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Detroit Airports District Office
Metro Airport Center
11677 South Wayne Road, Ste. 107
Romulus, MI 48174

Mr. Richard B. McQueen, President & CEO
Akron-Canton Regional Airport Authority
Akron-Canton Regional Airport
5400 Lauby Road, NW #9
North Canton, OH 44720-1598

Dear Mr. McQueen:

Akron-Canton Airport
North Canton, Ohio

Airport Layout Plan Approval
Airspace Case Number 2015-AGL-1675-NRA

The Master Plan (MP) documents for the Akron-Canton Airport are acceptable from a
contractual standpoint with respect to the terms and conditions of the grant agreement. The
contents of the MP reflect the views of the Akron-Canton Airport, who is responsible for the
accuracy of the document. The MP does not necessarily reflect the views or policies of the
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), and the determination of acceptability does not imply
the FAA agrees with the MP conclusions and recommendations.

Enclosed is one conditionally approved copy of the subject Airport Layout Plan (ALP), dated
September 2015. This letter cancels or supersedes all prior ALP approvals. The ALP approval
is based upon recognition of and adherence to the following:

The approval is not to be considered a commitment of Federal funding for the proposed
development. The FAA has concurred with the proposed development for planning purposes
only based on current safety, utility, and efficiency standards. Actual development should
comply with approved standards applicable at the time of construction.

No design standard modifications have been granted.

It is FAA policy that the Runway Protection Zone (RPZ) should be acquired in fee simple. It
appears that the Airport Sponsor does not currently own small parts of the RPZs for Runways 1,
5, and 23. The Airport Sponsor has partial to complete avigation easements for the RPZs where
fee simple ownership is not currently identified. The Airport Sponsor should review the land use
in the area and ensure that it had adequate controls in place. The Airport Sponsor should ensure
that there is no congregation of people within the RPZ.
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Sheet 17 entitled Exhibit ‘A’ Property Map has been included for informational purposes only
and does not replace the required Exhibit A for grant assurance purposes.

If any of the design critical aircraft or aircraft groups change, this ALP must be reevaluated.

Our approval does not infer or imply that the land in the airport vicinity is considered compatible
with airport operations. Federal requirements stipulate:

1. All development programs should be reasonably consistent with the plans of local and
state planning agencies for the development in the airport vicinity.

2. That fair consideration has been given to the interest of communities in or near the
airport.

3. That development programs provide for the protection and enhancement of the
environment.

The FAA offers no objection to the proposed ultimate airspace utilization as depicted on the ALP
based on considerations of safe and efficient use of airspace. The ALP has the status of “Plan on
File” for the purpose of 14 CFR Part 77, Obstruction Evaluation, and 14 CFR Part 152, Airport
Aid Program. A review of the airside landing area development was conducted according to the
following 14 CFR’s Part: -77, -152, -and –157, Notice of Construction, Alteration, Activation,
and Deactivation of Airports (reference Aeronautical Study Number 2015-AGL-1675-NRA). It
should be noted that FAA cannot prevent erection of any structure near an airport. Airport
environs can only be protected through state and local zoning ordinances, building regulations,
and like requirements.

All development depicted on this ALP must comply with the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) of 1969. FAA environmental approval is required for all airport development actions
depicted on this ALP. This would apply to development projects, even if there was no FAA
funding involved in the project. Additional requirements concerning FAA NEPA approval can
be found in FAA Order 5050.4B “National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Implementing
Instructions for Airport Actions”.

To avoid conflicts with future development, we recommend you utilize the ALP when preparing
leases. We further recommend you provide copies to the local and state planning zoning boards
and county and city officials and encourage them to adopt compatible land use criteria in and
around the airport. Copies should be distributed to Fixed Base Operators (FBOs) and airport
users.

The Airport and Airway Improvement Act (49 USC 47107(a)(16)(D)) requires the sponsor to
eliminate any adverse effects on Federal facilities, or bear all costs to relocate those facilities,
that are a result of an airport change. However, if AIP eligible construction/development items
adversely affect FAA facilities, the cost of relocating the facilities may be eligible under AIP.

This approval does not include a detailed evaluation of actual construction. Prior to constructing
any development on the airport, notice (FAA Form 7460-1) consistent with 14 CFR Part 77 must





 
 

 

                                                       

 

August 28, 2015 

 

Katherine S. Delaney 

Community Planner 

FAA Detroit Airport District Office 

11677 South Wayne Rd, Suite 107 

Romulus, MI 48174 

 

CC:  Rick McQueen, Akron-Canton Airport 

 

Subject:  CAK Draft ALP – response to FAA comments dated July 28, 2015 

 

Ms. Delaney: 

 

On behalf of the Akron-Canton Airport Authority, CHA Consulting has evaluated the July 28, 2015 review 

comments on the Airport Layout Plan (ALP) that was submitted in November 2014.  Each of the comments is 

addressed below (in bold green text) where we have responded with actions taken or additional 

clarification/rationale of why things were presented as they were.  After you review these responses, I suggest we 

discuss any outstanding issues, questions or concerns before the Master Plan and ALP are finalized. 

 

Airports Division Comments 
1. Future Taxiway D may need to be re-evaluated once apron development occurs to eliminate any direct 

access from the apron area to the runway. 

Noted and understood.  Taxiway “D” will remain until an apron development project occurs.  Sheet 

6 “West General Aviation Area Plan” has been updated and shows the removal of pavement 

concurrently with the apron development.  A note was also added to explain (Note 8 on Sheet 6).   

2. Review new Taxiway from Runway 23 to Taxiway F. it appears as it may be a high-speed taxiway. If this 

is a high-speed taxiway, additional taxiway evaluation will be required to determine the correct placement 

and angle. If this is not a high-speed taxiway exit, what is the added benefit over and above Taxiway F2? 

We agree that this project provides little benefit and it has been removed from the ALP.  As it is 

stated in the Master Plan, this “angled” exit taxiway could reduce runway occupancy times and 

allow traffic controllers to better manage traffic.  However, it is estimated that this taxiway would 

only capture approximately 9% of large aircraft traffic for Runway 23 landings.  It was collectively 

decided amongst the planning team and airport sponsor that this project was likely not needed and 

would be a low priority for the Authority.  Therefore it was removed from the ALP. 

3. Review Taxiway K between Runway 1/19 and A. Should this pavement be removed to be consistent with 

the pavement removal of Taxiway K between Runway 5/23 and Runway 1/19? What is the added 

benefit?  

This pavement provides an angled exit for aircraft landing on Runway 19.  The planning team and 

sponsor agree that this portion of pavement provided little additional benefit and could cause pilot 

confusion or an accidental runway incursion.  The ALP set has been updated to show this piece of 

pavement removed.   

4. Prior to construction of the Taxiway E realignment the FAA and airport sponsor will need to evaluate the 

necessity of the additional pavement shown to remain. It may be determined at the time of construction 

that this pavement will be required to be removed.  

Noted and understood.  Some pavement removal is shown.  It is understood that this will need to be 

evaluated further upon design of this project.  Jet blast impacts should also be considered. 



 

    

 

 

ATO – Technical Operations Comments  

1. Further review will be required to evaluate the CAK RTR LOS analysis due to future apron expansion, 

parking garage, etc. We will require exact dimensions of apron, parking garage, deicing pad, and future 

aeronautical development to conduct studies on CAK RTR impact analysis. Some proposed building 

construction e.g., future parking garage, terminal expansion/reconstruction, mixed use development 

area(s) depending on the exact height/location of the facilities.  

Noted and understood.  Impacts to the RTR will be evaluated prior to the design of all apron 

expansions, parking garages or aeronautical developments. 

2. Changes in taxiway configurations that affect the current ASOS Field Sensors (CGS) will become the 

responsibility of the Sponsor to be relocated in accordance with the sitting order 5650.20B under a MOA 

with the FAA.  

Noted.  Projects that could impact the ASOS are assumed to occur in the long-term timeframe.  At 

the time of those projects, alternatives will be evaluated for preservation or relocation of the sensor, 

in accordance with the siting requirements in Order 5650.20B. 

3. This is not a construction permit. 

Noted and understood. 

4. Radar should not be compromised with this plan.  

Noted and understood. 

 

Central Services Flight Procedures Team (CSA FPT) Comments  

1. Review of the ALP update does not constitute an automatic request for amended or new procedures. A 

request may be submitted to the CSA FPT via this website: 

https://www.faa.gov/air_traffic/flight_info/aeronav/procedures/ifp_initiation.  The Airport Manager or 

ADO request amendments or new IAPs. If at the same time the proponent wishes to cancel some of the 

currently published procedures, the letter should include which procedures should be cancelled.  

Noted and understood.   

2. Publication of the IAPs could take from 18 months up to 2 years. 

Noted and understood. 

3. Review of this ALP does not result in newly identified obstructions being added or removed from this 

obstruction database. (Noting on the ALP that an obstruction will be removed does not constitute an 

official request that an obstruction has been removed).  

Noted and understood. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.faa.gov/air_traffic/flight_info/aeronav/procedures/ifp_initiation
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Airport Layout Plan

0

GRAPHIC SCALE (FEET)
250 500 1000

MAGNETIC DECLINATION 8.4° -
CHANGING 0.04° W ANNUALLY

(NOAA, MAY 2014)

NM

NOTES
1. FIELD AND AERIAL SURVEYS WERE CONDUCTED BETWEEN MARCH AND JULY

OF 2012.

2. COORDINATES SHOWN ARE BASED ON NAD 83.  VERTICAL DATUM BASED ON
GEOID09 AND ALL VERTICAL DATA IS GPS DERIVED NAVD 88.

3. THE PROPERTY LINE SHOWN HEREON WAS OBTAINED FROM THE PREVIOUS
PROPERTY MAP (DATED MARCH 2010) AND PROPERTY DEED RESEARCH, AND
DOES NOT REFLECT THE RESULTS OF A CURRENT METES AND BOUNDS FIELD
SURVEY.

4. EACH RUNWAY BLAST PAD IS 200' x 200'.

5. EACH RUNWAY PROTECTION ZONE (RPZ) IS 1,000' x 1,750' x 2,500'.

6. EACH DEPARTURE RPZ IS 500' x 1,010' x 1,700. BECAUSE OF THE DISPLACDED
THRESHOLD, ONLY THE 19 END DEPARTURE RPZ IS DEPICTED. EACH
DEPARTURE RPZ IS CONTAINED WITHIN THE LIMITS OF THE APPROACH RPZ.

RUNWAY 23 END:
LAT:  40°55'13.0862" N
LONG:  81°26'07.2645" W
ELEV:  1225.46' MSL

RUNWAY HIGH POINT,
TDZ ELEVATION

RUNWAY 1 END:
LAT:  40°54'25.8043" N
LONG:  81°26'28.8786" W
ELEV:  1208.63' MSL

RUNWAY 19 END:
LAT:  40°55'40.8330" N
LONG:  81°26'24.5994" W
ELEV:  1213.97' MSL
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JACKSON TOWNSHIP / STARK COUNTY

CITY OF GREEN / SUMMIT COUNTY

RUNWAY 5 END:
LAT:  40°54'18.2927" N
LONG:  81°27'25.9981" W
ELEV:  1179.63' MSL

RUNWAY LOW POINT

DISPLACED THRESHOLD:
LAT:  40°55'34.9005" N
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ELEV:  1214.26' MSL
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Is this section of pavement needed?
It doesn't appear to have any use as
a crossing point, high speed exit or
intersection for departure.

Is this section of pavement needed? It
doesn't appear to have any use as a
crossing point, high speed exit, bypass
taxiing, or intersection for departure.

This connector is ok as long as
Taxiway D exists. Once the ramp
development occurs, this may need to
be relocated to prevent direct access
from the ramp to the runway.

Is this section of pavement needed? It
doesn't appear to have the right design
for a high speed exit. Does it serve any
purpose that Twy F2 doesn't?
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