College Park Airport Authority
Minutes of Meeting (Virtual)
1 April 2021

The virtual meeting was called to order by the Chair, Jack Robson at 7:05 PM. Members present were
David Dorsch, Chris Dullnig, Gabriel Iriarte, David Kolesar, and Anna Sandberg. James Garvin was
absent. Also in attendance were Lee Sommer, Airport Manager, and Stephen Edgin, Assistant Manager.

The Purple Line work on Paint Branch Creek to the north of the airport has about a month to go. They
will remove the temporary access road that they installed across the north end of the airport. The tree
trimming portion of the M-NCPPC runway safety project should complete on April 2nd or so. However,
plantings and tree replacement will continue into the indefinite future. M-NCPPC has been meeting with
the disc golf group, but the group has been unable to reach a consensus on tree placement.
The replacement of the runway lights with LED fixtures should begin in July. In addition, installation of
the Precision Approach Path Indicator (PAPI) systems, along with an electrical upgrade should also start
in the same time frame. The power and PAPI systems are permit dependent so the actual dates are
uncertain. The State will be providing a cost-sharing grant for this safety improvement.
The response to a memo sent to the Mayor and Council by Mr. Gray, a Yarrow resident, was discussed at
length. The Authority members unanimously approved the response and a copy is attached to the
Minutes.

Mr. Sommer reported that:
There are 39 currently based aircraft
There were 99 Transient operations
There were 359 Tenant operations
He also advised that when the restricted use of the Operations Building was to occur was still unknown.
M-NCPPC was currently working on a schedule. Sometime in August being a best guess.
Fabrication and installation of the new panels in the breezeway was delayed due to COVID with
completion indeterminate.
Anna Sandberg said she still had aircraft overflying her house (Yarrow). Mr. Sommer stated that those
planes were most likely transient aircraft. He has prepared a diagram\photo showing noise-sensitive
areas and every transient pilot is given one when paying for gas or a parking fee.
The meeting was adjourned at 8:30 PM

Attachment

Extract From Mr. Gray’s 1/5/2021 “Note” with
College Park Airport Authority Comments

The City Council of the City of College Park:
Attached below are two issues for the council’s consideration.
Sincerely, David Gray
Issue One The continued tree cutting in Old Calvert Park is out of control
This morning, the morons that Park and Planning hired to doing the tree cutting in Old Calvert Park
on the behalf of the airport managed to drop a tree on my next door neighbor's (7304 Radcliffe)
fence and knock it down.
Jerry Langham, M-NCPPC Arborist and a monitor hired by M-NCCPC to
quality control the tree contract, inspected the reported location.
They found that the tree appeared to have fallen due to disease or old
age.
It had not been cut by the tree contractor.

This tree cutting, which has continued to go on unabated for last three months, is now taking place
in areas where there is zero logical reason for it be happening and Park and Planning are making
ZERO effort to minimize the impact of this project on the community in general and my
neighborhood in specific.

M-NCPPC is proceeding as discussed with the City. The work is ongoing, as to trimming, soil stabilization, and additional plantings.
99% of the trimming is to be completed by March 31, 2021. Soil
stabilization, replacement tree completion (3:1) and other planting is
dependent on weather and the success of the new planting.

Below is a Google maps satellite image of the east of the airport and the black line shows the
northern edge of the runway on the eastern side of the airport and

this light pole with a flashing beacon on top, which was installed in the 1980s per agreement with
the city, was placed there to indicate to pilots the northern most line of approach for this end of
runway. I know this because it was my mother’s complaints that lead to the placement of this
marker. If aircraft fly north of this line, they are at risk of flying over the private property of city
residents and possibly run into trees along the hill that abuts the park. Currently, and for the last
month or so, there has been significant tree topping and felling of trees north of this line. It is clear
to me that Park and Planning intends to top/remove almost every tree on this area of the park just
for the sake of cutting trees. This offers no safety benefit since if aircraft are taking off and are only
40 feet in the air and are over north of this line, they will simply crash into the trees/hill on the
private property of 7300-7304 Radcliffe. For landing aircraft, cutting these trees offers no benefit
they are off the flight line and they would have already crashed into the trees/hill on the private
property of 7300-7304 Radcliffe if they were to actually fly over them.
The pole to which Mr. Gray is referring is one of six, erected in
1980’s as part of a previous airport safety project.
Two of the
poles are equipped with strobes, both of which are to the southeast
end of the airport. There is no record of Mr. Gray’s mother’s
complaint, but her input may have been taken into consideration when
the project was engineered.
The purpose of the poles was to provide
guidance to pilots as to tree height after dark. Since 1980’s trees
have grown higher than the poles and trimming has been required.
The
height of an aircraft at any given part of its climb-out cannot be
taken as 40 feet. Actual height is determined by the type of aircraft,
its performance characteristics, wind speed and direction,
temperature, and sea level pressure. A pilot will climb as rapidly as
possible consistent with safe operation of the aircraft.

Tree cutting also appears to taking place north of the zoned cutting map displayed during the
presentation done at the 5/19/20 city council meeting...that, or they are just right on the edge of it.

And it would be my opinion, that far more than 83 trees have been destroyed/topped in zones in C
and D, although I haven’t gone out and counted the stumps (yet).
The Council was made aware that the illustration was meant to show
tree height in a given location. It was also a simplified drawing,
not an engineering drawing. The survey was done using an airborne
method. It was done when the trees were in leaf. Some of the taller
trees probably concealed trees beneath the canopy.

Speaking of that presentation in May, in my opinion, you folks were straight up hustled and lied to
by Park and Planning. The reason why so many trees were cut wasn't because of new federal
regulations….it was because they moved the landing point for runway 33 approximately further
east. If you think of the landing slope for this runway as a giant invisible wedge with a 5% slope
(gaining 5 feet in height every 100 feet), moving this wedge further east meant that far more trees
in the park had to be removed/topped this time around. See the satellite images below. The landing
point (the solid white line crossing the runway above the upside down Vs pointing to it) was moved
from above the connection between the taxiway and the runway to below it.
New federal engineering guidance and the planned installation of the
Precision Approach Path Indicator (PAPI) did affect the number of
trees and the location of the trees. However they also moved the edge
of the required tree trimming away from the residential neighborhood.
It did affect trees in the park and the National Park Service Land.
However as M-NCPPC has advised, tree replacement at a three-to-one or
greater ratio is being accomplished.

Boundary shift due to threshold relocation. (Added by Airport Authority)

This is how runway 33 was marked in 2019

This is how it how runway 33 is marked in 2020.

Currently, the landing point for runway 33 is approximately 210 feet from the bike trail. At a 5%
landing slope, this means plans will be landing at approximately 10.5 feet above the bike trail. As
someone who is over six feet tall, this means planes would be flying within four feet of my head if I
was standing on the bike trail as a plane landed. I cannot understand how Park and Planning has
embarked on a project that creates such a clear and eminent danger to the hundreds of people who
use that bike trail every day for the sake of an airport that is used by, on average, less than 5 people
a day, most of whom are not county residents.

There is a hiker biker path about 10 feet from the end of Runway 33.
It has been there since the 1970’s. The fence separating the trail
from the runway has a number of signs warning of low flying aircraft.
Any pilot landing can readily see any person standing on the trail.
If necessary the can adjust their landing spot or go-around and return
for another landing attempt. No one at the airport can recall ever
coming close to someone on the path, nor does the airport have any
record of a complaint caused by a close approach to a pedestrian or
cyclist. The number of airplanes using the airport varies.
The
number of people in the planes also vary. This does not seem to be
include in Mr. Gray’s estimate.
The threshold was moved as shown. The increased tree work is due to
the FAA's enforcement of the TERPS 20:1 surface, which has a wider
approach path. By looking at the prior threshold location markings
and existing threshold location markings, then an additional 1,420
square feet would be required to meet the FAA TERPS 20:1 approach
surface.

Similarly, with this new landing point, planes will be now only 30 feet above the volleyball court
sand area (less than 24 feet above my head) and approximately 45 feet above the tennis courts
(less than 39 feet above my head). This is far too low for people to be present, and in my opinion, it

is criminally negligent for these park amenities to be located directly in the landing pattern of the
airport with these plane landing heights as they currently are. Park and Planning is encouraging
people to congregate and gather in a clearly dangerous area. And this isn't hyperbole on my
part....a plane has previously crashed into the tennis court, and two other planes flubbed take
off/landings and crashed just west of the airport. And last year, a plane crashed in New Carrolton
after taking off from College Park, killing the pilot. The airport likely has the highest number of nonnatural deaths attached to a single property in the city.
The designed Threshold Crossing Height is 25'. Aircraft should not be
coming in much lower than 25' above the threshold, even when not using
the PAPIs. Projecting out, aircraft would be 43' above the trail when
using this landing.
The Precision Approach Path Indicator (PAPI) Obstacle Clearance
Surface is a clearance surface as per FAA Criteria. Note that the
TERPS 20:1 clearance is even lower than the PAPI Obstacle Clearance
Surface. PAPI installation will increase the safety margin.

In 2002 The County adopted zoning regulations for airports and their
vicinity. Unlike Federal Aviation Regulations (FARs), designed for
safe aircraft operation, the County regulations were designed to
protect people on the ground. In general this was accomplished by
limiting the population density and allowed usage (e.g. schools,
housing, open space, etc. The area referred to is zoned for minimum
density and the park amenities provided meet those requirements.

It is worth noting that airport appears not the have changed the landing point for runway 15 (if you
were landing by flying over Route One), likely because of the location of the metro rail tracks. If
they moved that landing point further west, planes would run into elevated metro tracks (this calls
into question why so many trees to west of the airport was cut down when there was no change in
the landing point.) As it is, I believe planes are only flying about 9-11 feet above metro rail cars (this
is only a rough estimate....It isn't like I can walk out there and take measurements) and a plane has
previously run into these elevated tracks and crashed.
The landing threshold was actually shifted 15 feet northeast. Prior to
metro construction there was a grass slope that ended at the CSX (B&O)
tracks. The CSX tracks are to the northwest side of the metro tracks.
Metro raised the height of its tracks and basically installed a wall.
If a plane were to overrun the runway it would be stopped by the wall.
The metro tracks are fenced and no pedestrians have access to them.
There are two poles installed at the metro tracks.
These are lit at
their top and straddle the runway so as to provide nighttime guidance
to landing aircraft.

So moving the landing point for runway 33, in my opinion, was a choice by the airport, not a federal
mandate. There are scores of other airports in the US with shorter runways than College Park. The
previous landing point still gave an operational runway landing length of approximately 2200+ feet,

which is 2x as long as most smaller aircraft need to land (ie, your standard 2-3 passenger Cessna
might only need 900-1100 feet of runway to safely land and stop..even allowing for a wet runway,
2200 feet was good enough for most small aircraft. (I’m sure some pilots would disagree and say
that longer is always better. To those I would say, maybe you shouldn’t be using a 100+ year old
airport and maybe you should use Tipton ten miles to the north, which is quite modern and doesn’t
require millions in county taxpayer funding to stay open). The only benefit of lengthening the
operational length (i.e., the usable part of the runway during a landing...the length of the physical
runway has not changed) is to benefit larger, heavier planes....ie, planes that cost half a million
dollars or more.
The FAA encourages longer runways. Indeed, the standard utility runway
length is recommended to be 3200 feet.
The longer the runway the
greater the safety margin. The additional length provided by moving
the threshold benefits all landing aircraft. A number of the small
aircraft on the field cost in excess of $500,000 when new. It is the
Airport Authority’s belief that the additional 296 feet has made no
difference in the size or weight of aircraft using the airport.

Even if there was some federal mandate in play here regarding landing slope, I want to council to
reflect that this could have been satisfied by simply moving the runway 33 landing point further
west (i.e., shortening the operational length of the runway). This might have prevented some
heavier planes from using the airport, but it would have resulted in almost no trees needing to be
cut down and would require planes to fly higher above users of Old Calvert Park and the users of
the bike trail. And it would have cost next to nothing (just repainting the landing point on the
runway and some modest tree trimming). Instead, Park and Planning has spent easily over a million
dollars destroying trees (Maybe the council should ask how much Park and Planning has spent
turning both ends of the runway into moonscapes and compare that to the requests the council
have made to Park and Planning on behalf of city residents, to which Park and Planning promptly
claimed there was no money for.) and increased the risk of death to thousands of county residents
that use the bike trail and Old Calvert park for the entirely theoretical benefit of a handful of nonresident millionaires flying larger planes that have no place at flying into College Park airport in the
first place.
The current tree project satisfies two requirements :1) reduces tree
height due to tree growth since the last trimming in 2009, and 2)
reduce tree height for the change in the runway threshold location and
meet the changed FAA engineering recommendations.

I'm sure that some of you are thinking, 'Gosh, this airport business is complicated and this isn't
really our business'. You would be wrong. 1) This new landing point creates a clear danger to the
users of both the bike trail and Old Calvert park, both of which are located within the city and used
by city residents. 2) The city has an 'airport authority', who apparently didn't bother to brief the

council about any of this prior to it happening. You know what comes with 'authority'? Liability.
That's the way a judge in a wrongful death lawsuit is going to see it when someone on the bike trail
gets his or her head ripped off by a landing plane. The fact that the city has an 'airport authority'
means it bears the responsibility of making sure the airport is safely run and is not a risk to the
general public. 3) Council members demanded that picnic shelters needed to built to replace the
loss of tree shade and those requested picnic shelters are directly in line with the runway and the
city has now made it attractive to congregate in an area with a clear danger. I mean, why don't you
put some picnic tables in the middle of Route One or Kenilworth Avenue...it is exactly the same
level of stupid as putting picnic tables directly in front of runway.
In my opinion, the city's vicarious liability in this matter is huge. And the fact that I've just told the
council, acting city manager, and city attorney about this, means that you are on the hook for it.
This is no longer an unknown hazard. As it stands, I don't see how the parkland north of Old Calvert
Road (which is the part of the park that is within city limits) can be accessible by the public with the
current landing point. Planes are going to be just too close to the public. Either the bike trail and the
park need to be closed or the landing point needs to be moved.
We believe that M-NCPPC has met all FAA, County, and State regulatory
requirements Indeed the State inspects the airport every year on a
scheduled basis and conducts unscheduled “drops-ins” as well. The
airport is relicensed by the State only if it meets State safety
regulations. State regulations basically mirror FAA regulations.

Moving this landing point was an obvious risk and the fact that Park and Planning failed to notice it,
or more likely, simply did not care, speaks volumes about reckless and dismissive attitude that Park
and Planning has to both the residents of this city and the City Council in specific. The Council
should really start thinking about passing a local sales tax of $300 a gallon on the sale of aviation
fuels within the city limits or requiring property owner within the city that store more than 5 gallons
of aviation fuels be required to hold $2 billion dollars’ worth of environmental damage liability
insurance. Park and Planning are just going to keep shitting on the Council and the city until you
give them a reason not to.
No comment.

End of Mr. Gray’s comments on the airport.

