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Cuyahoga County Airport, Cleveland, Ohio 

Airport Master Plan Update Draft Final Report and Draft Airport Layout Plan 

Responses to FAA Preliminary Review Comments (dated July 23, 2009) 

(Comments and responses are organized by topic and numbered sequentially. All FAA comments are included.)   

 FAA Comment:  Consultant Response: Discussion: 
 Runway Length    
1. 

 

1. No response needed: FAA concurs that the 6,000-foot 
runway length is justified. 

Agreed. 

 Forecasts    
2. 

 
 

2. No response needed: ADO is not requesting an update 
to the forecasts at this time. 

Agreed. 

 Alternatives Analysis    
3. 

 
 

3. Katy Jones at the ADO reviewed the declared distances 
analysis and provided guidance in a fax on February 10, 
2006 and in a conference call on February 13. Further 
discussions and a follow-up memo from Kathy Kane at 
C&S on February 21 led to a referral to FAA HQ for a 
determination. A March 11, 2006 email from Katy 
Jones to C&S provided final guidance from HQ for 
declared distances for both runway ends and these were 
accepted and incorporated in the discussion and analysis 
for Alternative 8. 
   

FAA will provide new “tool” for calculating declared 
distances. 
 
C&S will go through a couple of alternative scenarios 
using this tool, spot check declared distances, and 
provide confirmation. 
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4. 

 
 

4. It was agreed to with the ADO that, given the large 
number of alternatives, noise modeling and land 
acquisition areas and costs were limited to the existing 
(no-build) alternative (Alternative 1), the declared 
distances alternative for addressing RSA deficiencies 
but not capacity (Alternative 8), and the alternatives that 
provided 6,000 feet, addressing the capacity need.    

Add footnote to Table 5-2 to clarify why data is 
missing.  
 
Populate table with data on hand including land costs, 
existing RPZs (“Affected Parcels” data). 
 
Add footnote with data source and date. 

5. 

 

5. Alternative 8 has an overall runway length of 5,102 feet 
and includes the 500-foot stopway in calculations for 
declared distances. Alternative 20 removes the stopway 
and extends the runway to 5,502 feet. With Alternative 
20, the usable runway length for both landing and 
takeoff on Runway 6 is 4,607 feet, compared to 4,207 
feet with Alternative 8. 
  

Need to choose a preferred alternative for addressing 
RSA deficiencies. 

 ALP Drawings    
6 

 
 

6 Will be addressed. Agreed. 

7. 
 

 

7. Will be addressed. Agreed. 

8. 

 
 

8. A table listing existing runway safety area dimensions 
will be added to this sheet. 

Agreed. 

9. 

 
 

9. This will be corrected. Agreed. 
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10. 

 
 

10. The contour lines are in 5-foot increments. A note will 
be added to the drawing. (See Sheet 4 of 12, Terminal 
Area Plan, for readable contour labels.) 

Agreed. 

11. 
 

 

11. The coordinates and elevation for the existing Runway 6 
end are included in the Existing column of the Runway 
Data Table. 

Agreed. 

12. 

 
 

12. The runway data table lists standard dimensions based 
on the airport reference code. A table listing existing 
dimensions will be added to this sheet. 

Agreed. 

13. 

 
 

13. The master plan discussed the potential for reducing 
approach minimums but there is no plan at this time to 
improve approach minimums for Runway 6. There was 
some discussion with the FAA re: a precision approach 
for Runway 6 but it was indicated that funding 
availability may be limited since the airport already has 
a Runway 24 ILS. 

May add note in report re: impacts to residential areas 
southwest of airfield with increased size of RPZ. 

14. 
 

 

14. The limits of the NAVAID Critical Area/BRL are 
depicted on the drawing. The limits of the light lane and 
dimensions will be added. 

Agreed. 

15. 
 

 

15. The runway/taxiway separation is dimensioned on the 
drawing. Dimensions for RSA, OFA, and RPZs are 
listed in the runway data table and can be shown on the 
drawing as well. 

Add table that shows existing dimensions (don’t need 
to dimension on drawing). 

16. 
 

 

16. The hatched areas are “Proposed EMAS” and are 
flagged on the drawing. 

Add pattern to legend. 

17. 

 
 

17. There are no line of sight issues with the ATCT and 
none are expected in the future. 
 
 

Add note to sheet. 
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18. 

 
 
 

18. Will be addressed. Add note: “See legend on Sheet 3 of ___.” 

19. 
 

 

19. One fuel facility is identified on the drawing (north of 
“FBO Expansion Area.” If there are others, they will be 
noted. 

Add fuel facility at new FBO. 

20. 

 
 

20. Photogrammetry prepared by Columbus Engineering 
Consultants, Inc., in October 2003 and the December 
2003 Obstruction Study prepared by C&S are the data 
sources for the master plan’s obstruction analysis. No 
tall structures that impact Part 77 surfaces were 
identified.  

Agreed. 

21. 

 
 

21. Drawing will be updated to show existing Runway 6 
end. 
 
See responses to #46 and #56 below regarding the 
suggested “future ALP.”   

Agreed. 

22.  
 

22. Localizer will be identified on this sheet. Identify on plan and profile. 

23. 

 
 

23. The fence will be identified on this sheet. 
Removal/relocation of the fence and any vegetative 
screening or other obstacles would necessarily be 
included with a design project for the runway extension 
and road realignment. 

The fence will be identified on plan and profile. 

24.  
 

24. Obstruction 6-2 (trees) will be labeled as the controlling 
object. 

The controlling obstruction will be identified. 

25. 
 

 

25. The property boundary is shown on the drawing and in 
the legend. 

Change color of property line (to white or yellow) so it 
is visible on drawing. 

26. 

 
 

26. There are no plans for reducing minimums. Agreed. 
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27. 

 
 

27. Will be addressed. Agreed. 

28.  
 

28. See response to #23 above. The fence will be identified on plan and profile. 

29.  
 

29. Will be labeled. Agreed -- include light lane. 

30. 

 
 

30. “Surface elevation” is included in the obstruction tables. 
This is the allowable elevation of the specified surface 
at the location of the obstruction. 

Agreed. 

31. 

 
 

31. As noted on this sheet, obstruction mapping in 2003 was 
prepared for existing conditions. With the extension of 
Runway 6, there may be additional obstructions above 
and beyond the existing conditions case. The 
recommended actions for obstructions to the Runway 24 
approach and transitional surfaces are based on the 
existing approach (as the location of the runway end 
does not change). At the Runway 6 end, penetrations of 
FAR Part 77 surfaces were recalculated based on the 
runway extension.    
 

Add data tables for existing obstructions on a new 
sheet.  

32. 

 
 

32. The note will be corrected to as suggested. Agreed. 

33. 
 

 

33. The building top (Obstruction 6-5 C) and two utility 
poles (6-12 A and 6-12 B) are not lighted.  

The airport should propose a project on ACIP. 

34. 

 
 

34. (These three obstructions in the primary surface are the 
FAA anemometer, County weather station, and 
glideslope antenna.) 

They are lit. 

35. 

 
 

35.  For existing conditions, there are none unless 
indicated in table. 
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36. 

 
 

36. Appendix F of the December 2006 Airport Master Plan 
draft final report contains the July 14, 2006 Noise 
Modeling Summary Report prepared by Charles M. 
Salter Associates, Inc. Noise modeling was done for 
twelve of the (then) 36 alternatives. Appendix F of the 
April 2008 Airport Master Plan draft final report 
contains the May 30, 2007 Noise Modeling Summary 
Report prepared by Salter. This report incorporates the 
work done earlier and adds modeling for four more 
alternatives (37, 38, 39, and 40). The note on this sheet 
will be updated to say “May 2007.” 

Agreed. 

37. 
 

 

37. Noise contours and the airport property line will be 
flagged with labels. 

Agreed. 

38. 
 

 

38. The out-parcel shown here will be corrected on Sheets 
2, 3, 4, and 5. 

Agreed. 

39. 
 

 

39. EAPL is existing airport property line. This will be 
noted. 

Agreed. 

40. 
 

40. The purple shading outlines the airport property. The 
colored areas underneath are indicating land use. A label 
will be added to the drawing calling out the “Cuyahoga 
County Airport.” 

Agreed. 

41. 

 
 

41. Will be updated. Will be added to legend. 
 
Note “Existing and Future RPZ” on Runway 24. 

42. 

 
 

42. Needs discussion. The master plan draft final report 
contains all information needed by the FAA to make a 
determination. In accordance with this guidance, we 
request approval for planned RPZ control. 

Costs for fee simple acquisition are included in the 
report. Areas on drawings will be labeled PA-1, etc., 
(for Proposed Acquisition rather than PE for Proposed 
Easement) and flagged as “Acquisition (_____ 
Acres).” Table on Sheet 12 will be renamed “Proposed 
Acquisition Table.” 

43. 
 

 

43. See Table 5-4 for these costs. Agreed. 

44. 

 
 

44. Will be updated. The total acreage is as determined by 
Columbus Engineering Consultants property map (April 
2005). 

Agreed. 
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45. 

 
 

45. No response needed.  Agreed. 

46. 

 
 

46. The suggested sheet makes sense as a preferred 
alternative for the RSA Study. The future ALP for the 
master plan provides a 20-year plan for airport 
development that satisfies facility requirements and 
addresses capacity needs. (See response below to 
Comment #56 under “General Overall Approach/Study 
Approach.”) 
Options:  

A. Rather than creating an additional “future ALP” 
and without significant cost, we could add a 
Phase 1 project to the master plan and the ALP: 
“RSA Improvements to Address Deficiencies.”  

B. Disregard comment. 
 

The separate “future” or “short-term” or “interim” 
ALP will roll out of the RSA Study and will be sent to 
Irene as a draft. 

47. 

 
 

47. See response to #46 above. 
 
The preferred alternative (with a 6,000-foot runway) 
was selected by the sponsor for the ALP because it 
satisfies facility requirements and addresses capacity 
needs. This could be reconsidered in a future EA. 

The RSA Study and Chapter 5 of the Master Plan will 
document that 5500’ would be a capacity project; thus 
would need to have compliant safety areas. 

48. 

 
 

48. See Appendix G: the April 2008 Runway Safety Area 
Study, Section 2, RSA Requirements and Deficiencies. 
Section 2.05 gives detailed information on RSA 
deficiencies. 

Matt will send Figures 2-2, 2-3, and 2-4 from the 
October 2004 RSA Study to Irene, Brad, and Kevin. 

 Runway Safety Area Study    
49. 

 
 

49. Will be addressed. May need clarification on this comment. 
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50. 

 
 

50. The October 2004 Runway Safety Area Study draft final 
report evaluated meeting standards on the existing 
runway, addressing RSA deficiencies for each runway 
approach end and along the full length of the runway. 
See response #56 below. Following FAA approval of 
the ALP (based on the alternative that was selected from 
among those that met the facility requirements and 
capacity needs), we believe that an EA may consider 
other potential runway lengths and/or configurations.  
 

Need a phased plan throughout. Definitely need to 
show an alternative at 5102’ (maintaining existing 
runway length). 

51. 

 
 

51. See the October 2004 Runway Safety Area Study draft 
final report which addressed these concerns. 

Will prepare a single preferred alternative for 
addressing RSA deficiencies that incorporates both 
runway ends and along the runway. 

52.  
 

52. (TBD) 
 

No. Only applicable is MALSR boxes, drop down 
boxes. 

53. 

 
 

53. No land acquisition is needed for RPZ control at the 
existing Runway 6 end. Land acquisition for RPZ 
control at the Runway 24 end does not change with the 
preferred alternative developed for the ALP since the 
location of the Runway 24 end does not change. 

Agreed. 

54.  
 
 

54. The October 2004 Runway Safety Area Study draft final 
report includes this information. 
 

Show dimensions. 

 General Overall Comments/Study Approach    
55. 

 
 
 
 

55. No response needed: Agreed that airport must achieve 
standard runway safety areas (RSAs) and that the ADO 
expects all other FAA design standards will be met or a 
modification to design standards (MOS) will be 
requested by airport sponsor.  

Agreed.  
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56. 

 
 

 
 

56. Options:  
A. Incorporate the analysis from the October 2004 

Runway Safety Area Study draft final report 
which evaluated meeting standards on the 
existing runway, a “safety/standards project” as 
noted in this comment. It presented in detail 
alternatives for addressing RSA deficiencies and 
meeting RSA design standards for each runway 
approach end and along the full length of the 
runway. It made recommendations for RSA 
improvements only and did not address potential 
runway extensions to increase capacity at the 
airport. 

B. Disregard comment. 
 
 
  

Agreed that a preferred alternative will be prepared 
that addresses RSA deficiencies and meeting RSA 
design standards only. 
 
Additional work has been requested for incorporating 
RSA preferred alternative into Master Plan report and 
ALP drawings set. Discussion in report and drawings 
will be added for one or two additional ALPs, 
obstruction analysis, costs, Airspace drawing(s), 
Approach Plans & Profiles, Obstruction Data sheet(s). 
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57. 

 
 

57.  
 
 
Recommended solutions for the existing runway 
configuration and length presented in the October 2004 
Runway Safety Area Study draft final report may be 
considered for a RSA determination. 
 
Depending on discussion, an additional ALP sheet may 
not be needed. 
 
 
 
We agree that an EA or an EIS project would follow 
acceptance /approval of the ALP. 
 
 
 
 
We agree that a BCA would be needed and it makes 
sense to prepare it either before initiating or 
simultaneously with an environmental study. 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Agreed that RSA preferred alternative will be 
prepared. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noise impact would be trigger for an EIS (if threshold 
moved) which could take three years. Runway rehab 
needs to be done now or soon. 

 

 

 

 


