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Q-1. Please state your name, current title, and business address. 1 

A-1. My name is Benjamin M. Doyle.  I am the President of Capitol Airspace Group (“Capitol 2 

Airspace”), located at 5400 Shawnee Road, Suite 304, Alexandria, VA 22312 3 

Q-2. Are you the same Benjamin M. Doyle who filed direct testimony in this matter on 4 
October 21, 2019?  5 

A-2. Yes, I am.  6 

Q-3. What is the purpose of your supplemental direct testimony?  7 

A-3. The Ohio Power Siting Board’s (“OPSB” or “Board”) staff (“Staff”) filed a Supplement to 8 

the Staff Report (“Supplemental Staff Report”) in this matter on October 18, 2019.  It was 9 

not provided to Republic Wind LLC (“Applicant” or “Republic Wind”) until Monday, 10 

October 21, 2019, the date my direct testimony was required to be filed.  The purpose of 11 

my supplemental testimony is to address the aviation issues contained in the Supplemental 12 

Staff Report and:  13 

 Explain why the alleged concerns of Fostoria Metropolitan Airport are unfounded; 14 

 Explain why the Board should reject the Ohio Department of Transportation Office 15 

of Aviation’s (“ODOT”) positions; and  16 

 Explain why the Board should not accept new Condition 59, which Staff now 17 

recommends.  18 

Q-4. What have you reviewed to prepare your supplemental direct testimony? 19 

A-4. I’ve reviewed the Supplemental Staff Report and ODOT’s letter of September 27, 2019, 20 

which was received from a public records request made by Republic Wind and is attached 21 

as Supplemental Attachment BMD-1.  I also reviewed the letter of Dave Sniffen, manager 22 

of the Fostoria Metropolitan Airport that was filed in the public comments portion of this 23 

docket on August 15, 2019.  The letter is attached as Supplemental Attachment BMD-2. 24 
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Q-5. By way of background could you recap from your direct testimony the FAA, ODOT 1 
and Staff findings with respect to the 50 proposed turbines as part of ODOT’s July 2 
18, 2019 letter and the July 25, 2019 Staff Report? 3 

A-5. Yes. The FAA, ODOT and Staff concluded that all 50 turbines exceeded the surface 4 

standards of 14 CFR 77.17(a)(1).  They concluded that four turbines exceeded the surface 5 

standards of 14 CFR 77.17(a)(2), and that 33 turbines exceeded the surface standards of 14 6 

CFR 77.17(a)(3).7 

Q-6. As part of ODOT’s July 18, 2019 letter and the July 25, 2019 Staff Report, did ODOT 8 
request or Staff recommend any conditions for constructing the proposed 50 turbines, 9 
as they relate to the 14 CFR 77.17(a)(1) surface standards? 10 

A-6. No. ODOT and Staff did not recommend any conditions to the construction of these 50 11 

turbines as proposed based upon these surface standards. 12 

Q-7. As part of ODOT’s July 18, 2019 letter and the July 25, 2019 Staff Report, did ODOT 13 
request or Staff recommend any conditions for constructing the proposed four 14 
turbines, as they relate to the 14 CFR 77.17(a)(2) surface standards? 15 

A-7. Yes, with respect to each of the four turbines: T1, T8, T48, and T49 (which Staff identifies 16 

as T3, T10, T1, and T2, respectively). 17 

Q-8. As part of ODOT’s July 18, 2019 letter and the July 25, 2019 Staff Report, did ODOT 18 
request or Staff recommend any conditions for constructing the proposed 33 turbines, 19 
as they relate to the 14 CFR 77.17(a)(3) surface standards? 20 

A-8. Yes; but, only with respect to one turbine, T1.   21 

Q-9. Did ODOT in its September 27, 2019 letter and Staff in the Supplemental Staff Report 22 
revisit any of the recommendations? 23 

A-9. Yes, but only with respect to 30 of the 33 turbines related to the 14 CFR 77.17(a)(3) 24 

surface standards.  As I stated previously, ODOT and Staff already had addressed turbine 25 

T1 (which Staff identifies as T3) in ODOT’s July 18, 2019 letter and the July 25, 2019 26 

Staff Report.  According to the Supplemental Staff Report (page 5) Seneca County Airport 27 

did not raise any objections related to turbines T44 and T45 (which Staff identifies at T47 28 

and T48, respectively), and neither Staff nor ODOT addressed them further.  29 
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Q-10. Can you identify all of these 30 turbines? 1 

A-10. There appears to be some confusion as to the numbering of the individual turbines. Staff 2 

has supplied a cross reference table in the Supplemental Staff Report as to OPSB identified 3 

turbines and FAA identified turbines.  I will provide the same cross references in the chart 4 

below for the 30 turbines that are the subject of the Supplemental Staff Report. 5 

OPSB FAA OPSB FAA OPSB FAA 

T12 T10*  T22 T20*  T33 T30+ 

T13 T11*  T23 T21+  T34 T31+ 

T14 T12+  T24 T22*  T35 T32+ 

T15 T13*  T25 T23+  T38 T35+ 

T16 T14+  T26 T24+  T40 T37+ 

T17 T15+  T27 T25+  T41 T38+ 

T18 T16+  T29 T26*  T6 T4* 

T19 T17*  T30 T27+  T28 T50+ 

T20 T18*  T31 T28+  T9 T7* 

T21 T19*  T32 T29+  T11 T9* 

6 
Q-11. What is the significance of the asterisk beside 12 of the turbines? 7 

A-11. The asterisks denote the turbines that were claimed to affect the minimum vectoring 8 

altitudes for the Fostoria Metropolitan Airport in the letter dated August 1, 2019 and filed 9 

August 15, 2019 by Mr. Sniffen in the public comment portion of the docket.  See 10 

Supplemental Attachment BMD-2.   11 

Q-12. What is the basis of Mr. Sniffen’s objection? 12 

A-12. Mr. Sniffen expressed concern that the turbines in question would prevent air traffic 13 

controllers from vectoring aircraft to the final approach course (“Vectors to Final”) instead 14 

of flying full approaches. “Vectors to Final” is a procedure used by air traffic controllers to 15 
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sequence traffic to an airport for descent to land. I have attached a graphic to depict Vectors 1 

to Final at Fostoria Metropolitan Airport as Supplemental Attachment BMD-3.  2 

Mr. Sniffen’s concern is that air traffic control would be prevented from performing this 3 

procedure due to the location and height of the proposed turbines. Mr. Sniffen’s concern is 4 

unfounded. While these turbines will result in an increase to the minimum descent altitude 5 

used by pilots during the early stages (initial and hold-in-lieu segments) of the approach to 6 

the airport, the turbines will not increase the minimum vectoring altitude used by air traffic 7 

controllers to vector aircraft to final during descent to land. Since the minimum vectoring 8 

altitude (“MVA”) will be unaffected, the “vectors to final” operation referenced in Mr. 9 

Sniffen’s letter would also be unaffected. 10 

Q-13. Can you describe what these minimum altitudes are currently and what would be 11 
required under the FAA’s analysis in its Determination of No Hazard (“DNH”)? 12 

A-13. Instrument approach procedures are comprised of multiple phases of flight. These phases, 13 

or segments, are used to progressively step aircraft down from higher, en-route altitudes to 14 

lower altitudes in preparation for landing. As such, each phase of flight has a lower 15 

minimum altitude than the preceding phase. This stepping down continues until the aircraft 16 

is low enough that the pilot can see the runway and land visually. Currently, during the 17 

initial approach phases to Seneca and Fostoria Airports, the pilot must maintain 2400 feet 18 

above mean sea level (“AMSL”) per the published instrument approach procedures to these 19 

airports. In order to protect the aircraft during this phase of flight, the FAA requires that 20 

there be 1,000 of clearance between terrain/obstacles and aircraft. As a result, the 2,400 21 

foot minimum descent altitude published in the procedure equates to a “no effect height” or 22 

“NEH” of 1400 feet AMSL for the wind turbines. Mr. Sniffen asserts that aircraft landing 23 

at Fostoria would be prevented from receiving “Vectors to Final” by air traffic control. 24 

Vectors to Final is a procedure that air traffic controllers use to manually direct an aircraft 25 

to the final approach course. Instead of the pilot flying a published route, he follows verbal 26 

direction from air traffic controllers. This serves to truncate a published instrument 27 

approach procedure resulting in reduced flight time. Under the FAA’s proposal, an increase 28 

to the published minimum descent altitude from 2400 feet to 2500 feet AMSL in the initial 29 

segments of the instrument approach procedure would not affect the Minimum Vectoring 30 
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Altitudes (MVA) used by air traffic control to vector aircraft to the final approach course. 1 

The MVA will remain at 2400 feet and air traffic control will still be able to vector aircraft 2 

to final at Fostoria Airport. Supplemental Attachment BMD-4 is a graphic that depicts the 3 

hold-in-lieu pattern for Fostoria Metropolitan Airport, and Supplemental Attachment 4 

BMD-5 is a graphic that depicts the Required Obstacle Clearance, or minimum flight 5 

altitude for hold-in-lieu patterns and MVA, for the Fostoria and Seneca County airports.  6 

Q-14. Did Capitol Airspace prepare a report for Republic Wind on these issues? 7 

A-14. Yes.  I’ve attached the report as Supplemental Attachment BMD-6.8 

Q-15. I note that the report is signed by Joe Anderson, can you identify him and his 9 
position? 10 

A-15. Yes.  He is one of my employees and serves as a Project Manager & Airspace Specialist. 11 

He prepared the report at my direction.  I reviewed and approved it. 12 

Q-16. Does Mr. Sniffen’s letter of August 1, ODOT’s letter of September 27, 2019 or Staff’s 13 
Supplemental Staff Report affect your analysis in this report? 14 

A-16. No. 15 

Q-17. What did ODOT advise as to the 12 turbines addressed in Mr. Sniffen’s letter? 16 

A-17. It states that the 12 turbines should be eliminated from the Project or reduced in height to 17 

the “no effect height of 1400 AMSL,” which, ODOT claims, would be necessary to 18 

eliminate the obstructions and their impacts to the Fostoria Metropolitan Airport.  19 

Q-18. Does ODOT identify these impacts? 20 

A-18. No.  The impacts are identified in the DNHs and relate to missed approach holding patterns 21 

and hold-in-lieu of procedure turn segments of various instrument approach procedures.  22 

Q-19. Can you explain how ODOT’s recommendation that the 12 turbines not exceed the 23 
“no effect height” is related to Mr. Sniffen’s vectoring issue? 24 

A-19. I don’t believe they are related.  As I stated previously, air traffic control’s current ability to 25 

Vector to Final will not be affected whether the 12 proposed turbines identified in Mr. 26 

Sniffen’s letter are constructed or not. Increases in published minimum descent altitudes 27 
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from 2400 feet AMSL to 2500 feet AMSL as proposed by the FAA will have no effect on 1 

Vectors to Final.  2 

Q-20. Did ODOT limit its reconsideration of its July 18, 2019 letter to the 12 turbines 3 
identified by Mr. Sniffen? 4 

A-20. No. The Supplemental Staff Report states that ODOT received “clarification of the 5 

objections to the wind turbines from the Seneca County Airport.” However, Republic Wind 6 

has not been advised what these objections are.  ODOT advises that an additional 18 7 

turbines should be eliminated from the project or their height reduced to comply with a no 8 

effect height of 1400 AMSL, which, ODOT claims, would be necessary to eliminate the 9 

obstructions and their impacts to the Seneca County Airport. The turbines are denoted in 10 

the chart above with a plus (+) sign. 11 

Q-21. Did the FAA address all 30 of these turbines in considering whether to issue the 12 
DNHs? 13 

A-21. The FAA considered each of the turbines individually and then collectively when it issued 14 

its determination of no hazard. The FAA took into consideration that the 30 turbines would 15 

have an adverse effect on the initial approach, hold-in-lieu of procedure turn and missed 16 

approach holding segments of various procedures. After assessing these impacts, the FAA 17 

determined that it could amend the altitudes for these segments while, at the same time, 18 

preserve the overall efficiency of the procedure. In doing so, the FAA has clearly shown 19 

that there would be no impact to aviation safety or the efficiency of operations at either 20 

Fostoria or Seneca Airports.    21 

Q-22. Do you agree with the FAA’s analysis?  22 

A-22. Yes.  23 

Q-23. Based upon ODOT’s advice, what does Staff recommend in its Supplemental Staff 24 
Report?  25 

A-23. Staff bases it recommendations on each turbine location’s “no effect height.”  It 26 

recommends that the 30 turbines not be constructed above the no effect height of 1400 feet 27 

AMSL. Under Staff’s identifiers, these are turbines:  T6, T9, T11, T12, T13, T14, T15, 28 
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T16, T17, T18, T19, T20, T21, T22, T23, T24, T25, T26, T27, T28, T29, T30, T31, T32, 1 

T33, T34, T35, T38, T40 and T41.  See Condition 59.  2 

Q-24. Do you agree with new Condition 59 as stated in the revised staff report? 3 

A-24. No. As I stated in my direct testimony, I don’t believe that ODOT’s recommendations 4 

create a safer flying environment. Although both the FAA and ODOT agree that the 5 

turbines to be constructed in the Project can technically be classified as an obstruction 6 

under 14 CFR 77.17(a)(3), only the FAA considered whether the obstruction created a 7 

substantial adverse impact on navigable airspace. The FAA’s determination was based 8 

upon sound aeronautical principles.  As to the 30 turbines at issues, ODOT merely 9 

concluded that those turbines constituted an obstruction and did not consider whether those 10 

obstructions could be waived per the Ohio Revised Code, which requires that the criteria 11 

for issuing a waiver to the obstruction standards be based on “sound aeronautical 12 

principles, as set out in FAA technical manuals. These manuals include advisory circular 13 

150/5300-12, “airport design standards;” 7400.2c “airspace procedures handbook;” and the 14 

U.S. terminal procedures handbook.” I should note that Chapter 6, Section 3 15 

“Identifying/Evaluating Aeronautical Effect” of FAA JO 7400.2 outlines the FAA’s 16 

process and criterion for determining whether a structure has substantial adverse effect.  17 

Lastly, it is important to recognize that neither air safety nor efficiency require that the 18 

height or locations of the turbines be changed.  The only effect of restricting wind turbine 19 

placement to a greater degree than the FAA, would be to limit wind energy development in 20 

Ohio. There would be zero benefit to aviation. 21 

Q-25. Does this conclude your testimony?  22 

A-25. Yes, it does, except that I reserve the right to update or supplement this testimony to 23 

respond to any further testimony or reports offered in this case. 24 
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n-pa^s-eL-'6fo^
Date Aug. 1,2019

RE: 2018-WTE-5607-OE

It has come to my attention that the Bloomville location was erroneously reported as
Bloomfield. While Bloomfield does not impact us, certainly Bloomville may, so I am
petitioning to reopen the study. The basis for my petition is Location change and
No. 2: The uncertainty of the impact to the FZI airspace of said location change.

RE: 2018-WTE-11674-OE
2018-WTE-11675-OE
2018-WTE-11677-OE
2018-WTE-11681-OE
2018-WTE-11682-OE
2018-WTE-11683-OE
2018-WTE-11685-OE
2018-WTE-11687-OE
2018-WTE-11691-OE
2018-WTE-11706-OE
2018-WTE-11720-OE
2018-WTE-11722-OE

The minimum vectoring altitude for Fostoria Metropolitan Airport (FZI) by Toledo
Approach is 2400 ft MSL, which coincides with the initial approach altitude ofthe GPS
27 approach. Frequently, the need to do the approach procedure is mitigated by the
availability ofdoing the approach visually. On the surface it seems this is just a
convenience issue, however, safety comes to the forefiront, especially during the winter
months. An aircraft approaching FZI, as a destination, is able to reduce the time spent in
IMC Icing conditions because Toledo Approach is able to vector to final and ultimately
descend the aircraft to 2300 ft MSL for the approach leg between ROPPE and SNIFN.
Additionally, Bowling Green State University (BGSU) has 20+ aircraft that they use for
instruction, including instrument instruction. Because of the instrument approaches
available at FZI, the university uses the facility extensively for their instrument students.
Any altitude increase to the instrument approaches requires them to spend more time in
the icing conditions. Since 1971, the City ofFostoria has put significant effort and
resources into the facility and surrounding airspace and is not in favor of relinquishing
airspace protection, no matter how insignificant it may seem, to those who do not use the
facility.

Respectfully Submitted,
Dave Sniffen,
Airport Manager
Fostoria Metropolitan Airport

This the im ages appearing are
accurate asid com plete reproduction a case
aocuraeat thfflregularcourse o£
Technician ____ Processed----

Supplemental Attachment BMD-2
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