
area construction.  Reactivating Runway 4/22 would allow the existing Terminal Area to remain 
intact since Runway 16/34 would be converted to a taxiway.  This design solution reduces the 
potential for operational congestion, enhances safety, limits future capital and operational costs 
and avoids disruption of the Terminal Area during construction. 
 
Airport user testimony favors the reactivation of Runway 4/22.  While Runway16/34 has 
satisfactory wind coverage during the winter months, Runway 4/22 is better oriented to the 
prevailing winds during the summer when peak use occurs.  In particular, landings from the 
southwest to the northeast on Runway 4 are needed during periods of low pressure frontal 
passage when winds are strong out of the northeast.   
 
From a long term airport planning perspective, Runway 4/22 is clearly preferred in comparison 
to Runway 16/34.  With the addition of a seasonal control tower, takeoffs on Runway 22 could 
be directed to make an early turnout, reducing overflights of the existing residential area.  
Aircraft incapable of such a low altitude turn could be directed to Runway 10/28.  The draft 
GEIS also investigated a potential mitigating measure, extending Runway 4/22 to the northeast 
moving the start of takeoff roll farther from existing residential areas.  This analysis determined 
the noise reduction benefits to be so small as to recommend against this mitigating measure in 
favor of operational controls.   
 
3.3 Federal Funding 
 
Comment Overview 
 
An airport, to be truly useful, has to be a part of a system.  In the United States, that system is 
operated by the FAA and there is no way to absolutely disengage from the operating agency.     
Still, there is a continuing question about accepting FAA grants-in-aid for airport development 
projects since these are accompanied by assurances from the proprietor about adhering to the 
conditions expressed therein.  These assurances generally last 20 years.  In East Hampton, the 
last federal grant was for ramp repaving in 2001 leading to a 2021 expiration.  As a consequence 
of past litigation, two provisions expire in 2014.  One relates to the discrimination provision and 
one to Airport Layout Plan (ALP) filing.  The key historical concern has been discrimination 
provisions which could potentially screen out offensive aircraft noise.  The principle reason 
stated for challenging the acceptance of federal funding is the desire to acquire total local control 
over airport operations. 
  
Response 
 
Local control of airport affairs was especially meaningful in the 1990s when comparatively loud 
Stage 2 fixed wing jet aircraft remained a significant part of the private jet fleet and FAA 
assurances prevented discriminating against their use.  Stage 2 aircraft have been nearly totally 
replaced by substantially quieter Stage 3 aircraft.  By contrast, all helicopters currently in use at 
East Hampton Airport are Stage 2.  There are no Stage 3 helicopters in production. 
 
The majority of noise complaints emanating from the East Hampton Airport are directed at 
seasonally active helicopter operations.  Efforts continue to be made on the part of the FAA, 
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Congressional Representatives and the Town of East Hampton to abate the noise related to 
airborne helicopters.  Despite any constraints encountered, the Town remains committed to an 
aggressive noise mitigation program.  (See Town of East Hampton Comments to Proposed FAA 
Helicopter Route, Appendix J.) 
 
Grant assurances are intended to ensure the safe, non-discriminatory operation of air traffic and 
do not preclude the airport sponsor from initiating responsible noise abatement guidelines.  
Attempting to operate an airport devoid of FAA oversight and guidance is not only impossible, 
given the dominant role of the FAA in air operations; it is impractical by placing a large burden 
of responsibility and liability on the Town. 
 
3.4 Other Issues Raised  
 
A variety of issues were raised including vibrations from helicopters, perceived unsafe practices, 
diversion of traffic to other airports, odors, concerns about adverse impacts on Northwest Woods 
and Northwest Creek including adverse impacts on wildlife, use of the airport for sports 
facilities, aggressive use of the proprietor's exception to restrict traffic, concerns about the 
adequacy of the alternatives analysis and a more sophisticated noise analysis. 
 
Response 
These concerns are addressed in the GEIS and are in the responses to written comments. 
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ATTACHMENT A-1 
 

East Hampton Airport 
Draft Generic Environmental Impact Statement 
Public Hearing Summary, September 17, 2009 

 
 
List of Speakers 
 
1.  Kathy Cunningham, Chairperson, Airport Noise Abatement Advisory Committee 
2.  Charles Erin, Vice Chair, Airport Noise Abatement Advisory Committee 
3.  Peter Wadsworth, Airport Noise Abatement Advisory Committee 
4.  Les Blomberg, Executive Director, Noise Pollution Clearing House 
5.  Nancy Graboski, Town of Southampton 
6.  Jefferson Murphree, Planning and Development Administrator, Town of Southampton 
7.  Bill Reilly, Resident, East Hampton (Sag Harbor) 
8.  Cheryl Gold, Resident, East Hampton 
9.  Frank Dalene, Resident/Pilot, East Hampton 
10.  David Gruber, Resident, East Hampton 
11.  Paul McDonnell, Airport Planner, CHA, Inc. 
12.  Tom Gibbons, Greenman and Peterson (VP, East Hampton Aviators Association) 
13.  Pat Hope, Resident, East Hampton 
14.  Harold Levy, Resident/Pilot, East Hampton 
15.  Paul Scherer, Resident/Pilot, East Hampton 
16.  Gerard Boleis, Resident/Pilot, East Hampton 
17.  Sandy Ferguson, Resident, Bridgehampton (Friends of the Long Pond Greenbelt) 
18.  Gene Hallarton, Resident/Pilot 
19.  Tom Lavinio, Resident/Pilot 
20.  Margie Solomon, Resident/Pilot 
21.  Tom Twomey, Resident/Pilot 
22.  Eddie Seraman, Pilot 
23.  Bruno Shrek, Resident/Pilot, East Hampton  
24. Margaret Turner, East Hampton Business Alliance 
25.  Hal Wiseman, Pilot 
26. Peter Van Scoyoc, East Hampton Town Planning Board 
27.  Michael Margolis, Resident/Pilot, Amagansett 
28.  John Shea 
29.  Eric Handerman, Pilot 
30.  Martin Drew, Long Island Sports Committee 
31.  Irving Taylor, Resident/Pilot, Wainscott 
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Introduction to Written Comment Responses 
 
Each of the written comments received concerning the East Hampton Airport draft GEIS is 
presented in this appendix, followed immediately by a specific response.  In addition, in 
reviewing the letters and responses concerning the draft GEIS, several clarifications are helpful 
in understanding concerns shared among several respondents. 
 
An Environmental Impact Statement is a review of development proposals set forth by the Lead 
Agency, in this case, by the Town of East Hampton acting in the role of airport proprietor.  The 
document discusses 14 proposals in detail, analyzes alternatives, shows before and after 
conditions in terms of a number of differing categories of environmental impact and specifies 
mitigating measures.  Some of these are irrelevant to East Hampton, but are required by 
regulations adopted by the FAA under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and to a 
lesser extent those of New York State adopted in response to the State Environmental Quality 
Review Act (SEQRA).  The GEIS is responsive to both sets of criteria as well as to local 
environmental regulations. 
 
The primary concern to many respondents is aircraft related noise, especially helicopters.  The 
abatement of aircraft related noise has been a continuing objective of the Town since at least 
2003.  It is almost certain to be a concern continuing well into the future.  Noise is a topic in the 
GEIS, but the GEIS is not a noise abatement planning study, i.e., it is not a systematic review of 
the various options, strategies and policies that might be helpful reducing noise impact or 
limiting its growth.  The subject of noise abatement will continue.  Numerous suggestions were 
offered in the correspondence received.  The goal in noise abatement planning is to obtain the 
greatest transportation benefits to airport users and the traveling public while minimizing noise 
impacts not only in East Hampton, but in all surrounding communities. 
 
The first formal noise-related study was conducted in 2003.  This exercise monitored noise levels 
in a variety of locations, and in response to growing volumes of helicopter traffic defined the 
arrival route, which at that time was called the Powerline Route and was modified to become the 
Jessups Neck Route.  It also recommended acquisition of the AirScene aircraft tracking system 
which was put into service in 2006.  This system has the capability to integrate noise monitoring 
data to correlate aircraft movement with on-the-ground readings as well as to enable 
identification of those aircraft causing complaints. 
 
The designated helicopter arrival route was found to have inadequate margins of safety and 
triggered adverse responses among many local residents especially in Southampton.  A second 
route was created to accommodate arrivals, leaving the Jessup’s Neck route as a departure 
corridor, thereby cutting its use in half.  This route, known as the Northwest Creek route, was 
created to serve as the arrival path.  It was intended to keep helicopters over water for most of its 
length.  This led to increasing adverse reactions from communities to the north, especially 
Shelter Island.  In both cases, as a result of these adverse reactions, recommended overflight 
altitudes have increased progressively to 2,500 feet above terrain.  Adherence to these 
recommendations and other voluntary measures has been good. 
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Other strategies and adjustments are undoubtedly and earnestly desired by local residents as 
evidenced by the correspondence.  However, the draft GEIS contains no proposals directly 
related to noise abatement nor any related to helicopter transport, but through facility 
improvements such as the establishment of a seasonal control tower lays the ground work for an 
expanded noise abatement program.   Hence the draft GEIS is related to the continuing effort 
toward noise abatement, but does not satisfy the desire, shared among many, for noise relief.  
Noise abatement is a continuing effort.  The GEIS is a part of that effort, but is not intended as a 
substitute for comprehensive further investigations of the most fruitful ways to reduce noise 
impact, which the Town will continue to pursue. 
 
Most central to facilitating noise abatement is establishing control over aircraft using the facility.  
This is the purpose of the seasonal control tower.  The draft preferred alternative as shown in the 
GEIS then becomes the basis for an Airport Layout Plan.  Absent completion of the GEIS, the 
Airport Layout Plan cannot be lawfully submitted to the FAA reestablishing East Hampton 
Airport as part of the national system of airports.  Without this reestablishment of official status, 
the FAA cannot authorize the changes in airspace designation around East Hampton to empower 
local air traffic control.  The GEIS is not a noise abatement planning exercise, but yet its 
completion is essential to structure the use of the airspace above East Hampton and surrounding 
communities.  This will permit the further abatement of aircraft related noise impact during the 
busy summer season. 
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a. Letter from Kathy Cunningham, Chairperson of East Hampton Airport 
Noise Abatement Advisory Committee (September 25, 2009) 
 
Response to Item 1:  The draft GEIS contains limited information on helicopter noise impacts 
because there are no proposals that relate to helicopters, helicopter facilities or procedures.  The 
correspondence specifically mentions the "no action alternative" as a basis for including a more 
thorough analysis. This misconstrues the meaning of this traditional requirement.  Since there are 
no proposals in the draft GEIS that relate to helicopters, it is implicit that "no action" is the 
anticipated circumstance.  The proposal for a seasonal control tower is a limited exception since 
the controllers will have some authority to direct traffic, including helicopters. 
 
Response to Item 2:  Single event noise contours for all fixed wing general aviation aircraft in 
the Integrated Noise Model were included in the Master Plan Report.  Similar displays of single 
event helicopter noise impact are included in the Final GEIS. 
 
Response to Item 3:  Five year projections are typical of environmental investigations since an 
EIS reports on the impact resulting from the construction of various facilities which occurs in the 
near term.  Long term projections are typically included in longer term planning studies.  All of 
the proposals reviewed in the draft GEIS are expected to be promptly completed.  The Final 
GEIS includes single events for all civil helicopters in the INM that are potential users of the 
airport.  The forecast period for the Final GEIS is extended to a full twenty year projection based 
on the most recent FAA Activity Forecasts. 
 
Sample projections of helicopter activity levels offered appear excessive in relation to past data 
and real world dynamics, i.e., demand limitations, capacity limitations, and the substitution of 
larger aircraft when high demand exists.  The projections are unsupported by econometric 
analysis, market analysis, travel surveys or forecasts of transient accommodation construction. 
The greatest of the sample projections would require, among other unlikely possibilities, the 
production or accumulation of substantially larger volumes of helicopters than currently are 
available in the local fleet, a vast expansion in the number of upscale discretionary passengers 
willing to frequently pay very high transportation costs, and likely a relatively significant 
increase in visitor accommodations on the South Fork of Long Island.    For example, the 
production of general aviation aircraft peaked in the early 1980’s sank during the recession of 
1982 and has so far not fully recovered.  The analysis therefore appears speculative and unrelated 
to underlying market factors.  
 
Response to Item 4:   Measures such as routing, seasonal control tower and AWOS are all part 
of an on-going noise mitigation program separate and apart from the proposed improvements 
reviewed in the EIS.  The effects of the seasonal control tower are not expected to reduce or 
increase traffic volumes, but will yield improvement in safety margins.  While there may be 
changes to cumulative impacts due to operational choices, these have yet to be determined.   
 
Response to Recommendations:  The recommendations offered may prove to be a workable 
frame work for a noise abatement planning study, but are inappropriate inclusions in a 
procedural GEIS. 
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b. Letter from T. James Matthews, Northwest Alliance (September 23, 2009) 
 
Helicopters are certificated, including noise levels, by the FAA.  Under federal regulations, there 
is no minimum altitude for helicopter overflights.  Until cumulative annual average helicopter 
noise exceeds the DNL 65 level and a taking of property rights is determined, there are no 
specific overflight protections for wildlife areas under federal or state regulations. 
 
Birds and other wildlife can be compatible with high levels of aircraft noise.  Examples include 
wildlife sanctuaries such as the Jamaica Bay National Wildlife Refuge south of JFK Airport.  
Military facilities, despite hosting noisy turbine powered aircraft, tend to have abundant wildlife 
populations because they are largely protected from human intrusion. 
 
Certain species of historical concern in East Hampton are known to use the Northwest Creek 
shoreline and beach areas, specifically the New York State endangered least terns, Sterna 
antillarum, and the New York State threatened piping plover, Charadrius melodus.  Avian 
species that use beach nesting sites are exposed both to interference and predation and thus 
would be expected to be especially alert for auditory and visual stimuli.  Therefore, they may 
have greater sensitivity to intrusive noise in comparison to other wildlife species.  The literature 
does not indicate that helicopters are of special concern in comparison to surface traffic.  
Mitigation during the nesting season may be helpful if research, local studies, or direct 
observation confirms these concerns.  However, all approach and departure routes to East 
Hampton Airport whether by helicopters or fixed wing aircraft will, at some point in the flight 
path, overfly beach areas that contain nesting terns or plovers in either East Hampton or 
Southampton, limiting potential mitigation options.    
 
There are no proposals in the dGEIS that relate to neither helicopter operations nor will any 
existing habitat critical to terns or plovers be altered on or around the Airport.  A seasonal 
control tower which is a proposal in the draft GEIS may eventually allow for better structuring of 
aircraft operations in the airport vicinity. 
 
The Final GEIS includes noise monitoring data from Barcelona's Neck which reveals on-the-
ground noise levels and identifies typical thresholds of concern.  A discussion of concerns 
regarding impact to shore birds is also included as is data and nesting and breeding success rates. 
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c. Letter from Bill Reilly, Member of the Noise Abatement Advisory 
Committee (September 17, 2009) 
 
The respondent disagrees with the federal noise analysis methodology, supports the proposed 
seasonal control tower and makes recommendations concerning helicopter noise and alternative 
routes. 
 
The dGEIS does not include any proposals that relate to accommodating helicopter traffic.  The 
Final GEIS includes single event noise plots for relevant civil helicopters, a comparative analysis 
of alternative helicopter routes and noise monitoring data from the respondent's location.  
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d. Letter from Jim Dougherty,  Supervisor, Town of Shelter Island 
(September 24, 2009) 
 
The letter explains the adverse effects of helicopter noise in Shelter Island and requests 
relocation of the closest route to Shelter Island.  It contains no reference to the draft GEIS. 
 
Response:  The Final GEIS includes relevant noise monitoring data for helicopters from two 
additional sites, single event noise levels for all relevant civil helicopters, and a comparative 
analysis of population impacts resulting from two differing helicopters on the three differing 
designated routes.  This reveals the extent of exposure to Shelter Island. 
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e. Letter from Laura M. Nolan, Mayor, Village of North Haven (September 
28, 2009) 
 
The respondent objects to helicopter noise in a quiet residential area and recommends rerouting 
helicopter traffic, calls for noise standards, opposes expansion, requests the establishment of 
noise abatement goals and asserts that through ownership, the Town of East Hampton controls 
the situation. 
 
Response:  Aircraft in flight are regulated by the FAA.  The draft GEIS is not a substitute for a 
noise abatement planning study such as is proscribed under FAR Part 150.  There are no 
proposals that constitute an expansion of the Airport in the draft GEIS. 
 
Helicopter noise is in the process of being addressed by elected officials, the Eastern Regional 
Helicopter Council, airport management, the FAA and elected officials.   
 
The Final GEIS includes single event noise plots for all relevant civil helicopters, a comparative 
analysis of population impacts on the three differing routes for two representative helicopter 
types and noise monitoring data for two additional sites including specifications of background 
noise levels. 
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f. Emailed Letter from Kate Epstein (September 17, 2009) 
 
The respondent suggests closing the airport at sunset, banning helicopters and increasing landing 
fees for jet powered aircraft. 
 
Response:  None of these proposals were evaluated in the draft GEIS.  These steps would 
require abrogating federal agreements, curtailing transportation services to other Town residents 
and visitors, reducing revenues and increasing costs.   Consideration of these and other 
management strategies aimed at reducing noise impact on local residents may be formally 
undertaken in a noise abatement planning study.  A discussion of potential noise abatement 
measures is included in the Final GEIS 
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g. Emailed Letter from Rachael Faraone (September 17, 2009) 
 
The respondent requests further effort on noise abatement. 
 
Response:  The draft GEIS contains no proposals that directly encourage additional air traffic 
and no proposals that relate to helicopter accommodations.  Noise abatement planning is an 
ongoing activity.  A discussion of noise abatement options is included in the Final GEIS.  The 
draft GEIS contains a proposal for a seasonal control tower which is the logical first step in 
structuring and distributing air traffic, increasing safety margins and enforcing potential future 
noise regulations.   
 
The Final GEIS contains a discussion of noise abatement measures already instituted and 
potential measures for future improvement. 
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h. Letter from Charles A. Ehren, Jr. (September 24, 2009) 
 
The respondent supports the continuation of Runway 16/34 as the cross wind runway. 
 
Response:  Runway 16/34 has advantages in terms of wind coverage during the winter months.  
This period has the least traffic flow.  For example, the month of February typically shows traffic 
levels equal to one week during the busy summer period.  Runway 16/34 has better off airport 
land use compatibility at the present time but current zoning allows for additional development 
in the former sand pit lying to the south of runway 16/34.  This will reduce the existing 
compatibility advantage.  Retaining runway 16/34 severely restricts aircraft movement because 
of FAA safety setbacks from any taxiway 
 
Airport user testimony favors the reactivation of Runway 4/22.  While Runway16/34 has 
satisfactory wind coverage during the winter months, Runway 4/22 is better oriented to the 
prevailing winds during the summer when peak use occurs.  In particular, landings from the 
southwest to the northeast on Runway 4 are needed during periods of low pressure frontal 
passage when winds are strong out of the northeast.   
 
The Final GEIS contains an expanded discussion of retaining Runway 16/34 including diagrams 
and information presented in the Public Hearing.  
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i. Letter from Charles A. Ehren, Jr., Vice-Chairman of Airport Noise 
Abatement Advisory Committee (September 24, 2009) 
 
The respondent discusses using proprietary powers to establish time of day restrictions especially 
after expiration of key grant assurances in 2014. 
 
Response:  There are no proposals evaluated in the draft GEIS that relate to this matter.   
 
These concerns can be addressed through a formal noise abatement planning study.  Several of 
the suggestions offered would reduce noise and its impact on local residents, but conflict with 
federal grant assurances.  Typically, this results in discontinuance of grant eligibility.   
 
Operating rules including informal potential restrictions can also be established by voluntary 
measures or agreement among the airport users without violating FAA assurances. 
 
A discussion of potential noise abatement measures is included in the Final GEIS. 
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j. Statement of Charles A. Ehren, Jr., Vice-Chairman of Airport Noise 
Abatement Advisory Committee (September 17, 2009) 
 
The respondent provided a written copy of his oral testimony at the Public Hearing.  This 
statement discussed the formation of long term Town policy. 
 
Response:  The draft GEIS provides noise contour diagrams for the existing and future five year 
conditions in accordance with federal and state requirements and plotted to a level 15 decibels 
below the current level at which land use compatibility is assumed to occur under federal 
guidelines. 
 
The "proprietor's exception" as identified conflicts with federal grant assurances requiring the 
airport to be open on a fair and equal basis for all types, kinds and classes of aircraft.  Violation 
of the FAA interpretation of this requirement results in a suspension of FAA grant funding.  
However, voluntary measures or agreements among the airport user community may avoid such 
conflicts, but such measures may not achieve such absolute prohibitions as are espoused by the 
respondent. 
 
The East 34th Street Heliport decision regarding the exercise of proprietor powers was 
distinguished by the fact that the facility was not encumbered by FAA grant assurances, created 
impacts much more extensive than currently exist in East Hampton and involved the curtailment 
of tourist flights as opposed to the actual restriction of interstate transportation services.            
 
A discussion of noise abatement options is included in the Final GEIS. 
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k. Letter from Patricia Hope (September 17, 2009) 
 
Response:   
 
The Final GEIS contains a comparative analysis of the areas and population exposed to 
helicopter noise on the three alternative routes. 
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l. Letter from Peter A. Wadsworth (September 27, 2009) 
 
Response to Paragraph 1: Measurement of aircraft noise is governed by provisions of the 
Aviation Safety and Noise Abatement Act of 1979 which decreed that a single system be used 
for describing aircraft noise impact around airports.  This was later specified as the Day Night 
Average Sound Level (DNL or Ldn) methodology in Federal Aviation Regulations Part 150.  
This analysis technique was originally developed by the EPA.  Single event noise impact 
evaluations are permissible (single event measurements are the root of the averaging procedure) 
as a supplement to DNL, but not as a replacement.  Further, no official single event exposure 
guidelines are currently enforced.  However, the customary guideline which has been recognized 
by professional acousticians for many years is a threshold of 85 decibels. 
 
A comparative analysis of the areas and estimated population exposed to the various levels of 
helicopter noise is included in the Final GEIS. 
 
Response to Paragraph 2:  Part of the objective of the draft GEIS is environmental approval 
under NEPA.  The document is responsive to that as well as to SEQRA.  Generally, the two sets 
of criteria are sufficiently similar that they largely overlap.  Certain issues such as the increased 
generation of ground traffic are required under SEQRA, but not under NEPA.  
 
Response to Paragraph 3: An Airport Master Plan or master plan contains only one significant 
depiction, the Airport Layout Plan or ALP.  The ALP is a quasilegal document that must be on 
file with the FAA in order for the subject airport to be included in the national airport system.  It 
also entitles, but does not require, the subject airport to apply for grants in aid for development of 
public facilities such as are described on the ALP.  Funding for these grants is primarily 
generated by taxes on various aviation transactions such as the purchase of an airline ticket.   
Typically a portion of the total project cost, usually two and one half percent, is borne by the 
airport itself and these funds are normally derived from airport generated revenue. 
 
There is no federal or state requirement that any specific facilities or specific role for the airport 
is defined.  That is strictly a local decision of the airport proprietor.  There are certain design 
requirements and planning standards that must be met and certain analysis procedures tend to 
lead to greater capabilities through time.  However, the proprietor is not obligated to expand the 
facility to a degree that it is unsupported by local preference.  Thus, the distinction being brought 
forth is properly viewed as semantic rather than substantive. 
 
Response to Paragraph 4: The respondent asserts that primary responsibility of the proprietor's 
decision making is to the residential community which is adjudged as larger than the aviation 
community.  This is one of several perspectives which must be weighed by the proprietor.  
Commercial interests, the public interest, legal obligations such as to tenants, the supremacy of 
federal and state authority, the needs of the traveling public and of revenue generation are all 
considerations. All have a bearing on decision making since no single community is entire of 
itself, but is linked to other communities and society at large.  For a community situated on an 
island and further on a 23 mile long peninsula, provisions for adequate transportation services 
including air transportation would appear to be a reasonable concern. 
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Response to Paragraph 5:  Composition of an Environmental Impact Statement responsive to 
federal, state and local criteria is not the same as a noise abatement planning study.  Noise 
abatement planning has been on-going since 2003 and is expected to continue.  It is an ancillary, 
but not primary goal, of all planning studies.  For example, the research that suggested the 
Georgica Pond Route for helicopter access first appeared in the Master Plan Report published in 
2007.  The draft GEIS includes a proposal for a seasonal control tower which is essential to the 
enforcement of many noise abatement regulations as well as insuring the highest safety levels.  
Thus, noise abatement planning is a continuing activity.  A broad discussion of noise abatement 
options is included in the Final GEIS. 
 
Responses to Paragraphs 6, 7 and 8:  The federal government through the Federal Aviation 
Administration has sufficient authority throughout all phases of aviation that it is difficult to 
ignore, deflect or circumvent the requirements that the administering agency imposes.  While the 
Part 161 case cited does confirm the local authority with respect to restricting Stage 2 jet aircraft, 
the process took many years at considerable cost.  Stage 2 aircraft are no longer a critical concern 
at East Hampton; as such aircraft have largely been replaced by larger Stage 3 aircraft.  A more 
recent case that included some similar suggestions as have been made concerning East Hampton 
Airport, the Burbank, California Part 161 application, was rejected by the FAA and indicates that 
such efforts with regard to the East Hampton Airport, under current FAA guidelines, would have 
little chance of success. 
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m. Letter from Deborah and Burt Cohen (September 16, 2009) 
 
The respondents' concerns generally relate to degradation of the quality of life as that has 
occurred over the last 30 years in their area.  The comments specifically relate to audible 
helicopter noise in natural areas as well as occasional jet noise. 
 
Response:  Helicopter noise is recognized as intrusive due its distinctive pulsation.  In this case 
the noise appears related to the Northwest Creek arrival route.   Although the presence of aircraft 
noise is normally unwanted, especially in rural communities, the level of impact is within federal 
and state guidelines, i.e., is considered insignificant.  A variety of authorities suggest that there 
are meaningful consequences to such transportation noise even at low amplitudes.  However, the 
tradeoff in this case is the combined advantages of helicopter transport.  This includes speed, 
convenience, and security for passengers who are bound for East Hampton and economic benefit 
to the service providers.  The Northwest Creek route was designed to stay over water to 
minimize overflight of residences, but in so doing does not eliminate audible events such as are 
described. 
 
Fixed wing aircraft noise has declined in recent years as is documented in the draft GEIS, but 
occasional objectionable audible events may occur in the case of approaches for landing where 
the aircraft is descending to runway altitude or in the case of takeoffs that use thrust management 
procedures.  Thrust management uses relatively lower power settings for takeoff to (typically) 
1,500 feet when the engines power up to normal climb power.  Noise at the power up point may 
occasionally generate unexpected noise events relatively far from the airport. 
 
Air transportation in a like manner to all motorized transport unavoidably creates noise which is 
the tradeoff for advantages conferred.  Existing standards reduce this to the greatest practical 
extent and the draft GEIS shows that relevant state and federal standards are being met.  To some 
this is insufficiently protective. 
 
The Final GEIS includes single event noise exposure contours for the several helicopter routes.  
It also includes noise monitoring information from Barcelona's Neck showing peak overflight 
noise levels.   
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n. Letter from Bob Casper (September 23, 2009) 
 
The respondent expresses concerns about wildlife in the Northwest Creek area due to helicopter 
noise. 
 
Response:  Noise can adversely affect wildlife and cause behavioral changes, according to 
FAA’s published information.  Most common is flushing in birds.  Usually, these effects are 
temporary in the sense that birds and mammals adjust to the presence of noise in the realization 
that aircraft are not a direct threat.    
 
In the development of the Northwest Creek Route, the minimum altitude was initially set at 
2,000 feet consistent with specifications in Advisory Circular 91-36C.  This publication 
specifically addresses noise and overflight of national Wildlife Refuges.  Even when these 
recommendations are observed, wildlife may shift to alternative habitat when available. 
However, there are no approaches to East Hampton Airport that do not involve overflying 
beaches at some point. 
 
There are no proposals in the draft GEIS that relate to accommodations for helicopters.  Better 
management of flight distribution may be possible with the addition of the seasonal control tower 
and further noise abatement planning efforts. 
 
The Final GEIS contains peak noise level exposure contours on the Northwest Creek as well as 
the two other helicopter routes.  It also contains noise monitoring data from Barcelona's Neck 
which is underneath the Northwest Creek arrival route.  The Final GEIS contains a discussion of 
the expected effects of helicopter noise on the Piping Plover and the Least Tern. 
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From: Marguerite Wolffsohn [Mwolffsohn@town.east-hampton.ny.us] 
Sent: Thursday, December 03, 2009 11:55 AM 
To: 'JoAnne Pahwul'; 'Kathy Radziewicz' 
Subject: FW: Airport DEIS defects and new agenda / LISC 

  

FYI 

From: Martin Drew [mailto:martindrewshow@aol.com]  
Sent: Thursday, December 03, 2009 9:35 AM 
To: mwolffsohn@town.east-hampton.ny.us 
Subject: Fwd: Airport DEIS defects and new agenda / LISC 

  

Dear Ms Wolffsohn;  

FYI  

Thnx  

Martin Drew 

LISC 
 
 

 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: martindrewshow@aol.com 
Date: November 30, 2009 9:16:58 PM EST 
To: phammerle@town.east-hampton.ny.us, julia4eh@gmail.com, jjilnicki@town.east-
hampton.ny.us, editor@easthamptonstar.com, news@indyeastend.com, pmansir@town.east-
hampton.y.us, bloewen@town.east-hampton.ny.us, swilson@town.east-hampton.ny.us, 
MARTINDREWSHOW@aol.com 
Subject: Airport DEIS defects and new agenda / LISC 

Dear Deputy Supervisor Hammerele; 

As you know I am chairman of the long Island Sports Committee; we have been promoting recreation 
projects here in East Hampton Town; Going on 25+ as citizen and +/- 10 yrs as the projects are the 
following: 

 A BMX track for bicycles & 

 A dedicated riding area for off highway vehicles such as ATVS and Motorcycles. (MOTORIZED) 
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I was asked to inquire with your office to establish the following: 

It has been announced that Lisa Liquori has retired her services as lead planning consultant as it would 
relate to: 

Airport Master Plan & Draft Environmental Impact Statement as of this past week. 

The task of oversight has been given to Ms. Wolfson of the planning dept. for Town of East Hampton. 

I wanted to bring to your attention the $1500.00 allotted to the consultant for reviewing concerns voiced 
by the public. 

Is our concern of a "noise test" needing to occur to evaluate noise from motorcycles and ATV users who 
have identified for years the Airport as a potential future recreational site? 

 We have had two pending tests scheduled in several years; none have occurred to date. 

Our organization has been given permission in the recent year by the current town board to commence 
such a demonstration with the assistance of the local Police dept. / Chief Sarris is still willing to help with 
his officers and police noise meters. 

 However ; I feel it prudent of the consultant who was paid hundreds of thousands of taxpayer dollars to 
evaluate noise at the local airport facility ; and to host and conduct such a demonstration ; as due 
diligence. 

It appears that Ms Wolfson intends to address some "oversights" in the DEIS report as new lead agency; 
this is our concern for the record.  

How can this test occur with the consultant of record?  

Do you feel it prudent? 

I have 20 volunteer local children and adults who would like to be able to participate in such a democtratic 
process as our town comprehensive plan has become. 

The Airport has been identified as a potential possible sit for all phases in Lisa Liquoris tenure as planning 
director for the town and as lead outside consultant under her business name of: Fine Arts and Sciences.  

In the Schneiderman administration we lobbied for inclusion when tests were being performed by paid 
consultant and were told "this is only about planes and helicopters" we respectfully disagreed with the 
sentiment ; were subsequently denied as a potential user group ; ie the first act of discrimination when 
your own consultant recommended the airport as the site where noise already existed as an accepted 
use ; this was established in Lisa Liquoris days as planning director many times by myself when I posed 
the logic of the topic and asked her professional training in the principles of municiple planning. 

Therefore we respectfully request that the Town of East Hampton without delay contact and contract the 
appropriate consultant; 

Young Enviromental Services to monitor and document  the efforts of a "noise demonstration" in an effort 
to assimilate the local culture of riding off highway MOTORIZED vehicles of two and four wheels alike; at 
a dedicated riding area identified in the comprehensive planning process by your now retired 
consultant; as for seeing it to the end for Ms. Liquori; it is now a defective DEIS document as duly noted 
in my many appearences in front of thge entire town board for years now. 
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Ms Wolfson is handed the task of accepting or discriminating our user group request as stated herein. 

Please support the local community who for decades has been discriminated against.  

Now is the time to end the pattern and practice of blind eye; deaf ear politics. 

We exsist and are not a fabricated user group; please know that. 

As liasion for AIRPORT & RECREATION it falls to you to assist in this local community request of 
acknowledgement and inclusion in this diverse town we all call home. 

Please respond without delay as "time is of the essence"; before the cold weather prohibits again this 
effort. 

Thank you; respectfully submitted by 

  

Martin Drew  

Chairman  

Long Island Sports Committee 

324-9725  
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o. Letter and Petition from Martin Drew, Long Island Sports Committee 
(September 25, 2009); Email from Martin Drew (November 30, 2009) 
 
The subject of this correspondence is the inclusion of noise from motorcycles and off road 
vehicles in the draft GEIS. 
 
Response:  The draft GEIS contains no proposals that relate to establishment of a track for such 
vehicles at the East Hampton Airport nor does it contemplate any prohibitions on such uses.  Use 
of airport land for such purposes, presuming that it does not interfere with airport operations, 
derogate safety or security, or create conflicts with existing neighbors, users or leasers is 
discretionary to the Town.  Use of airport property for non-aviation purposes would require 
leases at fair market value and no proposal is currently pending and environmental review would 
be required. 
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p. Letter from Arthur French (September 23, 2009) 
 
Response: Similar clearances between homes and flight tracks exist at other general aviation 
airports including certain facilities on Long Island. 
 
Safety concerns are primarily satisfied by Runway Protection Zones which are required by the 
FAA.  One proposal in the draft GEIS calls for fully controlling all land in the RPZs.  This 
involves the acquisition of 0.71 acres in four locations.  This satisfies the relevant FAA safety 
requirement. 
 
A comparative analysis of aircraft altitudes for all runways will be included in the Final GEIS 
and available mitigating measures including land use actions will be reviewed.  Historically, 
there have been relatively few accidents involving off airport areas such as are foreseen by the 
respondent primarily because pilots, even in emergencies, see and avoid such eventualities to a 
great extent 
 
The Final GEIS contains a quantification of potential accident risk. 
           
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



East Hampton Airport Final GEIS                                                August 2010 
Response to Comments Appendix I 
 

- 85 -

 

 



East Hampton Airport Final GEIS                                                August 2010 
Response to Comments Appendix I 
 

- 86 -
 



East Hampton Airport Final GEIS                                                August 2010 
Response to Comments Appendix I 
 

- 87 -

 



East Hampton Airport Final GEIS                                                August 2010 
Response to Comments Appendix I 
 

- 88 -



East Hampton Airport Final GEIS                                                August 2010 
Response to Comments Appendix I 
 

- 89 -

q. Letter from Stephen Levine (September 23, 2009) 
 
The respondent questions the emphasis on jet powered aircraft and helicopters versus all aircraft.   
 
Response:  The emphasis is in response to the volume of complaints and the expressed concerns 
of the residents.  All aircraft are included in the annual average determinations for existing and 
future conditions.   Overall, about 80 percent of the cumulative noise burden affects East 
Hampton, the remainder affects Southampton. 
 
The respondent suggests that the Airport has grown.  Although traffic, especially during the 
summer is intense, the overall volume of aircraft traffic has remained relatively stable in recent 
years although the distribution of traffic between various types, kinds and classes has changed.  
The airport has not physically expanded nor will the proposals contained in the draft GEIS cause 
expansion.  It is true that many business jet aircraft are larger now than was the case in previous 
years.  However, noise emission levels have been reduced due to improved engine technology. 
 
The planning effort since 2004 has specifically taken Southampton into account. 
 
The analysis technique used for noise, DNL, is federally mandated and supplemented by other 
measures.  Noise complaints are logged and published.  However, federal law governs the source 
emission levels of all aircraft and, thus, there is no violation of state or federal law involved and 
local law is inapplicable.  Thus, there is little opportunity to curtail aircraft activity as a result, 
even when complaints are lodged. 
 
Aircraft noise like other mechanical noise adversely affects residents in quiet areas and is 
therefore burdensome.  It is the nature of federal and state transportation regulation that it allows 
the freedom to use local roadways and airspace just as local residents from East Hampton may 
freely use areas where they are not residents.  This reciprocity is essential to both intrastate and 
interstate commerce. 
 
Airport capacity has not expanded significantly in recent years, but remained essentially the 
same.  Traffic has remained relatively stable in terms of total volume although the distribution of 
the aircraft mix has changed. 
 
Air transportation provides a variety of benefits to communities throughout the state and the 
nation as a whole.  Its primary adverse consequences are distributed disproportionately on those 
who reside nearby airports.  The respondent's preferences appear to be understandable in light of 
those realties and similar to the opinions of many other airport vicinity residents in other 
communities.  Generally, airports are expected to be self sufficient and not financed out of local 
revenues.  Provisions of current national law, the Airport Noise and Capacity Act, prevent airport 
operators from imposing access restrictions except through compliance with Federal Aviation 
Regulations Part 161.  There are important exceptions such as limitations on aircraft weight due 
to pavement load bearing strength, the assertion of proprietary power or transitory reasons such 
as maintenance closures.  These exceptions generally stem from operational or economic 
necessities and not from elective or discretionary objectives of the airport proprietor in response 
to citizen concerns, i.e., when potential restrictions are opposed by the administering agency in 
compliance with existing law.  



East Hampton Airport Final GEIS                                                August 2010 
Response to Comments Appendix I 
 

- 90 -

 



East Hampton Airport Final GEIS                                                August 2010 
Response to Comments Appendix I 
 

- 91 -
 



East Hampton Airport Final GEIS                                                August 2010 
Response to Comments Appendix I 
 

- 92 -
 



East Hampton Airport Final GEIS                                                August 2010 
Response to Comments Appendix I 
 

- 93 -
 



East Hampton Airport Final GEIS                                                August 2010 
Response to Comments Appendix I 
 

- 94 -
 



East Hampton Airport Final GEIS                                                August 2010 
Response to Comments Appendix I 
 

- 95 -
 



East Hampton Airport Final GEIS                                                August 2010 
Response to Comments Appendix I 
 

- 96 -
 



East Hampton Airport Final GEIS                                                August 2010 
Response to Comments Appendix I 
 

- 97 -

 



East Hampton Airport Final GEIS                                                August 2010 
Response to Comments Appendix I 
 

- 98 -
 



East Hampton Airport Final GEIS                                                August 2010 
Response to Comments Appendix I 
 

- 99 -
 



East Hampton Airport Final GEIS                                                August 2010 
Response to Comments Appendix I 
 

- 100 -

 



East Hampton Airport Final GEIS                                                August 2010 
Response to Comments Appendix I 
 

- 101 -
 



East Hampton Airport Final GEIS                                                August 2010 
Response to Comments Appendix I 
 

- 102 -
 



East Hampton Airport Final GEIS                                                August 2010 
Response to Comments Appendix I 
 

- 103 -
 



East Hampton Airport Final GEIS                                                August 2010 
Response to Comments Appendix I 
 

- 104 -

 



East Hampton Airport Final GEIS                                                August 2010 
Response to Comments Appendix I 
 

- 105 -
 



East Hampton Airport Final GEIS                                                August 2010 
Response to Comments Appendix I 
 

- 106 -
 



East Hampton Airport Final GEIS                                                August 2010 
Response to Comments Appendix I 
 

- 107 -

r. East Hampton Helicopter Traffic Report submitted by Frank Dalene  
 
The respondent is located directly under the Northwest Creek arrival route.  The site is therefore 
overflown frequently at relatively low altitudes due to proximity to the Airport. 
 
Response:   Helicopters, under federal regulations, do not have minimum altitudes above terrain 
that must be respected as do fixed wing aircraft since they can fly slowly when necessary to 
avoid obstructions.  Fixed wing aircraft, except on approach and departure from the runways, are 
prohibited from low overflights of surrounding terrain.  The airport itself as well as local civilian 
authorities does not have regulatory powers over aircraft in flight.  Concerns regarding safety 
appear speculative, relate to proximity, i.e., too close for comfort, and the degree of expressed 
alarm is unsupported by local accident history.  As a generalization, aircraft operations, including 
helicopters, have a good safety record in comparison to other transportation alternatives.  
 
Noise impacts such as are documented appear consistent with expectations given the location, 
approximately 0.9 miles from the Airport.  Sleep interference events, speech interference events 
and interference with electronic communications commonly occur at these sound levels.  Federal 
guidelines for compatibility are based on avoiding hearing damage and do not prevent such 
adverse effects or annoyance.  The location is subject to an annual exposure of 50 to 55 DNL for 
2008 and the same is projected for 2013. 
 
The respondent presents a partial log of helicopter noise events that occurred at his location over 
a one year period from August of 2008 to September of 2009.  Most of the events were 
accompanied by a noise level measurement.  A total of 373 events were included.  Of these, 46 
events registered 85 dB or greater representing 12 percent of the total.  Six events were recorded 
at 90 dB or 1.6 percent of the total.  The highest level sample was 90 dB.  The remaining events 
were in the 72 to 84 dB range, about 88 percent.  While these events are objectionable, 
disturbing, sudden, intrusive and have a large low frequency component, comparable noise levels 
are produced by common shop equipment, construction equipment and especially gasoline 
powered yard equipment.  OSHA guidelines for maximum noise exposure in the work place 
environment are 90 dB or above sustained for an 8 hour day.      
 
The recommended solution, elimination of the Airport in order to protect public health and 
safety, does not appear justified based on accident history or statistical risk in comparison to 
accident rates for motor vehicle operation.  In terms of tourist and visitor access, ground 
transportation provides a ready alternative.  However, for long distance domestic travel, 
international travel or emergency access, there is no alternative to air transportation.  Hence the 
Airport is an irreplaceable public asset. 
 
Helicopters using East Hampton Airport in charter service vary substantially by weight and 
passenger capacity, typically ranging from two to four to as many as ten passengers and from 
4,000 to 12,500 pounds.  Helicopter transport is preferred for reasons of comfort, speed and 
convenience as well as for privacy and personal security.  
  
Helicopters have not been used in any previous domestic terrorist attacks. 
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Commercial operations have been accommodated at the East Hampton Airport in prior decades.   
The Airport has been a public facility since its origins.  Airports are tightly regulated and 
inspected under FAA auspices as are the aircraft themselves and all licensed pilots.  Similarly, 
noise emission levels are federally regulated and, therefore, neither subject to local law nor does 
the Town have the authority to override those FAA regulations. 
 
The Final GEIS highlights the respondent's location and a map showing areas higher than 
runway elevation is included. 
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s. Letter from Tom Lavinio of Save East Hampton Airport, Inc. (September 
24, 2009) 
 
The correspondence includes a written statement and appends a statement from Robert Grover of 
Greenman-Pedersen, Inc., a copy of field monitoring studies accomplished by HMMH in 2003 
and a copy of Pavement Condition Survey, East Hampton Airport by Calcerinos and Spina, July 
2003. 
 
Response:  The correspondence refers to the prior HMMH noise studies as supportive of the 
conclusions and recommendations offered in the dGEIS.  These 2003 studies mark the onset 
point of formal noise abatement planning at East Hampton Airport which has continued in the 
years since. 
 
The respondent identifies Runway 4/22 as exclusively suitable for light propeller driven aircraft.   
Response: There are certain very light jet powered aircraft that are capable of operating from a 
short runway such as Runway 4/22, but these are relatively few in number and have noise 
emissions comparable to or lower than light propeller driven aircraft.  As a practical operating 
matter Runway 4/22 is recommended for use by aircraft able to turn westbound before crossing 
the property line.  Runway 10/28 is better suited to the current turbine powered airplanes and 
heavier propeller driven airplanes that use East Hampton Airport.  Due to the lessened wind 
sensitivity of larger, faster and more powerful aircraft, use of Runway 10/28 would be naturally 
preferred to Runway 4/22 which is roughly one half as long. 
 
The respondent refers to the attached letter from Robert Grover.  In this correspondence, the use 
of DNL as the noise descriptor of choice for aircraft noise measurements is endorsed.  The use of 
a single event noise level at the 65 dB is discouraged since many common household, 
transportation and community activities exceed this level.  The respondent notes that the existing 
Town ordinance contains exceptions for aircraft among other activities.  Response: This position 
is generally consistent with accepted industry practices, FAA guidelines as expressed in FAR 
Part 150 and in the Aviation Safety and Noise Abatement Act of 1979. 
 
The respondent refers to cost estimates offered in the attached report by Calcerinos and Spina.   
Response: Consistent with most environmental determinations, the dGEIS is silent on the matter 
of costs. 
 
The respondent supports the alternatives analysis as contained in the dGEIS and opposes the 
"alternative" of rejecting future FAA funding so as to enable the Town to restrict aircraft traffic 
by type of aircraft, i.e., helicopters, by class of activity, i.e., commercial operations, or by time of 
day as in closure on weekends. 
 
Response: Generally, the alternatives analysis in physical planning refers to differing strategies 
for accomplishing the proposed physical improvements and the impact each such alternative will 
have on the environment when implemented.  Traffic restrictions such as are described are 
instead policy measures with the intended purpose of reducing or eliminating environmental 
impacts, primarily noise, but are not related, directly or indirectly, to improvement contemplated 
in the Master Plan Report and reviewed in the dGEIS.  In fact, even the No Action Alternative 
will not serve to further the proposed goals of noise reduction.  The dGEIS is not intended as a 
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policy review or noise abatement planning exercise, but does show that current levels of noise 
impact when compared to federal and state guidelines do not support the appropriateness of such 
measures now or in the immediate future.  Thus, the omission of consideration of such measures 
as foregoing future federal funding in the dGEIS is beyond the customary scope of an EIS and 
should properly be reviewed, should the Town elect to do so, as part of the establishment of 
noise policy pursuant to a noise abatement planning study.  Thus, arguments either in favor or 
opposed to receipt of future grants in aid from the FAA are irrelevant to comparisons of differing 
environmental impact related to design alternatives such as are contained in the Master Plan 
Report or the draft GEIS. 
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t. Comment Letter from the Committee to Stop Airport Expansion submitted 
at the Public Hearing on September 17, 2009  
 
The extensive comments provided support retaining Runway 16/34 in favor of reopening 
Runway 4/22.          
 
Response:  Results of noise modeling population counts reported in the draft GEIS show that the 
reopening of Runway 4/22 will result in virtually the same level of cumulative noise exposure 
based on the annual average contours for 2008 and 2013.  The busy day contour comparison 
indicates that the exposure will be the same during the summer period down to DNL 55.  There 
is expected to be an increase of 20 percent or 163 additional persons exposed at the DNL 50 to 
55 level as a consequence of a slight expansion of the overall noise footprint and the change in 
exposure resulting from reopening Runway 4/22.  The total number of individuals exposed at the 
50 to 55 level changes from 798 to 961, an increase of 163 persons.  This is a relatively small 
change at the lowest level that was plotted.  It is considered insignificant from a regulatory 
perspective that essentially considers all areas outside of the annual average DNL 65 as 
compatible.  DNL 65 remains entirely on the airport on an annual average basis during both the 
2008 and 2013 contours. 
 
Relocation of Daniel’s Hole Road was recommended in the draft GEIS.  There are three 
alternative to compliance with clearance requirements associated with the approach surfaces over 
Daniel’s Hole Road.  The threshold of Runway 28 can be displaced by 150 feet.  Daniel’s Hole 
Road can be relocated 150 feet further east.  A non standard procedure using signage can be used 
if the previous two alternatives are not feasible.  The draft GEIS recommended the relocation of 
Daniel’s Hole Road.  Preliminary data indicated that this may have lower total costs in 
comparison to displacing the runway threshold.  Displacing the runway threshold necessitates 
moving the runway end indicator lights, the visual approach slope guidance system and 
potentially the runway edge lighting system for the entire length of the runway in order to 
achieve required space of the edge lights. 
 
Since this is a federal safety related requirement, detailed design and cost specifications will be 
made prior to moving forward with actual construction to confirm the most cost effective 
solution.  This investigation as well as construction costs would ultimately be funded through a 
federal grand and therefore differential costs to the Town are small.  Since it is a compliance 
related issue, the preferences of the administering agency are expected to carry great weight.  
Should federal authorities conclude that neither alternative is feasible, the administering agency 
retains the option of using signs to alert approach aircraft.  However, this technique is rarely 
employed and is usually confined to cases where it is physically impossible to achieve 
compliance through actually maintaining the needed clearances.  
 
The cost projections are also affected by options for FAA funding.  Should the Town finance this 
and other improvements with federal funds, cost differences to local government are offset by 
the typical 97.5 percent federal and state combined grant funding, greatly reducing the 
significance of comparative costs to the Town.  Timing and choice are also affected by the 
availability of federal funds.  Federal expenditures are based on regional FAA priorities and thus 
the project as a whole may await its turn for funding.  During the pendency period, no 
expenditure would occur nor is there any penalty to the Town. 
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A full parallel taxiway for Runway 4/22 is not proposed during the five year future covered by 
the draft GEIS.  However, at such time as development occurred to the west of Runway 4/22, a 
full parallel taxiway would be required as was shown in one alternative studied in the Master 
Plan Report.  Providing a full length parallel taxiway for Runway 16/34 would require a variety 
of adjustments in the Terminal Area depending on the runway/taxiway separation distance.  
While this is feasible, it further constricts ramp space in front of the existing hangers and the 
terminal building which may create operational difficulties during peak flow conditions.  The 
plan submitted by the respondent plan requires the relocation of several hangars and the removal 
of one. 
 
Sequencing the proposed terminal area plan as depicted introduces a variety of temporal issues.  
Ideally, the terminal area would be reconfigured through a series of projects prior to repaving 
Runway 16/34 and installing the parallel taxiway.  This matter is neither simple nor 
straightforward since, as is the case of all transportation facilities, the Airport must continue to 
function during the construction period.  No such complications are expected in the case of 
reactivating Runway 4/22.  
 
The analysis suggests that retaining Runway 16/34 eliminates the need for Runway 4/22 and 
assumes that the pavement would vanish, meaning a reduction in net pavement.  Runway 4/22 
would need to be repaved as a taxiway in order to facilitate aircraft access to areas on the north 
and south side of the airport even if Runway 16/34 was retained as the primary crosswind 
runway. 
 
The terminal area design is included in the Final GEIS with a discussion of its implications. 
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u.  Letter from David Gruber, Committee to Stop Airport Expansion 
(September 28, 2009), including Appendices: East Hampton Airport Noise by 
the Noise Pollution Clearing House; Suggested Alternative Concept; East 
Hampton Airport Plan Commentary by QED and CHA; Memo to the Town 
of East Hampton, Kaplan Kirsch Rockwell, January 14, 2008  
 
 
The respondent sets forth 11 specific concerns which are deemed deficiencies in the draft GEIS. 
 
Response to Item 1:  Noise impact determinations in the draft GEIS, consistent with SEQRA 
and FAA guidelines, provides information on "setting" through definition of the background 
noise environment; on "probability" based on relevant traffic level information by aircraft type 
and time of day on an annual basis and on a specific busy day in 2008 and projected to 2013; on 
"duration" by providing in the relevant descriptors of single event noise levels as published in the 
Master Plan Report, and by monitoring data; on "irreversibility" via the definition of noise as an 
atmospheric vibration that dissipates, i.e., is not irreversible;  on "geographic scope" by the 
inclusion of noise contour diagrams for existing and expected future conditions; on "magnitude" 
via single event noise contours; and by number of people affected via population counts as 
tallied by the Integrated Noise Model. 
 
Response to Item 2:  The respondent contends that the alternative to maintaining Runway 16/34 
was arbitrarily dismissed.   The "no build" alternative was included in the Master Plan Report.  
The Airport as it exists today is largely a reflection of the 1989 plan which has been in effect for 
20 years.  Thus, this "alternative" exists on the ground as well being contemplated in the parent 
planning study.  The selection of runway, since either Runway 16/34 or 4/22 would provide 
adequate service to aircraft considering prevailing winds. It is within the scope of the proprietor 
to determine which runway maximizes the social, economic and other essential benefits to the 
Town while minimizing or eliminating adverse environmental impacts to the fullest extent 
possible.  Thus, a balancing of social, economic and other factors with environmental impacts 
must be made.  An Environmental Impact Statement does not force the selection of the runway 
which, in the opinion of the respondent, has the lowest net off airport environmental impact.   
 
Response to Item 3:  The respondent contends that the process did not include consideration of 
continuing the 1989 Master Plan.  First, plans are made at a given time with an expected lifetime 
or applicability period.  Typically, that duration in the case of airports is 20 years.  Thus, 
consideration of a new Master Plan is timely.  The 2007 Master Plan Report included the no 
build alternative which essentially considers the continuation of the status quo, suggesting that 
the existing plan could remain in place.  The respondent suggests that additional alternatives be 
considered, but does not specify them. 
 
Response to Item 4:  The selection of a preferred alternative does not preclude other 
alternatives. The key question is the selection of crosswind runway.  In accordance with federal 
and state environmental standards, the differences are insignificant in terms of noise exposure.  
The preferred alternative addresses an essential matter, provisions for long term development.  
There is insufficient area between Runway 16/34, its required taxiway and the Terminal Building 
to accommodate many small or a few larger aircraft during peak demand conditions, i.e., the 
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critical matter exists today even without the necessary parallel taxiway emplaced.  With the 
addition of the parallel taxiway, not only are transient parking spaces limited, but circulation and 
maneuvering aircraft becomes more difficult. Thus, from a long term perspective, preserving 
Runway 16/34 is unresponsive to existing operational realities.  The design presented later in the 
document preserves the existing conditions, but does not address peak period deficiencies. 
 
Response to Item 5:  The alternatives considered in the Master Plan Report ranges from 
downsizing to a major expansion.  The respondent avers that this is insufficient for compliance, 
but does not specify what additional alternatives either major or minor are required for 
compliance. 
 
Response to Item 6:  The respondent sets forth the concept that controlling infrastructure and 
using proprietary powers to control access is essential without specification of what those 
measures might be.  This prevents a determination of the merits of those prospective measures.  
In fact, the limitations of infrastructure and the use of proprietary powers already provide some 
constraint.  Runway length and other critical capacity measures are not increased under the 
proposals contained in the draft GEIS continuing the current circumstances.  The Town has 
increased landing fees in recent years which has the potential to reduce traffic.  The underlying 
question is the extent to which infrastructure limitations and the use of proprietary powers are 
employed to reduce traffic levels.  The respondent implies the Town should adopt more 
restrictive policies.  Current levels of environmental impact with the exception of helicopter 
traffic do not suggest that impacts are excessive in comparison to recognized federal and state 
guidelines for compatibility. 
 
Response to Item 7:  The design aircraft selected is the Cessna Citation.  This aircraft type 
constitutes a large fraction of existing fixed wing aircraft fleet using the Airport.  This does not 
preclude usage by larger aircraft some of which are already based at the Airport and owned by 
Town residents.  Usage of larger aircraft was included in the noise studies shown in the draft 
GEIS.  Thus, no omission exists in terms of the analyses offered. 
 
Response to Item 8:  The putative implications of accepting FAA funding were, in the past, 
significant, but with the decline in the use of Stage 2 jet aircraft are no longer deterministic of 
noise impact.  Specifically, since the noisiest aircraft in the civil business jet fleet are now 
essentially retired, the ability to screen out the noisiest aircraft through restrictions based on 
stage class is no longer helpful. The noise reduction benefits that might have been achieved in 
the past have been achieved through a differing mechanism, i.e., technological and economic 
obsolescence. 
 
Response to Item 9:  The draft GEIS is not a noise abatement planning study.  The draft GEIS 
reviews the impact of a series of proposals for airport improvements.  Consideration of Town 
policy in terms of exercising proprietary powers is not included in any of the proposals reviewed. 
 
Response to Item 10:  There is one proposal reviewed in the draft GEIS that merits such 
detailed review as is being sought, the selection of the crosswind runway.  The environmental 
impact of this proposal is thoroughly revealed in the draft GEIS.  This alternative was selected 
based on technical merit and relief of operational deficiencies during peak flow conditions.  The 
comment does not contain any specific criteria that would contradict the findings presented. 
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Response to Item 11:  The draft GEIS contains two proposals that have potential off airport 
effects, the reactivation of Runway 4/22 and the activation of a seasonal control tower.  The 
environmental impact of the runway proposal is thoroughly set forth.  The benefits of a seasonal 
control tower cannot be determined in the absence of an operating plan which has yet to be 
defined.  The comment reflects an underlying assumption that the Town, operating in the role of 
airport proprietor, is obligated to select a given alternative that is demonstrably least in terms of 
environmental impact.  The draft GEIS does not show significant environmental impacts 
resulting from any of the proposals under consideration.  In selecting an alternative, the 
proprietor is required to act and choose an alternative which, consistent with social, economic 
and other essential considerations, to the maximum extent practicable, minimize or avoid 
significant environmental effects.  Thus, a balancing of such factors is mandated under SEQRA. 
 
Following the series of explicit points on pages 3 through 6 are recitations concerning SEQRA 
and the language of the original legislation.  These passages are the basis of implementing 
regulations adopted by the responsible state agencies to which the draft GEIS complies.  The 
respondent asserts that the draft GEIS is inadequate in light of the concerns expressed in the 
founding legislation whereas, in fact, the draft GEIS complies with the specific requirements of 
the administering agencies both federal and state. 
 
Response: On pages 6 through 12, the respondent discusses noise issues.  There are no proposals 
in the draft GEIS that relate to noise with the exception of the selection of the cross wind runway 
which changes the location of part of the noise contour area.  The seasonal control tower 
proposal by conferring the ability to direct traffic may also have an impact on the distribution of 
noise impact.  Neither of these proposals is expected to change the level of traffic, the 
composition of aircraft traffic or the capabilities of the facility.  The respondent advances the 
concept of the Town noise ordinance and its specified noise levels as the alternative evaluation 
criterion to the federal mandated system, the Day Night Average Sound Level.  The Town's 
noise ordinance specifically exempts all noises coming from normal operations of properly 
equipped aircraft from application of the Town noise standards and is therefore wholly 
inapplicable.  The respondent further challenges the use of the federal noise analysis tool, the 
Integrated Noise Model.  These concerns relate, in essence, to the definition of "significant".  
The crux of the concerns expressed are that the federal and state standards in this case are 
responsive to the protection of hearing, but are unresponsive to general community annoyance.  
This is the result of mechanization both in the air and on the ground which, in most of its 
manifestations, creates sufficient noise to create widespread annoyance.  There is, at this time, no 
fully effective solution to this circumstance except ceasing operation of this equipment which is, 
on balance, infeasible since it would prevent most forms of mechanized transportation on which 
our society and economy depends.  Such tradeoffs lie at the center of environmental 
improvement concerns, a subject which transcends a procedural GEIS.  The concerns expressed 
are real, but irrelevant to the proposals reviewed in the GEIS. 
 
Two issues that bear comment are raised on pages 13 and 14.  The respondent equates the 
volume of individuals using the Airport with the number of residents estimated to be annoyed.  
This appears on its face to be an inappropriate comparison.  Applying such analysis would 
essentially substitute a nuisance standard in place of the clearly established standards required 
for analysis of airport improvement impacts.  Airport users although few in number, receive 
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substantial transportation benefit procured at substantial cost.  Residents, by contrast, suffer from 
annoyance, but are not necessarily harmed although the noise events are clearly unwanted.  This 
numerical equation does not appear reasonable in that it presumes that all residents have similar 
sensitivity and conviction.  Further, the respondent advocates ceasing all night period activity, 
i.e., a curfew.  Other than through voluntary procedures or near unanimous agreement among 
airport users such a goal is probably impractical under current law.  The 1989 Master Plan and 
Airport Layout Plan do not contain such a proposal although it was discussed in the 1989 
environmental assessment.  There has been no effort on the part of the Town to implement such a 
proposal in the 20 elapsed years.  No airport in New York State has a formal enforced curfew 
and the several attempts to impose such limitations have not succeeded.  Similarly, road, 
highway and rail transportation all operate throughout the night period. 
 
On pages 17 through 19, the respondent provides details on a prior case litigated in California.  
This case discusses the adequacy of an environmental document related to a proposed change in 
flight track placement at an air carrier airport.  While relevant to noise abatement planning, there 
is no proposal in the draft GEIS similar to the one litigated in this case. 
 
Similarly, on page 18, the respondent cites language from the Master Plan Report than supports 
the effectiveness of a single event noise standard.  This is an effective noise abatement strategy 
and might be an appropriate inclusion in a noise abatement planning study.  The draft GEIS is 
not a noise abatement planning study and there are no noise control proposals reviewed within it. 
 
On pages 19 through 29, the respondent discusses the advantages and disadvantages Runway 
16/34 versus Runway 4/22.  The design selection rests on the key advantage of Runway 4/22, the 
available areas to the west of the runway for long term development of aviation related uses and 
avoidance of complicated modifications to the existing terminal area.  Runway 16/34 has a 
variety of lesser advantages.  The layout proposal submitted by the respondent is well prepared, 
and could be made to function acceptably in accordance with the design submitted.  However, 
the proximity of Runway 16/34 to the hangars, terminal area, and Daniel's Hole Road limits the 
potential of the airport in the sense of the evolution of overall design, and the required parallel 
taxiway on the east exacerbates this circumstance.  Preserving Runway 16/34 will require a 
rearrangement of the terminal area which reactivating Runway 4/22 avoids. It is this fundamental 
matter of layout that drives the recommendation for reactivating Runway 4/22.  While feasible, 
the design alternative submitted requires removal of existing hangars, reconstruction of 
equivalent hangar space, segregation of aircraft, small versus large, and reconfiguration of the 
existing FBO leasehold.  Differences in wind coverage, in off airport land use compatibility, in 
operational and capital costs are small in comparison to this central design consideration.  Thus, 
the recommendation from the design team supported the reactivation of Runway 4/22.  As a 
practical matter, the preferred alternative does not necessarily extinguish the Runway16/34 
alternative since other factors may yet influence the final decision.  It is not runway selection, but 
the requirement for a parallel taxiway to Runway 16/34 that is the most critical factor.  However, 
the preferred alternative is expected to emerge as the more practical alternative in the final 
analysis since it is supported by the user community and appears most prudent in the long term 
evolution of the Airport and least disruptive to current operations. 
 
On pages 29 through 33, the respondent submits that the Town has not implemented noise 
abatement recommendations embodied in the 1989 Master Plan and environmental 
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documentation including weight limits, ignoring the stated objective of narrowing the main 
runway, restricting Stage 2 aircraft including helicopters and instituting a curfew.  These issues 
are related to noise abatement planning which is not addressed in the draft GEIS because there 
are no proposals reviewed that relate to such steps.  The draft GEIS is a procedural document 
that reviews 14 separate proposals.  One proposal, the establishment of a seasonal control tower, 
relates to noise abatement indirectly.  Without direct control of aircraft using the Airport, rules 
and regulations including those related to noise control cannot be effectively enforced.  Without 
the filing of an Airport Layout Plan, the FAA cannot reclassify the local airspace to 
accommodate the seasonal control tower.  Without the publication of a Final GEIS, the ALP 
cannot be signed and submitted.  Therefore, moving forward to the Final GEIS is the appropriate 
way to facilitate greater control of aircraft traffic and resultant noise impact. 
 
In section 4, page 33, the respondent suggests that the full range of alternatives were not 
considered.  An agency’s substantive obligations under SEQRA must be viewed in light of a rule 
of reason.  Not every conceivable alternative must be identified and addressed. This rests on the 
assumption that certain alternatives were not fully analyzed and that the sole means of evaluation 
is through SEQRA.  In fact, the Town acting in the role of Lead Agency and airport proprietor is 
reflecting a policy that balances limited growth with appropriate facility maintenance.  SEQRA 
does not require analysis of alternatives which are not supported by previous decision making.  
Thus, an expansion oriented approach such as was depicted as Alternative 3 in the Master Plan 
Report was not brought forth into the environmental review.  Similarly, Alternative 1 which 
depicted a downsized facility was not considered responsive to the needs of public user 
community.  Decision making is informed by detailed environmental analysis, but it remains one 
of a number of concerns.  Some of these ancillary concerns may override environmental impact 
differences.  Decision making is not always dependent on environmental impact differences nor 
are decision makers unaware of environmental concerns in the absence of a formal study. The 
respondent does not offer any other alternatives for consideration except the retention of Runway 
16/34 as opposed to Runway 4/22.  Inclusion of this alternative in the Final EIS satisfies these 
concerns. 
 
In section 5, the respondent again suggests that there is a requirement to study a "range of 
reasonable alternatives".  The word "reasonable" suggests that the Town, acting as Lead Agency, 
has the discretion to screen out those measures that are not considered reasonable, i.e., deemed 
not in the public interest at this time.  The preferred alternative does not preclude future actions 
that may increase airport capability or reduce it.  The central design proposal is "reactivation" of 
Runway 4/22, i.e., rehabilitation of an existing but disused runway that has been in existence 
since the Airport was constructed 70 years ago.  The alternative to this action is the preservation 
of Runway 16/34.  There is no other alternative except constructing an entirely new runway 
which was ruled out due to cost and other factors.  The respondent elsewhere in the 
documentation reviews a variety of planning studies conducted after the 1989 Master Plan.  In 
none of these studies is there a suggestion to construct a new runway in a differing location or 
the definition of differing alternative layout concepts.  Therefore, there do not appear to be a 
range of available layout alternatives requiring study.  The remaining text discusses a variety of 
eventualities resulting from changes in air traffic.  These are properly considered in a noise 
abatement planning study.  This is not the purpose or focus of the draft GEIS.  Similarly, a draft 
GEIS is not a cost/benefit analysis nor, generally speaking, are comparative costs a major 
component of an EIS.  The EIS is intended to clearly depict environmental considerations to 
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insure that these are part of the overall decision making process.  The respondent infers that the 
GEIS is the umbrella document which supports decision making as opposed to contributing to 
decision making. 
 
In section 6, the respondent suggests that the draft GEIS is the appropriate vehicle for 
considering the inclusion of the Town's power as airport proprietor and their alternative 
prerogatives in addressing environmental issues generally including regulation of aircraft traffic 
and access.  The draft GEIS focuses primarily on construction proposals which are its stated 
purpose.  The Town has elected to focus closely on these urgent matters and specifically omit, at 
this time, the larger and more complex regulatory issues.  To do otherwise would greatly extend 
the decision making period.  The Town is thus properly discharging their responsibilities as 
airport proprietor to insure safe, efficient, and adequate properly maintained airport facilities.  
SEQRA applies to a variety of actions including policy making, but the draft GEIS contains no 
such policy proposals. 
 
In section 7, the respondent suggests that the five year forecast is insufficient, the growth factors 
used irrelevant to East Hampton and objects to the Design Aircraft selected.  The proposals 
reviewed in the draft GEIS are all short term actions and are reversible.  The expected impacts 
from the implementation of these proposals will materialize within five years.  Long term 
projections such as are used in master planning are appropriate for such exercises and their 
environmental documentation since there may be projects that are developed in phases over that 
long term period.  There are no such long term development proposals included in the draft 
GEIS.  Projects that are a single prompt and inclusive action, such as constructing a building, are 
often assessed based on a five year projection.  There is no departure from custom.  The growth 
assumptions used are derived from FAA industry forecasts which, as might be the case with any 
other projection, have a varying level of expected accuracy.  However, past traffic history, i.e., 
the last five years, suggests that these factors are reasonable especially in light the current 
adverse financial climate.  The epicenter for the current recession lies in the financial markets in 
New York City suggesting that market contractions will be felt most promptly and most 
completely at that location.  Although East Hampton is a desirable summer destination, the New 
York/East Hampton travel market clientele would presumably be among the most seriously 
affected suggesting an unstable or declining market for high cost transportation services.  
Alternative less costly transportation modes are available to access East Hampton.  Thus, the 
projections offered appear reasonable as well as authoritative. 
 
The selection of the critical design aircraft is an airport planning consideration that did not 
originate in the draft GEIS.  The prior design aircraft, the Twin Otter, is no longer in service at 
East Hampton and is no longer in production.  The design aircraft used is representative of the 
largest fraction of current turbine engined fleet using the Airport, among the most popular types 
in comparison to similar product offerings and is produced by the world's largest manufacturer of 
business jet aircraft.  It is therefore appropriate.  The respondent does not nominate a specific 
alternative design aircraft. 
 
Section 8, the respondent alleges segmentation because the draft GEIS does not analyze the long 
term effects of accepting FAA grants in aid. 
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Response: Segmentation is usually defined as the deliberate segregation of a single action into 
several parts so as to avoid analysis of the single unified action which could have a larger impact 
than each portion taken separately.  Acceptance of grants in aid has no environmental impact; 
rather the impact is what results from the construction of specific projects regardless of the origin 
of the resources used.  Federal grants are contingent on a local contribution which can be 
influenced by local citizens.  Neither is it appropriate to contend that all FAA funded projects 
result in negative environmental effects.  FAA grants have been used to protect residents, to 
sound proof schools, to fund noise monitoring systems, to conduct noise mitigation studies and 
to mitigate the effects of certain developments.  The FAA is bound by NEPA and the implication 
of these allegations is a violation of federal as well as state statutes. Since every airport in the 
State except East Hampton accepts federal funding, the implication is that each and every one is 
in violation of SEQRA. This is clearly not the case. 
 
The respondent appears to object not to grants in aid themselves, but to the sponsors assurances 
which are typically required.  The Town is not obliged to accept federal funds or to apply 
exclusively for grants that could have adverse environmental effects.  Each proposal reviewed in 
the draft GEIS is a standalone action most of which are urgent and address existing deficiencies.  
The objective of the process is the filing of an Airport Layout Plan reflecting the projects 
reviewed in the draft GEIS.  The filing of the ALP is necessary in order for the East Hampton 
Airport to reestablish its inclusion in the national system of airports.  It is currently out of status.  
Only by filing the ALP can the Airport obtain from the FAA the airspace changes that must 
occur before the installation of the seasonal control tower.  Establishment of the seasonal control 
tower is the prerequisite to improved noise abatement measures.  The goals of the Town and of 
the respondent appear reasonably congruent, both support progress toward improved 
performance and reduced noise impact.  The difference is the means by which this can be 
achieved. 
 
In section 9 the respondent continues the discussion of FAA grants in aid and their 
accompanying sponsor's grant assurances.  Response: The penalty resulting from a departure of 
the accepted FAA interpretation of the grant assurance that requires that the Airport 
accommodate all types, kinds and classes of aircraft on a fair and equal basis is withdrawal of 
federal funding.  Thus, the Town can opt out of the federal grant program at any time.  The 
proprietor's exception as spelled out in the relevant decision concerning the East 34th Street 
Heliport offers protections from litigation advanced by others, but must still be "reasonable, non 
arbitrary and non discriminatory".  These distinctions were critical during the 1990's when there 
were still numerous Stage 2, i.e., disproportionately noisy, fixed wing turbine powered aircraft in 
the mix using the Airport.  Barring access to those aircraft would have, at that time, lead to 
substantial reductions in overall noise exposure.  However, virtually all these aircraft, with the 
exception of helicopters, are now gone due to age, excessive fuel consumption or have been 
converted to Stage 3 compliance.  Review of the single event noise contours provided in the 
Master Plan Report reveals the degree of change.  Summer helicopter traffic is now the primary 
source of complaint.  Since helicopters do not require supporting infrastructure, these aircraft are 
unaffected by the availability of grant funds.  Since there are no current Stage 3 helicopters, 
distinction by Stage class is not an option.  The Town retains a variety of options to address 
helicopter noise and the seasonal control tower, a key proposal reviewed in the draft GEIS, will 
serve to enforce those policies.  Although there are differences in noise emissions from 
helicopters based on differing size and weight, helicopters are not substantially noisier than 
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comparable fixed wing aircraft.  They are objectionable because the operate at lower enroute 
altitudes exposing large areas to overflight noise, have a distinctive pulsating noise signature 
which is easily recognized even when compared to similar amplitude sounds, and are a potent 
source of low frequency noise and vibrations.  They are therefore a more difficult regulatory 
target and not necessarily amenable to noise abatement strategies used for fixed wing aircraft.  In 
sum, the consequences of accepting federal funding and the resulting grant assurances are much 
different now than in past times.  Likewise, other federal procedures such as Part 161 and Part 
150 as well as design standards and regulatory objectives differ from the circumstances that are 
addressed in the comment. 
 
In sections 10 and 11, the respondent asserts that the combined inadequacies in the draft GEIS do 
not permit an informed decision. 
 
Response: The draft GEIS adequately supports the decision making required understanding the 
environmental ramifications of the projects considered.  The projects all conform to relevant 
state and federal standards customarily used for evaluation.  While this may not be fully 
responsive to the goals and objectives of all local residents, this is not a defect in terms of 
SEQRA compliance.  Much of the language used in this correspondence appears to overstate the 
actual harm that occurs.  In these and other comments there is an implied debate between what is 
considered insignificant under the guidelines typically applied by the administering agencies and 
what is considered significant by those who must actually experience these realities.  There is 
merit in considering both perspectives, but SEQRA compliance, the issue at hand in the draft 
GEIS, adheres to broad standards arrived at through many years of actual experience and 
application.  While perhaps not fully satisfactory to all, these criteria are powerful and pragmatic 
in light of the various tradeoffs that occur.  There remains substantial room for improvement 
above and beyond the satisfaction of nominal compliance. 
 
 




