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APPENDIX 9: PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

INTRODUCTION  
A Draft 2035 LTCP for Lake Elmo Airport was issued for public review and comment on 
Monday, June 22, 2015.  Two public information meetings were held in July 2015 to 
provide information about the draft plan to interested citizens.  The public comment period 
closed on Wednesday, September 16, 2015 after being extended to provide additional 
time for community input. 

During the initial public comment period, the MAC received 104 written comments, of 
which 99 were from members of the public. Twelve of the 99 commenters supported the 
plan, and 87 opposed.  

The remaining five comments were received from municipalities and agencies.  West 
Lakeland and Baytown Townships passed resolutions opposing the plan, while neutral 
comments were received from Washington County, the Metropolitan Council, and the 
Valley Branch Watershed District.  The City of Lake Elmo considered a resolution 
opposing the preferred plan, however, no action was taken and no formal comments were 
received from the city. 

Common themes from concerned area residents included: 

• 30th Street N realignment and the possible associated impacts from noise, 
traffic and potential right-of-way taking of their property on Neal Avenue. 

• Increased aircraft traffic and aircraft noise levels, including concerns the role of 
the airport would change and introduce significant numbers of jet aircraft flights, 
impacting property values. 

• Concerns about possible adverse environmental impacts to wetlands and 
wildlife habitats. 

• Questions about the overall justification for the improvements, including 
skepticism regarding the estimates of airport activity levels. 

A Refined Preferred Alternative (Alternative B1) was developed by MAC staff in response 
to community input.  An Addendum to the Draft 2035 LTCP was prepared to describe the 
features of and rationale behind the development of the Refined Preferred Alternative.  
The Addendum was published for public review and comment on Monday, January 25, 
2016.  A supplemental public information meeting was held on February 11, 2016 to 
provide more information about the Refined Preferred Alternative to interested citizens.  
The supplemental public comment period closed on Wednesday, March 9, 2016. 

During the supplemental public comment period, MAC received 104 written comments, 
of which 102 were from members of the public.  Thirty-nine of the commenters supported 
the plan, and 62 were opposed.  One public comment was neutral in nature. The 
remaining two comments were received from municipalities.  West Lakeland Township 
affirmed its opposition to the plan, while Washington County expressed support for the 
refined alternative.  Neither Baytown Township nor the City of Lake Elmo submitted 
written comments during the supplemental public comment period. 



Although most of the common themes expressed by concerned area residents during the 
supplemental public comment period were similar to those expressed during the initial 
comment period, a few new themes emerged, including the following: 

• Revised 30th Street N realignment to connect back to the existing intersection 
with Neal Avenue is still too disruptive to the community and the curves will 
introduce safety concerns. 

• The 100-foot reduction in runway length is not enough of a compromise; the 
replacement runway should be shorter. 

• If the existing runway cannot be reconstructed in its current location, the airport 
should be closed. 

A tabular summary of the comments received during both public comment periods is 
provided in Table 1 below. 

Table 1: Public Comment Summary 

Commenter 
Group Support  Oppose Neutral Total %

Support
%     

Object
%     

Neutral 
       

Initial Comment Period  (Round 1: June 22 - September 16, 2015) 
       

General Public 12 87 0 99 12% 88% 0% 
Municipal/Agency 0 2 3 5 0% 40% 60% 

Subtotal 12 89 3 104 12% 86% 3% 
       

Supplemental Comment Period  (Round 2: January 25 - March 9, 2016) 
       

General Public 39 62 1 102 38% 61% 1% 
Municipal/Agency 1 1 0 2 50% 50% 0% 

Subtotal 40 63 1 104 38% 61% 1% 
       

Total 52 152 4 208 25% 73% 2% 



RESPONSES TO PUBLIC COMMENTS 
General responses were developed to address questions and concerns that were 
consistent among the comments received about the Draft 2035 LTCP.  Specific 
responses to comments received from municipalities and agencies are provided in the 
next section.   The following topics are covered by the suite of general responses: 

1. Justification for the proposed improvements 
2. Change in airport role to accommodate larger/jet aircraft 
3. The proposed improvements will generate more air traffic 
4. Estimates of existing aircraft activity levels are inflated 
5. The existing primary runway length is adequate 
6. The proposed improvements are not needed to enhance safety 
7. Change from 2008 LTCP Preferred Alternative
8. The plan has become outdated 
9. LTCP approval process 
10. Realignment of 30th Street N will severely impact traffic flows and result in 

more traffic on Neal Avenue 
11. Realignment of 30th Street N is not safe or feasible due to wetlands and/or 

geotechnical conditions 
12. Realignment of 30th Street N will disrupt emergency response times 
13. Realignment of 30th Street N will cause a maintenance burden for West 

Lakeland Township 
14. Realignment of 30th Street N requires vacating the existing roadway right-of-

way 
15. Environmental impacts to wetlands, prairie, and wildlife habitats 
16. Noise from aircraft will increase 
17. Property values will decrease 
18. Changes to aircraft flight patterns 
19. Impacts of Future State Safety Zoning (Land Use and Airspace Zoning) 
20. Water quality 
21. Tree removal 
22. Proposed lighting improvements 
23. Project costs and fiscal responsibility 
24. Impact to local taxes 
25. Airport benefits 
26. Reliever Airport designation 
27. Airport closure 
28. Airport access restrictions 
29. Adjacent residential development 
30. Public engagement has been inadequate 

All written comments received from members of the public are reproduced in their entirety 
at the end of this appendix. 

General responses #1 through #30 follow. 



1. Justification for the proposed improvements 
In this LTCP, our key objectives for airfield improvements at Lake Elmo Airport are to 
address failing end-of-life infrastructure, enhance safety (see response #6), and 
improve operational capabilities for the design aircraft family, which is comprised of 
propeller driven aircraft with fewer than 10 passenger seats. According to FAA 
guidance, the proposed runway length is justified by the types of aircraft already 
operating at the airport (see response #5).

A key factor in this planning process has been the FAA’s updated guidance on land 
uses within a Runway Protection Zone (RPZ). The RPZ is a trapezoid area beyond 
the end of a runway that is intended to be clear of structures and places of public 
assembly in order to enhance safety for those operating at the airport and for people 
on the ground. The RPZ for the north end of the existing primary runway (Runway 14) 
encompasses a portion of Manning Avenue and the Union Pacific Railroad line, as 
well as approximately 3-½ acres of private property on the west side of Manning 
Avenue in the City of Lake Elmo. 

The FAA’s updated RPZ guidance, issued in 2012, clarifies and tightens up the policy 
on what constitutes an incompatible land use in an RPZ, now defined to include public 
roadways and railroads. The FAA also clarified the process to evaluate proposed land 
uses that would be introduced into an RPZ based upon a triggering action. A triggering 
action could be an airfield project, an off-airport development proposal, or an 
operational change at the airport.

Washington County’s proposal to widen Manning Avenue through the existing 
Runway 14 RPZ qualifies as a triggering action. As such, Washington County will be 
required to submit an RPZ alternatives analysis study to the FAA for its approval. If 
MAC’s airport plan includes a runway relocation – which would remove the RPZ 
conflict – then the County can indicate that in its submittal to the FAA.

If the airport plan indicates the runway is not being relocated, MAC staff believes the 
FAA will expect Washington County to show a realignment of Manning Avenue around 
the outside of the existing RPZ as an alternative, along with justification as to why that 
option is or is not feasible.

One of the guiding principles for the 2035 LTCP is to comply with the FAA’s airport 
design standards, so achieving RPZ compliance in the recommended future condition 
is a high priority.  With the preferred development concept, all Runway Protection 
Zones will be contained on property the MAC already owns and be clear of any non-
compliant land uses. The MAC would no longer need to acquire private property. 

In summary, MAC staff cannot support a “do nothing” option to leave the existing 
airport configuration as it is.  The need to reconstruct the existing runway pavements, 
coupled with FAA’s current guidance on Runway Protection Zone compliance and the 
upcoming Washington County project to improve and widen Manning Avenue 
adjacent to the Airport, are driving the need for a comprehensive planning solution.  
The proposed plan addresses Runway Protection Zone compliance, provides 
planning certainty for the surrounding communities and jurisdictions, and address a 



long-standing runway length deficiency in a responsible manner, taking into account 
all considerations and input.   

The improvements are not being proposed to increase airport capacity, nor are the 
improvements dependent upon achieving a certain level of based aircraft or aircraft 
operations.  Regardless of the number of annual aircraft operations at Lake Elmo 
Airport, the proposed improvements would be the same. 

2. Change in airport role to accommodate larger/jet aircraft 
The primary role of Lake Elmo Airport is expected to stay the same throughout the 
planning period. The aircraft mainly anticipated to use the airport – and that which it 
is designed for – will continue to be a family of small, propeller-driven airplanes with 
fewer than 10 passenger seats.  The proposed plan does not contemplate upgrading 
the role of the airport to accommodate a larger aircraft family, commercial passenger 
or cargo flights, or significantly increase the number of aircraft operations. 

The proposed runway length is based on propeller aircraft requirements.  That being 
said, some of the smallest jets – those with four to eight passenger seats – could 
choose to use the lengthened runway, although insurance requirements and lack of 
precision instrument approaches to the runways will continue to be limiting factors for 
jet use.  Research indicates that all jet aircraft in the state of Minnesota are based at 
an airport with a runway length of 5,000 feet or greater, with the exception of a few 
jets based at Airlake Airport in Lakeville that has a runway length of 4,099 feet. 

Each airport in the MAC system plays a specific role and caters to certain aircraft 
types.  While the St. Paul Downtown Airport/Holman Field (STP) can certainly 
accommodate aircraft operations in lieu of Lake Elmo Airport, it cannot accommodate 
the existing based aircraft or the type of hangars utilized by Lake Elmo tenants.  STP 
is considered the primary corporate reliever to the Minneapolis–St. Paul International 
Airport. Lake Elmo is considered a primarily personal, recreational, and flight training 
aviation facility, serving that type of traffic.  Improving Lake Elmo Airport to 
accommodate corporate jet traffic would inappropriately duplicate the services of STP. 
However, a right-sized primary runway as proposed will enhance the utility of the 
Airport such that additional business-related flying with propeller-driven aircraft may 
be feasible, allowing the Airport to play a greater role in the total economic 
development package offered by Washington County and the surrounding 
municipalities.

3. The proposed improvements will generate more air traffic 
Our activity forecast suggests that operations of piston engine aircraft will decline 
slightly over time, due in part to cost increases, an aging pilot population, and 
regulatory requirements that may diminish the viability of personal and recreational 
flying.  However, with a longer runway in place, we believe some of that traffic will be 
replaced with people using propeller-driven airplanes for business-related purposes.  
This is not the reason for implementing the plan, but it is a possible outcome.  We do 
think that a longer runway will result in a small increase in aircraft traffic levels, but 
only in the range of one to two percent.  This is the equivalent of about eight additional 
aircraft operations per week.



4. Estimates of existing aircraft activity levels are inflated 
The proposed improvements in the LTCP are not dependent on a specific number of 
aircraft operations.  MAC would be making the same infrastructure improvement 
recommendations regardless of the number of aircraft operations. 

There is no Air Traffic Control Tower (ATCT) at Lake Elmo Airport, so there is no 
“official” count of aircraft operations.  The existing level of aircraft operations at Lake 
Elmo Airport (25,727 annual or approximately 70 operations per day) was calculated 
as follows: 

• The MAC Noise and Operations Monitoring System (MACNOMS) flight 
tracking system recorded 17,705 flight tracks for aircraft arriving to or 
departing from Lake Elmo Airport during 2014. 

• The MACNOMS capture rate at all MAC-owned towered reliever airports 
(MACNOMS tracks compared to the official FAA Tower Count) for 2014 was 
66.5%.  The Anoka County-Blaine Airport (ANE) capture rate is 68.8%, and 
was used to adjust the Lake Elmo data set to account for missing flight 
tracks in MACNOMS. 

• The MACNOMS capture rate adjustment for Lake Elmo is as follows:  
17,705 MACNOMS recorded tracks / 68.82% ANE capture rate = 25,727 
annual operations. 

This estimate is consistent with on-site observations conducted at the Airport during 
a two-week period in December 2011 and a one-week period in August 2012.

• Average daily aircraft operations were 52 in December and 87 in August. 
• Monthly operations estimates for December 2011 and August 2012 were 

extrapolated using data from the towered reliever airports. 
• A ratio of December and August operations as a percentage of the entire 

year was established using data from the towered reliever airports. 
• This ratio was applied to the monthly estimates at Lake Elmo to estimate 

total 2012 operations (26,709). 

On Saturday, August 29, 2015, a group of citizens counted aircraft operations at Lake 
Elmo Airport from 7:00am until 10:00pm.  According to one commenter, over the 
course of the day, the citizens reported observing 54 aircraft movements, of which 37 
were touch-and-gos.  Per industry criteria, each touch-and-go counts as two aircraft 
operations (a takeoff and a landing).  This equates to 74 daily operations associated 
with touch-and-gos.  When combined with the number of itinerant (non touch-and-go) 
operations observed, the total traffic count for the day is approximately 91.  This 
number correlates very well to the summertime on-site observations that formed the 
basis for the activity forecast. 

5. The existing primary runway length is adequate 
Staff believes that it is appropriate to continue to use the family of small propeller-
driven airplanes with fewer than 10 passenger seats as the design aircraft family. This 
is an FAA-defined category of aircraft with similar operating characteristics, and 
includes aircraft powered by both piston and turboprop engines. Examples of the more 



sophisticated aircraft in this family include the Beechcraft King Air 200 (twin 
turboprop), the Pilatus PC-12 (single turboprop), and the Piper Chieftain 350 (twin 
piston). These aircraft occasionally operate at the airport today, but at diminished 
operational capacities due to the existing runway length. The proposal to build a longer 
runway provides an opportunity to better accommodate these types of propeller-driven 
aircraft.

To assess runway length needs, staff reviewed the FAA’s Advisory Circular 150/5325-
4B, Runway Length Recommendations for Airport Design. Based on FAA’s guidance 
for this family of propeller-driven aircraft, the appropriate runway length at Lake Elmo 
Airport should be between 3,300 feet (to accommodate most of the aircraft types in 
this family or 95% of the fleet) and 3,900 feet (to accommodate all types in the family 
or 100% of the fleet).

In the Advisory Circular, the FAA states that “if the fleet mix to operate at the airport 
is known, consult the manufacturer’s literature to determine actual runway length 
requirements.” To comply with this guidance, staff assessed manufacturer’s 
performance charts from several representative aircraft types using Lake Elmo Airport 
including the three referenced above. 

Based on the assessment of specific aircraft, the optimal runway length at Lake Elmo 
Airport is 3,600 feet.  This length is based on accommodating the following conditions: 

• Accelerate-stop distance (the runway length declared available and suitable 
for the acceleration and deceleration of an aircraft aborting a takeoff). 

• Temperature of 83°F (the mean daily maximum temperature of the hottest 
month at the airport). 

• Field elevation of 933 feet above mean sea level (AMSL). 
• A takeoff weight representing 90% of an aircraft’s useful load (payload and 

fuel).
• A 5-knot headwind. 
• Typical takeoff flap settings. 

Feedback from airport tenants also suggests that a 3,600-foot runway would indeed 
meet most operational needs. 

This runway length fits into the range provided by the FAA’s Advisory Circular 
guidance. It also suggests that a longer runway length of 3,900 feet – as 
recommended in previous LTCPs for Lake Elmo Airport – is not necessary to meet 
the objectives of enhancing safety and improving operational capabilities for the 
design aircraft family.

The Refined Preferred Alternative recommends a primary runway length of 3,500 feet 
in order to allow for 30th Street N to connect back to the existing intersection with Neal 
Avenue.  Although 100 feet shorter than the recommended length of 3,600 feet, staff 
believes a 3,500 foot runway is a significant improvement over the existing condition 
and meets the purpose and need for the project.  Specifically, with a 3,500-foot 
runway, the manufacturer’s performance data suggests that the aircraft analyzed 



would be able to depart at a weight representing about 84% of useful load during the 
conditions noted above. This performance is considered appropriate given that aircraft 
do not routinely need to depart at their maximum takeoff weight to complete a typical 
flight mission.  However, reducing the runway length further will continue to diminish 
the operational benefits of the proposed improvements.  For context, a runway length 
of 3,300 feet would reduce allowable takeoff weights to approximately 75% of useful 
load for the same conditions.  In the refined alternative, the proposed length of 
extension (651-foot extension to 3,500 feet) is approximately 13% shorter than the 
proposed extension in the original alternative (751-foot extension to 3,600 feet). 

The proposed improvements are intended to serve the Airport for the foreseeable 
future. After the 3,500-foot length is constructed, the primary runway will be fully built-
out in terms of RPZ compliance, with no further extensions contemplated during the 
20-year planning horizon.  This will give the surrounding municipalities assurance of 
the airport’s future footprint for comprehensive community planning.

One commenter suggested the MAC’s takeoff length analysis for one of the aircraft 
used in the analysis, the Beechcraft King Air 200, is flawed as this aircraft requires a 
longer runway than proposed at Lake Elmo.  For clarification purposes, the aircraft 
used in the LTCP analysis is the King Air 200, and not the King Air 250 which is 
available at a higher gross takeoff weight than the King Air 200.  The performance 
chart used to calculate the accelerate-stop distance for the King Air 200 is reproduced 
in Appendix 4.  As stated above, the runway length analysis assumed a takeoff weight 
of less than maximum gross as typical flight missions do not require an aircraft to take 
off with a full payload.  Based on available performance data and discussions with 
aircraft operators, the proposed length of 3,500 feet is appropriate to accommodate 
some, but not all, operations by King Air 200 aircraft.  Regardless, the recommended 
runway length is based on an evaluation of performance data available for several 
propeller-driven aircraft types, not just the King Air 200.  The number of aircraft used 
in this analysis has been expanded to include several additional types known to 
operate at Lake Elmo Airport. 

Insurance requirements are also an operational factor in determining what aircraft can 
use an airport.  Specific requirements vary by underwriter.  One underwriter shared a 
general “rule of thumb” for adequate runway length for propeller aircraft is 125% of the 
takeoff distance over a 50-foot obstacle.  We have accounted for this by using 
accelerate-stop distance when considering the appropriate runway length needs for 
Lake Elmo Airport.  Insurance requirements for jet aircraft (runway lengths generally 
4,000 feet - 5,000 feet) will likely limit jet operations at Lake Elmo Airport. 

The draft LTCP report contains a statement that “a runway length of 2,750 feet is 
recommended to accommodate 75 percent of the fleet of propeller-driven airplanes 
with fewer than 10 passenger seats.”  This statement is in reference to the runway 
length analysis for the crosswind runway, not the primary runway.  The 75 percent of 
fleet category was used to represent the fleet of lower crosswind-capable airplanes 
operating at the Airport.  Efforts will be made to clarify this in the final document. 



6. The proposed improvements are not needed to enhance safety 
Lake Elmo Airport operates safely today with the existing runway lengths.  MAC 
maintains that the relocated, longer primary runway proposed in the plan will further 
enhance existing safety levels both for pilots and citizens living in the vicinity of Lake 
Elmo Airport by providing additional operating margins for propeller-driven aircraft. 

The National Transportation Safety Board (NTSB) database contains 15 aircraft 
accidents associated with aircraft operating at Lake Elmo Airport between 1983 and 
2010.  It is difficult to fully know all the contributing factors leading to an aircraft 
accident.  While runway length is not listed as the probable cause in the accidents in 
the vicinity of Lake Elmo, the accident records do not contain enough information to 
determine if the availability of a longer primary runway could have changed the 
outcome in one or more of these accidents.

In addition to an extended runway length, the relocation of the primary runway will 
provide safety benefits.  By moving the runway further to the east, it will be further 
from Manning Avenue and the new residential developments in the City of Lake Elmo.  
In the event of an aircraft accident during takeoff or landing, the new runway 
configuration will increase the likelihood that the aircraft will remain on airport property.  
Also, by removing both 30th Street N and Manning Avenue from Runway Protection 
Zones (RPZs), the likelihood of an aircraft overrun or undershoot affecting vehicular 
traffic is reduced.  Finally, the proposed runway centerline will be located further away 
from the large wetland area to the south of the Airport, decreasing the potential for 
wildlife conflicts. 

Many pilots who support the plan affirmed that the longer runway will provide a greater 
margin for error during takeoff and landing operations at Lake Elmo, particularly during 
hot days, gusty wind conditions, and when the runway is wet. 

7. Change from 2008 LTCP Preferred Alternative
The Preferred Alternative from the previous LTCP was evaluated as Alternative A in 
this LTCP and was not carried forward for several reasons.  As documented in the 
draft plan, extending the crosswind runway does not provide a runway aligned for 
optimal wind coverage, nor does it address Runway Protection Zone land use 
incompatibilities. 

Two key changes have occurred since the last LTCP was completed.  First, wind 
coverage data specific to Lake Elmo Airport is now available from the weather 
reporting station installed in 2008.  This data suggests that the crosswind runway 
provides less favorable wind coverage than was previously estimated based on 
regional, not site-specific, wind conditions.

Second, a key factor in this planning process has been FAA’s updated guidance on 
land uses within a Runway Protection Zone (RPZ).  The RPZ is a trapezoid area 
beyond the end of a runway that is intended to be clear of structures and places of 
public assembly to enhance safety for those operating at the airport and for people on 
the ground.  The RPZ for the north end of the existing primary Runway (Runway 14) 
encompasses a portion of Manning Avenue and the Union Pacific Railroad line, as 



well as approximately five acres of private property on the west side of Manning 
Avenue in the City of Lake Elmo. 

FAA’s updated RPZ guidance, issued in 2012, clarifies and tightens their policy on 
what constitutes an incompatible land use in an RPZ, which now include public 
roadways and railroads.  The guidance also clarifies the process to evaluate proposed 
land uses that would be introduced into an RPZ based on a triggering action.  A 
triggering action could be an airfield project, an off-airport development proposal, or 
an operational change at an airport.

For example, widening Manning Avenue through the existing Runway 14 RPZ would 
qualify as a triggering action that would require Washington County to prepare and 
submit an RPZ alternatives analysis study to the FAA for their approval.  If the final 
plan indicates the runway is not to be relocated, staff believes that FAA would expect 
to see the realignment of Manning Avenue around the outside of the existing RPZ as 
an alternative along with justification as to why that option is or is not feasible.

FAA has also indicated that MAC would be expected to purchase the private property 
in the RPZ on the west side of Manning Avenue as a condition of receiving grant 
funding to reconstruct the existing runway in its current configuration. 

One of our goals for the plan is to comply with FAA’s airport design standards, so 
achieving RPZ compliance in the recommended future condition is a high priority.  
With the preferred development concept (either Original or Refined), all Runway 
Protection Zones will be contained on property that the MAC already owns.

8. The plan has become outdated 
Several commenters note that the core tenants of the proposed plan have been in 
place for nearly 50 years, and as such the plan is outdated and should be abandoned 
because several residential neighborhoods have developed in the vicinity of Lake 
Elmo Airport.  Based on the previous planning efforts, MAC purchased land in the late 
1960s and early 1970s to facilitate the airfield improvements still being proposed.  
Although scaled back in terms of runway length and the number of runways, the plan 
being proposed in the 2035 LTCP remains consistent with the vision offered in 
previous plans, which have included a longer primary runway and the realignment of 
a section of 30th Street N.  The fact that the current plan is similar to the legacy plans 
bears testament to the validity of the original vision expressed many years ago.  The 
vision for the future of Lake Elmo Airport has been consistently articulated over the 
years to guide communities and adjacent landowners in making decisions about how 
to develop their properties and homes. 

9. LTCP approval process 
The LTCP is an infrastructure planning tool updated on a regular basis. It is forward-
looking in nature and does not authorize actual construction.

Specific to the adoption of a Long-Term Comprehensive Plan for Lake Elmo Airport, 
the MAC full Commission must adopt the plan and the Metropolitan Council must 
review the plan and determine whether or not it is consistent with the regional 



Transportation Policy Plan (TPP), which includes the Regional Aviation System Plan.
There are no requirements for the local communities to formally approve the LTCP 
document.

The project will have to go through a full environmental review process per federal 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Minnesota Environmental Policy Act 
(MEPA) requirements to more specifically identify the environmental footprint of the 
improvements before construction can begin.  The environmental review will be 
initiated after the Long-Term Comprehensive Plan is completed and fully approved, 
and it will provide more opportunities for public review and comment.

10. Realignment of 30th Street N will severely impact traffic flows and result in more 
traffic on Neal Avenue 
According to the Washington County Comprehensive Plan, 30th Street N is designated 
as a major collector roadway.  Traffic estimates contained in the County’s Manning 
Avenue (CSAH 15) Corridor Management and Safety Improvement Project Subarea 
Study (prepared by SRF Consulting Group) for the section of 30th Street North 
between Manning Avenue and Neal Avenue, suggest an average annual daily traffic 
volume of 1,060 vehicles in the existing (2010) condition and a forecast of 2,000 
vehicles by 2030.  These traffic volumes can be found on Figure 6 of the Subarea 
Study report, which is available via the following link: 

https://www.co.washington.mn.us/DocumentCenter/View/7426

The refined alternative allows the relocated 30th Street N to connect back with the 
existing intersection of Neal Avenue, removing the need to place additional traffic on 
Neal Avenue.  Traffic flow will not be impacted with additional turning movements or 
required stops. 

The increased travel distance associated with the proposed realignment of 30th Street 
N versus the existing condition is estimated to be approximately 1,200 feet.  The 
increased travel time is estimated to be approximately 30-45 seconds based on an 
existing travel speed of 45 mph (due to existing road conditions).  At an existing travel 
speed of 55mph (the authorized speed limit), the additional travel time increases by 
about 10 seconds. 

11. Realignment of 30th Street N is not safe or feasible due to wetlands and/or 
geotechnical conditions 
MAC staff believes that feasible engineering options exist to construct a safe, high-
quality section of roadway for the section of 30th Street North that is proposed for 
realignment.  Area hydrology, watershed district requirements for volume and rate 
runoff control, and local roadway design standards will be incorporated during design 
efforts.  Curves in the road will be designed with appropriate width, super elevation, 
signage, and markings to facilitate safe motor vehicle operations.  The sharpest curve 
in the realigned section of roadway will be adjacent to the intersection with Neal 
Avenue, which will continue to be a four-way stop condition.  Therefore, vehicles 
traversing this curve will either be decelerating towards the stopped condition 
eastbound, or accelerating away from the stopped condition westbound. 



12. Realignment of 30th Street N will disrupt emergency response times 
It is understood that the primary emergency response for residents in West Lakeland 
and Baytown Townships comes from the Bayport Fire Department, located to the east 
of Lake Elmo Airport.  As the majority of township residences are located between 
Bayport’s new fire station and the Airport, it is unclear how many emergency response 
runs would be impacted by the 30th Street N realignment. 

It is acknowledged that secondary response units to and from the City of Lake Elmo 
would be subject to increased travel distance and times of the magnitude noted in 
Response #10. 

13. Realignment of 30th Street N will cause a maintenance burden for West 
Lakeland Township 
Regarding maintenance of the realigned section of 30th Street N, MAC acknowledges 
that this section of roadway will move from the shared boundary between West 
Lakeland and Baytown Townships fully into West Lakeland’s jurisdiction, thus 
increasing the maintenance burden for West Lakeland and reducing the maintenance 
burden for Baytown.  Although limited by revenue diversion prohibitions contained in 
federal grant assurances for airport improvement projects, MAC is open to continuing 
the dialogue with regard to maintaining 30th Street N.

Several commenters note that the section of 30th Street N proposed for realignment 
is in poor condition.  If MAC does not relocate this section of roadway, the Townships 
will have to pay for resurfacing and/or reconstruction in the near future.  By allowing 
MAC to construct the realigned section of 30th Street N at MAC’s cost, the Townships 
can focus their limited tax dollars on other near-term roadway projects. 

MAC acknowledges that the section of 30th Street N not being realigned will have to 
be restored to its existing condition if it is used as a construction haul route and any 
damage to the roadway occurs that is directly attributable to construction activities at 
the Airport. 

14. Realignment of 30th Street N requires vacating the existing roadway right-of-
way 
Title work confirms the existing 30th Street North roadway is a prescriptive easement 
over MAC property; no dedicated roadway right-of-way exists for 30th Street North. 
Under Minnesota Statute 473.608, MAC has express authority to extinguish the 
prescriptive easement through various means, including condemnation. However, 
MAC is open to continuing discussions to negotiate a solution whereby 30th Street 
North can continue to exist as a realigned through street, which is preferable by MAC 
since the condemnation process has the potential to cause federal revenue diversion 
issues with replacing the road. 

15. Environmental impacts to wetlands, prairie, and wildlife habitats 
The project will have to go through a full environmental review process per federal 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Minnesota Environmental Policy Act 
(MEPA) requirements to more specifically identify the environmental footprint of the 



improvements before construction can begin.  During that process, alternatives must 
be reviewed and any potential impacts must be avoided if possible. If impacts cannot 
be avoided, they must be minimized to the extent possible and mitigated in full 
compliance with federal and state requirements.

The following impact categories will be assessed during the environmental review: 

• Air Quality 
• Biological resources (including fish, wildlife, and plants) 
• Climate 
• Department of Transportation Section 4(f) Properties (park and recreational 

lands, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and historic sites) 
• Farmlands 
• Hazardous materials, solid waste, and pollution prevention 
• Historical, architectural, archeological, and cultural resources 
• Land use 
• Natural resources and energy supply 
• Noise and compatible land use 
• Socioeconomics, environmental justice, and children’s environmental 

health and safety risks 
• Visual effects (including light emissions) 
• Water resources (including wetlands, floodplains, surface waters, 

groundwater, and wild and scenic rivers) 
• Construction impacts 
• Cumulative effects 

The environmental review process cannot begin until there is a sufficiently detailed 
plan available to evaluate.  MAC envisions initiating the environmental review for the 
proposed Lake Elmo Airport improvements soon after the plan is reviewed by the 
Metropolitan Council and formally adopted by the MAC Board. 

16. Noise from aircraft will increase 
The noise analysis contained in the LTCP is intended to provide a high-level 
assessment of potential noise impacts.  A more thorough noise impact analysis will 
take place during the subsequent environmental review process.

The Refined Preferred Alternative reduces the proposed primary runway length from 
3,600 feet to 3,500 feet and shifts the runway further to the northwest than the Original 
Preferred Alternative, further away from residences in West Lakeland Township. In
the Refined Preferred Alternative, there are a total of eight (8) residential parcels 
in the forecasted year 2035 55 Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL) noise 
contour, compared to thirteen (13) parcels in the Original Preferred Alternative.  
There are two (2) residential parcels in the Baseline Condition 55 DNL contour.  
These noise contours are based on several factors, including runway end 
locations, forecasted aircraft fleet mix trends, runway use, and time of day 
assumptions for aircraft operations. 



Noise level estimates at specific residential properties are not available based on 
the level of analysis conducted for the LTCP. 

A voluntary Noise Abatement Plan is in place to promote aircraft operating 
procedures that help reduce aircraft noise and overflights for residents living near 
Lake Elmo Airport. Pilots may also reference the pilot guide for easy access to 
noise abatement information.  The details of this noise abatement plan will be 
revisited during the environmental review process for the proposed airfield 
improvements. 

http://www.macnoise.com/sites/macnoise.com/files/pdf/21d_nap.pdf

17. Property values will decrease 
The relationship between cumulative noise levels and property values is complex. The 
property value impacts of aviation noise have been studied on multiple occasions, with 
published study results beginning in the mid-1970s. The results of these studies differ 
because there are numerous airport-specific variables, including: (1) the level and 
frequency of noise; (2) the property location with respect to overflights; (3) the 
perceived amenities and quality of the affected neighborhood/community; (4) the local 
supply and demand for housing; (5) the local and regional economy; and (6) other 
market conditions that cannot be controlled or are difficult to predict. The Airport 
Cooperative Research Program Synthesis 9, Effects of Aircraft Noise: Research 
Update on Selected Topics provides the following overview of research conducted to 
determine the effect of aviation noise on property value: 

“In summary, the studies of the effects of aviation noise on property values are highly 
complex owing to the differences in methodologies, airport/community environments, 
market conditions, and demand variables involved. Whereas most studies concluded 
that aviation noise effects on property value range from some negative impacts to 
significant negative impacts, some studies combined airport noise and proximity and 
concluded that the net effect on property value was positive.” (Transportation
Research Board of the National Academies, ACRP Synthesis 9 Effect of Aircraft 
Noise: Research Update on Selected Topics, 2008, p. 20.)

In the case of Lake Elmo Airport, the proposed plan does not contemplate 
upgrading the role of the airport to accommodate a larger aircraft family or 
significantly increase the number of aircraft flights.  Although the proposed runway 
relocation is expected to shift existing traffic patterns and noise impacts to the 
southeast, these neighborhoods already experience overflight activity from the 
existing runway configuration.  The impact of the flight pattern shift on property 
values for residences already in proximity to Lake Elmo Airport is not expected to 
be substantial. 

Finally, MAC staff is not aware of long-term substantial property devaluations that can 
be attributed to recent airport improvements at Flying Cloud or Anoka County-Blaine 
Airports.  In both cases, runways were extended to 5,000 feet to accommodate 
increases in corporate jet aircraft activity. 



18. Changes to aircraft flight patterns 
When compared to the existing runway, the Refined Preferred Alternative shifts 
existing aircraft traffic patterns and noise impacts to the southeast to align with the 
relocated/lengthened primary runway, moving the end of Runway 32 closer to an 
established residential neighborhood.  While some individual residences will 
experience an increase in overhead flight activity, others are likely to experience a 
reduction due to the runway centerline shift. 

With the relocated runway, it is estimated that aircraft will be at altitudes of 
approximately 150-160 feet over Neal Avenue when landing on Runway 32.  For 
context, aircraft are at an altitude of approximately 60-70 feet over 30th Street N when 
landing on the existing Runway 32.  Estimates of aircraft altitudes at specific 
residential properties are not available based on the level of analysis conducted for 
the LTCP. 

19. Impacts of Future State Safety Zoning (Land Use and Airspace Zoning) 
For this LTCP, the existing Minnesota Department of Transportation (MnDOT)
models for the size and shape of State Safety Zones A and B were used for the 
purpose of analyzing land use compatibility. The sizes, shapes and/or locations of 
these zones may be revised by a Joint Airport Zoning Board (JAZB) during 
development of the Airport Zoning Ordinance for Lake Elmo Airport.  However, it 
should be noted that these zones are not currently in effect at Lake Elmo Airport.

The Minnesota Department of Transportation (MnDOT) Office of Aeronautics has
undertaken efforts to update the state’s airport zoning regulations. It’s anticipated that 
revisions to the statutes governing airport zoning will be submitted for consideration 
during a future Minnesota Legislative session.  The administrative rules used to 
implement the zoning regulations and define the particulars of the State Safety Zones 
will likely be updated after the statutory changes are complete.

Any runway changes at Lake Elmo Airport will require a new zoning 
ordinance.  The actual size, shape, and locations of the State Safety Zones for 
Lake Elmo Airport will be developed by a JAZB that will include the respective 
local municipalities who control land use development around the Airport 
(including Washington County, the City of Lake Elmo, Baytown Township, and West 
Lakeland Township). Through a collaborative process, the JAZB will seek to 
develop an Airport Zoning ordinance, in accordance with state statutes and 
administrative rules, which best achieves a reasonable level of public safety while 
considering existing land uses and compatible off-airport development.   

Once adopted and implemented, the new Airport Zoning ordinance will supersede 
the existing Washington County Airport Overlay District. 

The draft plan does not contemplate acquiring property beyond that already 
owned by the MAC, nor does the plan contemplate the need to add obstruction 
lighting to any off-airport structures. 



20. Water quality 
In 2005, the source of the trichloroethylene (TCE) contamination in the vicinity of Lake 
Elmo Airport was located at a commercial business on the edge of the City of Lake 
Elmo.  Currently, there are several monitoring wells located at the airport.  All of these 
monitoring wells are related to the TCE contamination and owned and maintained by 
the MPCA.  There has been no evidence to indicate any of the TCE contamination 
originated at the Airport. 

Lake Elmo Airport currently lies outside of the Metropolitan Urban Service Area 
(MUSA) for sanitary sewer services.  Therefore, there is no water or sanitary system 
available for tenants.  However, the land immediately west of the airport is being 
developed and will include the installation of sanitary sewer and water facilities.  
Connecting the airport to this system in the future may be feasible.   

Until such future date when the airport is connected to sanitary sewer and water 
services, existing tenants who have legal wells and septic systems have been allowed 
to keep them.  The MAC maintenance building also has a well and holding tank.  
Tenants with illegal septic systems or noncompliant wells were required to remove or 
abandon them after MAC adopted its Sanitary Sewer and Water Policy in 1998. 

Any projects completed at the Airport require conformance with the watershed district, 
as well as Wetland Conservation Act (WCA) and/or Department of Natural Resources 
(DNR) regulations regarding wetlands.  If wetland impacts are suspected with MAC 
projects, avoidance, minimization efforts and appropriate mitigation will be assessed. 

The watershed district also reviews plans for water quality.  Previous airport projects 
have required rate and volume controls, infiltration or other means to enhance water 
quality.  These and other best management practices will continue with future projects 
listed in the Preferred Alternative. 

21. Tree removal 
Some tree removal on airport property will be required in order to implement the 
Preferred Development Alternative.  The impacts of the removals will be evaluated 
during the environmental review process.  However, off-airport tree removal is not 
anticipated. 

22. Proposed lighting improvements 
The plan recommends installation of runway lights on the crosswind runway (Runway 
04-22) to make it useable at night or during periods of lower visibility conditions.  As 
with the existing primary runway, the lights will only be on when activated by pilots 
using their radio microphone.   The availability of lighting on the crosswind runway is 
not anticipated to increase nighttime flight activity but will enhance safety by allowing 
pilots arriving during nighttime hours the option of landing on Runway 04-22 if favored 
by wind conditions.



23. Project costs and fiscal responsibility 
The estimated cost for the Base Case alternative, which would include reconstructing 
existing runway and taxiway pavements and purchasing non-owned Runway 
Protection Zone (RPZ) land, is approximately $5.4 million.  The estimated cost for both 
the Original and Refined Preferred Alternative is approximately $11.5 million, which 
includes the cost of re-establishing the existing runway as a taxiway.  Cost estimates 
for the alternatives are included in Appendix 5 of the LTCP. 

A driving factor behind the proposed improvements is that the existing runway 
pavements have exceeded their useful life and need to be reconstructed in the near 
future.  Simple rehabilitation methods will be ineffective in the future, so it is prudent 
to invest dollars in the reconstruction of the primary runway in its long-term 
configuration.

24. Impact to local taxes 
Development at Lake Elmo Airport will continue to be self-funded by users of the 
airport and aviation system; no local sales or property taxes are or will be used to fund 
airport improvements.

MAC expends between $250,000 and $300,000 annually to operate and maintain 
Lake Elmo Airport to a high level of safety and operational efficiency with no direct 
cost to local taxpayers.   

MAC-owned land that is not leased to airport users or tenants is exempt from property 
taxes under State law.  Leaseholds and the structures located within those leases are 
subject to property taxes which are paid by the tenants.

Washington County assesses property taxes on hangar owners based on the taxable 
market value of the hangars.  For 2014, the total property tax billed on hangars at 
Lake Elmo Airport was approximately $105,000.  Of these tax revenues, the largest 
recipient is the Stillwater School District (ISD 834), which received approximately 
$44,000 from airport tenants.  Washington County received approximately $40,000 in 
revenue, and Baytown Township approximately $13,000.  The remaining tax revenues 
supported the Washington County HRA and RRA, Valley Branch Watershed District, 
Metropolitan Council, Metro Transit, and Metro Mosquito control. 

25. Airport benefits 
MnDOT provides an Airport Economic Impact Calculator to estimate the economic 
value of airports in the State (http://www.dot.state.mn.us/aero/econimpactcalc.html).

According to output obtained from this tool, the total economic impact from activity 
occurring at Lake Elmo Airport is approximately $1.8 million annually and accounts for 
approximately 23 jobs in the county.

This is based on the following activity inputs:

• $275,000 average annual operations and maintenance (O&M) expenses 



• $430,000 average annual capital expenses 
• FBO activities: 6 full-time employees, 6 part-time employees, 7 owned 

aircraft
• 650 annual transient overnight aircraft (approximately 10-15 per week) 
• 100 annual charter visitors 
• One non-profit organization aircraft (Civil Air Patrol) 

In addition, Lake Elmo Airport tenants report participating in the following community-
focused activities: 

• EAA Chapter 54, based at Lake Elmo Airport, participates in the EAA Young 
Eagles program to introduce young people to aviation; hosts an annual 
aviation day; actively supports programs at the Farnsworth Aerospace 
magnet school in St. Paul; and conducts an annual ground school to teach 
aviation rules, regulations, and safe flight practices.

• The local Civil Air Patrol squadron is trained to assist in search and rescue, 
disaster relief, humanitarian activities, while providing aviation education 
and training for young people. 

• Local pilots participate in the Angel Flights program, which provides free air 
transportation through volunteer pilots for financially distressed children and 
adults with medical and humanitarian needs. 

• Local pilots participate in the Pilots-N-Paws program, which facilitates 
transportation of rescued, sheltered, or foster animals. 

Finally, portions of the Airport are farmed, providing revenue-generating opportunities 
for a tenant farmer. 

26. Reliever Airport designation 
Lake Elmo Airport is a designated Reliever Airport.  The Reliever designation is given 
by FAA.  To be eligible for the Reliever designation, an airport must be open to the 
public, have 100 or more based aircraft, or have at least 25,000 annual itinerant 
operations.  Lake Elmo Airport qualifies on the based aircraft criteria. 

27. Airport closure 
Closing Lake Elmo Airport was not considered as a viable alternative for the 2035 
LTCP.  Closure does not meet the purpose and need of the airport or its users, nor 
would it meet the needs of the airport’s service area. The airside and landside capacity 
provided by Lake Elmo Airport could not be replaced without expending significant 
funds for environmental studies, mitigation for impacts, tenant lease terminations, land 
acquisition, design, and construction costs to provide additional infrastructure at 
another airport. 

Closure of the airport would not be just a MAC decision. It would require approval by 
the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), the Minnesota Department of 
Transportation Office of Aeronautics (Mn/DOT), the Metropolitan Council, and the 
Minnesota State legislature. 



28. Airport access restrictions 
Federal grant dollar provisions require that the airport be operated in a manner that is 
neither discriminatory nor poses an undue burden on interstate commerce.  Existing 
grant funding assurances would not allow MAC or the FAA to restrict aircraft 
operations to control noise. Similarly, the 1990 Airport Noise and Capacity Act (ANCA) 
limits the ability of airports to impose access or use restrictions based on aircraft noise.  
The access or use restrictions designed for noise control that currently exist at some 
U.S. airports pre-date the 1990 ANCA and were grandfathered by an act of Congress. 

29. Adjacent residential development 
As an Adjacent Jurisdiction, MAC reviews and comments on proposed development 
activity in the vicinity of Lake Elmo Airport.  MAC staff reviewed the development 
proposals from the City of Lake Elmo for both the adjacent Village Park Preserve and 
Easton Village residential neighborhoods.  On several occasions, MAC provided 
written comment to the City expressing concern with several aspects of these 
developments, including the proximity of the development to aircraft overflights and 
noise and the potential for storm water ponds to attract wildlife.  While MAC cannot 
object to development on land it does not own, our letters did request that prospective 
property buyers be provided information about the properties’ location relative to Lake 
Elmo Airport and the related existence of aircraft operations over the area. 

Several airports in the state are situated in urban or suburban environments with 
adjacent residential development, similar to the proposed condition at Lake Elmo.  
Crystal, South St. Paul/Fleming Field, and Flying Cloud Airports have dense 
residential developments adjacent to the airport boundaries.  In outstate Minnesota, 
Albert Lea, Austin, Winona, and Forest Lake Airports all have some degree of adjacent 
residential development as well.

30. Public engagement has been inadequate 
The availability of the draft LTCP report, addendum, and information about the public 
information meetings was advertised to the public via notices in the Stillwater Gazette, 
Oakdale/Lake Elmo Review, and Saint Paul Pioneer Press, the MAC website, and 
local community websites.  We acknowledge and appreciate efforts taken by West 
Lakeland and Baytown Townships to notify residents about the public information 
meetings. The public information meetings were scheduled mid-way through the 
public comment period to allow time for interested members of the public to review 
and consider the content of the documentation in advance of the meetings.  The format 
of the public information meetings was intended to facilitate open, one-on-one 
dialogue between community residents and MAC staff about the plan.  Based on 
public feedback, a presentation and “town hall” style question-and-answer session 
was added to the supplemental public meeting.  Approximately 150 people attended 
the public information meetings in July, and approximately 70 attended the 
supplemental meeting in February.  The original comment period was also extended 
to allow additional time for community input. 

Through the public process, MAC made a commitment to consider the concerns 
voiced by neighbors and evaluate if any adjustments to the proposed plan might be 



feasible to address some items of concern while preserving the desired objectives for 
improving the Airport’s facilities.

The Revised Preferred Alternative was developed in the spirit of this commitment. 

All written comments received from members of the public are reproduced at the end of 
this appendix. 



RESPONSES TO MUNICIPAL/AGENCY COMMENTS 
This section contains responses to comments received from municipalities and agencies 
about the Draft 2035 LTCP for Lake Elmo Airport. 

Commenter ID Subject Response 
Comments Received During the Initial Public Comment Period

(Round 1: June 22 – September 16, 2015) 
Valley Branch 
Watershed 
District, Letter 
dated July 24, 
2015 

1 As previously indicated , the 
project(s) at the airport will 
need to conform to all the 
VBWD Rules and Regulations, 
including but not limited to the 
following: 

Stormwater volume control: 
New and fully reconstructed 
impervious surfaces of 6,000 
square feet or more require 
treatment. The treatment 
standard is 1.1 inches of runoff 
retained on site from the new 
and/or fully reconstructed 
impervious surfaces. 

Stormwater rate control: 
During all phases of 
development the peak rate of 
stormwater runoff from all 
points leaving the site shall not 
exceed the existing peak rate 
for critical duration events, up 
to and including the 100-year 
return frequency storm. Design 
criteria shall be the 2-, l 0-, and 
100-year 24-hour storms with 
respective 2.8, 4.2, and 7.3-
inch rainfall depths (with NRCS 
time distribution) and the 7.2-
inch 100-year 10-day 
snowmelt event. 

Wetlands: VBWD is the local 
government unit responsible 
for administering the 
Minnesota Wetland 
Conservation Act. In addition, 
VBWD requires a minimum 25-
foot-wide vegetative buffer. No 
impervious surfaces are 
allowed within the buffer. 
Average buffers and 
hydrologic standards are listed 
in the VBWD Rules and 
Regulations. The proposed 
realignment of 30th Street 
North in the preferred 

Comments acknowledged.  MAC intends to 
conform with VBWD Rules and Regulations.



alternative and other projects 
at the airport need to conform 
to these standards. 

West Lakeland 
Township, 
Letter dated 
August 3, 2015 

1 The town board of supervisors 
for West Lakeland Township 
opposes the expansion of the 
Lake Elmo Airport as outlined 
in your 2035 Long Term 
Comprehensive Plan for a
number of reasons.  

The first of which will be the 
impact on our residents and 
their quality of life by the 
installation of the new 
proposed NW I SE 3,600 foot 
runway. Not only will this bring 
in larger aircraft, but more 
importantly move noise and 
operations into our existing 
residential neighborhoods of 
West Lakeland Township. 

The primary role of Lake Elmo Airport is 
expected to stay the same throughout the 
planning period. The aircraft mainly 
anticipated to use the airport – and that 
which it is designed for - will continue to be 
a family of small, propeller-driven 
airplanes with fewer than 10 passenger 
seats.  The proposed plan does not 
contemplate upgrading the role of the 
airport to accommodate a larger aircraft 
family or significantly increase the number 
of aircraft flights. 

The proposed runway length is based on 
propeller aircraft requirements.  That being 
said, some of the smallest jets – those with 
four to eight passenger seats – could choose 
to use the lengthened runway, although 
insurance requirements and lack of precision 
instrument approaches to the runways will 
likely limit jet aircraft operations. 

The Refined Preferred Alternative reduces 
the proposed primary runway length from 
3,600 feet to 3,500 feet and shifts the runway 
further to the northwest than the Original 
Preferred Alternative, further away from 
residences in West Lakeland Township.  In
the Refined Preferred Alternative, there 
are a total of eight (8) residential parcels in 
the forecasted Year 2035 55 Day-Night 
Average Sound Level (DNL) noise 
contour, compared to thirteen (13) parcels 
in the Original Preferred Alternative.  
There are two (2) residential parcels in the 
Existing Condition 55 DNL contour.  See 
Chapter 6 of the LTCP Report for a 
description of the DNL noise metric.

West Lakeland 
Township, 
Letter dated 
August 3, 2015 

2 While the new Runway 
Protection Zones will be 
entirely on MAC property, the 
MnDOT Safety Zones "A" and 
"B" will essentially overlay 
existing homes on 2 ½ acres 
and the overhead power lines 
which by current zoning is not 
allowed.  In addition the 
proposed expansion is also in 
conflict with Washington 
County's and West Lakeland's 
airport overlay districts.  If the 
intent is to modify current 
zoning to allow the proposed 
Lake Elmo expansion to occur, 
then the West Lakeland 

For this report, the existing MnDOT 
models for the size and shape of State 
Safety Zones A and B were used for the 
purpose of analyzing land use 
compatibility.  While the existing 
Washington County Overlay District does 
exist, the zoning requirements in it focus 
on airspace protection and not necessarily 
land use restrictions. The land use 
portions of the State Safety zones have 
not been formally adopted for Lake Elmo 
Airport.  MnDOT has undertaken efforts to 
update the state’s airport zoning 
regulations. It’s anticipated that revisions 
to the statutes governing airport zoning will 
be submitted for consideration during a 
future Minnesota Legislative session.  The 



Township board would call 
your attention to MnDOT's 
Accident Distribution graphs 
depicting aircraft crashes 
within the proximity of an 
airport.  By their own data, 60% 
of all arriving crashes happen 
within 6,000 feet of the end of 
the runway, while 60% of all 
departing crashes happen 
within 2,500 feet of the end of 
the runway. The township 
board cannot see how any 
safety zones protecting 
residents could be modified to 
accommodate an expansion of 
this kind. 

administrative rules used to implement the 
zoning regulations and define the 
particulars of the State Safety Zones will 
likely be updated after the statutory 
changes are complete.  Any runway 
changes at Lake Elmo Airport will require 
a new zoning ordinance.  The actual size 
and shape of the State Safety Zones for 
Lake Elmo Airport will be developed by a 
Joint Airport Zoning Board (JAZB) that will 
include the respective local municipalities 
who control land use development around 
the Airport (including Washington County, 
the City of Lake Elmo, Baytown Township, 
and West Lakeland Township). Through a 
collaborative process, the JAZB will seek 
to develop an Airport Zoning ordinance in 
accordance with state statutes and 
administrative rules, which best achieves 
a reasonable level of public safety while 
considering existing land uses and 
compatible off-airport development.   

West Lakeland 
Township, 
Letter dated 
August 3, 2015 

3 In previous correspondence 
with MAC, West Lakeland 
Township was informed that 
the number of operations per 
year at Lake Elmo airport were 
reported to be 64,887 in 1995 
and 70,687 in 2000.  Using the 
70,000 number for example, 
calculates out to one operation 
every 8 minutes, 24 hours a 
day, 7 days a week, 365 days 
a year.  In the 2035 LTCP ES-
1 Table, MAC states for 2012 
the number of operations to be 
26,709 a year.  Using this 
number that calculates out to 
one operation every 20 
minutes.  It would stand to 
reason that during the winter 
months, late November to 
April; the number of operations 
would be greatly reduced thus 
compressing the total 
operations into the summer 
months.  In talking to a number 
of aircraft owners at Lake 
Elmo, all say these numbers 
are highly exaggerated, so the 
township board is requesting 
that MAC show us the data, 
how it was obtained and 
calculated.  To go from 70,000 
operations in 2000 
to 26,000 operations in 2012, 
even with the down turn in the 
economy, seems suspect. 

The proposed improvements in the LTCP 
are not dependent on a specific number of 
aircraft operations.  MAC would be making 
the same infrastructure improvement 
recommendations regardless of the number 
of annual aircraft operations. 

There is no Air Traffic Control Tower (ATCT) 
at Lake Elmo Airport so there is no “official” 
count of aircraft operations.  The existing 
level of aircraft operations at Lake Elmo 
Airport (25,727 annual or approximately 70 
operations per day) was calculated as 
follows: 

• The MAC Noise and Operations 
Monitoring System (MACNOMS) 
flight tracking system recorded 
17,705 flight tracks for aircraft 
arriving to or departing from Lake 
Elmo Airport during 2014. 

• The MACNOMS capture rate at all 
MAC-owned towered reliever 
airports (MACNOMS tracks 
compared to the official FAA Tower 
Count) for 2014 was 66.5%.  The 
Anoka County-Blaine Airport (ANE) 
capture rate is 68.8%, and was used 
to adjust Lake Elmo Airport data set 
to account for missing flight tracks. 

• The MACNOMS capture rate 
adjustment for Lake Elmo is as 
follows:  17,705 recorded tracks / 
68.82% ANE capture rate = 25,727 
annual operations. 

This estimate is consistent with on-site 
observations conducted at the airport during 



According to MAC's own 
forecasts, Graph ES-2 predicts 
operations to stay flat or 
decrease out to 2035.  Until 
MAC and the Met Council have 
accurate data on the number of 
operations per year at Lake 
Elmo Airport, the township 
board cannot see how it can be 
justified spending state and 
federal tax dollars for moving 
and extending the 14/32 
runway along with the other 
proposed upgrades. 

a two-week period in December 2011 and a 
one-week period in August 2012.   

• Average daily aircraft operations 
were 52 in December and 87 in 
August. 

• Monthly operations estimates for 
December 2011 and August 2012 
were extrapolated using data from 
the towered reliever airports. 

• A ratio of December and August 
operations as a percentage of the 
entire year was established using 
data from the towered reliever 
airports. 

• This ratio was applied to the monthly 
estimates at Lake Elmo Airport to 
estimate total 2012 operations 
(26,709).

Our activity forecast suggests that 
operations of piston-engine aircraft will 
decline slightly over time due in part to cost 
increases, an ageing pilot population, and 
regulatory requirements that may diminish 
the viability of personal and recreational 
flying.  However, with a longer runway in 
place, we believe some of that traffic will be 
replaced with people using propeller-driven 
airplanes for business-related purposes.  
This is not the reason for implementing the 
plan, but it is a possible outcome.  We do 
think that a longer runway will result in a 
small increase in aircraft traffic levels but 
only in the range of one to two percent.  This 
is the equivalent of about eight additional 
aircraft operations per week.     

West Lakeland 
Township, 
Letter dated 
August 3, 2015 

4 According to MnDOT data five 
other airports in Minnesota 
have shorter runways than 
Lake Elmo.  In discussing the 
runway lengths with some of 
the Lake Elmo aircraft owners, 
they also say that the 2849 foot 
runway is adequate for their 
aircraft, including twin engine 
aircraft based there. 

According to data collected by MnDOT 
during the last update to the State Aviation 
System Plan, there were 83 intermediate 
airports in the state.  Of these 83 airports, 
Lake Elmo ranked second in terms of based 
aircraft and third in the number of aircraft 
operations.  However, only four of the 83 
airports had a shorter paved primary runway 
length than Lake Elmo.  MnDOT’s plan 
concludes that Lake Elmo is one of 13 
airports in the state where a primary runway 
extension should be considered. 

According to FAA Advisory Circular 
150/5325-4B, Runway Length 
Requirements for Airport Design, Figure 2-1, 
an appropriate runway length to 
accommodate most of the aircraft types in 
this category (defined by FAA as 95% of the 
fleet of small propeller-driven airplanes with 
fewer than 10 passenger seats) is 3,300 
feet.  The appropriate runway length to 



accommodate all aircraft types in this 
category (100% of the fleet) is 3,900 feet.  
Thus, the range of appropriate runway 
lengths is 3,300 to 3,900 feet.  Based upon 
an assessment of manufacturer’s literature 
for several of the more sophisticated aircraft 
types operating at Lake Elmo Airport, a 
suitable runway length is determined to be 
3,600 feet.  See Appendix 4 of the LTCP 
report for further details.   

West Lakeland 
Township, 
Letter dated 
August 3, 2015 

5 Of further concern to the town 
board is the proposed 
realignment of 30th Street.  
The proposed route skirts a 
designated wetland which in 
2013 and 2014 was prone to 
flooding after a number of 
heavy spring rains, as 
documented by the attached 
photos. These two years were 
wet years, so what would 
happen during a 50 or 100 year 
flood? Also adding an 
additional 270,000 square feet 
of impervious surface would 
further impact this wetland 
area. According to our 
township land planner / 
surveyor, constructing a road 
in this area, would be costly as 
this area has a very poor soil 
base.  

MAC staff believes that feasible engineering 
options exist to construct a high-quality 
section of roadway for the portion of 30th

Street N that is proposed for realignment.  
Area hydrology and watershed district 
requirements for volume and rate runoff 
control will be adhered to during design 
efforts. 

The project will have to go through a full 
environmental review process per federal 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
and Minnesota Environmental Policy Act 
(MEPA) requirements to more specifically 
identify the environmental footprint of the 
improvements before construction can 
begin.  During that process, alternatives 
must be reviewed and any potential impacts 
must be avoided if possible. If impacts 
cannot be avoided, they must be minimized 
to the extent possible and mitigated in full 
compliance with federal and state 
requirements.   

West Lakeland 
Township, 
Letter dated 
August 3, 2015 

6 Realigning 30th Street would 
severely impact traffic flow 
because this street has been 
designated by Washington 
County as a minor east-west 
collector road, and is a 
Baytown- West Lakeland 
Township corridor with an 
average daily traffic count of 
2500 vehicles a day. The 
township board believes an 
Environmental Impact 
Statement is warranted to 
analyze such impacts to this 
area before the proposed Lake 
Elmo expansion is undertaken.  

According to the Washington County 
Comprehensive Plan, 30th Street N is 
designated as a major collector roadway.  
Traffic estimates contained in the County’s 
Manning Avenue (CSAH 15) Corridor 
Management and Safety Improvement 
Project Subarea Study (prepared by SRF 
Consulting Group) for the section of 30th

Street N between Manning Avenue and Neal 
Avenue, suggest an average annual daily 
traffic volume of 1,060 vehicles in the 
existing (2010) condition and a forecast of 
2,000 vehicles by 2030. The Refined 
Preferred Alternative allows the relocated 
30th Street N to connect back with the 
existing intersection of Neal Avenue, 
removing the need to place additional traffic 
on Neal Avenue.  Traffic flow will not be 
impacted with additional turns or required 
stops.  Please also see the previous 
response for the environmental review 
requirements.   

West Lakeland 
Township, 

7 Furthermore if MAC moves 
forward with the proposed 
expansion and realignment of 

Regarding maintenance of the realigned 
section of 30th Street N, MAC acknowledges 
that this section of roadway will move from 



Letter dated 
August 3, 2015 

30th Street and since this new 
route would be entirely on 
MAC property, West Lakeland 
Township would not be 
responsible for maintaining 
30th Street from Manning 
Avenue to Neal Avenue.  Also 
it appears that the 2035 LTCP 
fails to identify any funding or 
monetary assurances to 
address the potential and 
consequential deterioration of 
the western portion of 30th 
Street. This would be due to 
any construction and rerouting 
of the eastern proposed 
section of 30th Street and for 
the wear and tear on 30th for 
the heavy equipment brought 
in for the construction of the 
newly proposed runway.  Since 
30th Street is a shared road, 
both West Lakeland and 
Baytown Townships would 
require monetary assurances 
from MAC that any detrimental 
effects to 30th Street, as result 
of the construction activity 
related to the airport and the 
reconstruction of 30th Street, 
will require MAC to bring the 
remaining western section of 
30th Street towards Manning 
Avenue back up to township 
road standards which includes 
a 25-year warranty on the 
road. 

the shared boundary between West 
Lakeland and Baytown Townships fully into 
West Lakeland’s jurisdiction, thus increasing 
the maintenance burden for West Lakeland 
(while reducing the maintenance burden for 
Baytown).  Although limited by revenue 
diversion prohibitions contained in federal 
grant assurances for airport improvement 
projects, MAC is open to continuing the 
dialogue with regard to maintaining 30th 
Street N.

Several commenters note that the section of 
30th Street N proposed for realignment is in 
poor condition.  If MAC does not relocate this 
section of roadway, the Townships will have 
to pay for resurfacing and/or reconstruction 
in the near future.  By allowing MAC to 
construct the realigned section of 30th Street 
N at MAC’s cost, the Townships can focus 
their limited tax dollars on other near-term 
roadway projects. 

MAC acknowledges that the section of 30th

Street N not being realigned will have to be 
restored to its existing condition if it is used 
as a construction haul route and any 
damage to the roadway occurs that is 
directly attributable to construction activities 
at the airport. 

Washington 
County, Letter 
dated
September 15, 
2015 

1 Based on review of the Lake 
Elmo LTCP and additional 
information gathered from 
conversations at the two open 
houses held by the MAC on 
June 9 and June 16, 2015, and 
discussion at the August 18, 
2015 workshop with the 
County Board of 
Commissioners, Washington 
County offers the following 
comments: 

The County Board encourages 
the MAC to address the 
concerns of residents in West 
Lakeland Township and 
Baytown Township adjacent to 
the airport related to increased 
noise and the impact on the 
surrounding neighborhoods. 

Information sharing meetings with residents 
and township representatives occurred on 
Monday, September 21, 2015 and 
Wednesday, November 4, 2015. 



Similarly, residents and 
township officials have 
concerns about the data used 
to support the need for the 
extended runways. The 
County Board would 
encourage the MAC to meet 
with those townships and 
residents and share the 
appropriate data that is being 
used to make any 
improvement decisions. 

Washington 
County, Letter 
dated
September 15, 
2015 

2 The County Board encourages 
MAC to work cooperatively 
with West Lakeland and 
Baytown Townships on the 
potential realignment of 30th

Street.  Getting agreement on 
the alignment and issues 
related to the cost to maintain 
the road prior to any decision 
on the runway expansion 
would show the MAC’s 
willingness to partner with 
these two entities on the future 
of the Lake Elmo Airport. 

Comment acknowledged.  The Revised 
Preferred Alternative was developed in the 
spirit of facilitating this community 
partnership. 

Washington 
County, Letter 
dated
September 15, 
2015

3 Washington  County  
acknowledges  the efforts of 
the  MAC to accommodate  the 
future  of the  CSAH 
15/Manning Avenue  Corridor  
in its current  alignment.  CSAH 
15/Manning Avenue is an "A" 
Minor Arterial Roadway that 
carries a significant amount of 
traffic from I-94 to the Stillwater 
Area  and beyond. The 
Average  Daily Traffic  (ADT)  
range is between  10,500 ADT  
near  Lake  Elmo Airport to 
13,600 ADT  near 1-94 
Manning Avenue .  
Improvements to the 
operations and safety  along 
the County  Road  15 corridor  
have been identified  and  
realignment  options  
evaluated  in order to 
accommodate  current  and 
future traffic  levels.    Urban 
development  is expected to 
increase to the west  of the 
airport , adjacent to this  
portion of  Manning Avenue  
which will  result in additional 
pressure  on the existing  
transportation  system. 

Comments acknowledged.   



Metropolitan 
Council, Letter 
dated
September 18, 
2015 

1 The Metropolitan Council 
received the Long Term 
Comprehensive Plan for the 
Lake Elmo Airport on June 12, 
2015. The LTCP analyzes 
several alternatives to address 
objectives for the Airport. The 
preferred alternative does not 
change the classification of the 
airport. Alternative B provides 
compatible Runway Protection 
Zones (RPZs) entirely on airport 
property for the relocated 
Runway 14/32, while RPZs for 
the base case and Alternative A 
do not. 

Alternative B also provides a 
runway length of 3,600 feet, 
which is the optimal length 
identified in the Facility 
Requirements analysis for the 
long-term demand at Lake Elmo 
Airport. Once the 3,600-foot 
length runway is constructed, 
the primary runway will be fully 
built-out in terms of RPZ 
compliance, with no further 
extensions anticipated during 
the 20-year planning horizon. 
This will give the surrounding 
communities assurance of the 
airport's future footprint for 
comprehensive community 
planning. This alternative also 
maintains the continuity of the 
existing operational footprint as 
the primary runway remains on 
the 14/32 alignment. By keeping 
the same alignment, optimal 
wind coverage is provided at 
Airport. Alternative B optimizes 
the use of existing airport 
property and no additional 
property acquisition is required. 
This alternative allows the long 
term program to advance more 
efficiently without the time 
needed to complete an RPZ 
Alternatives Analysis. The 
relocated runway can be 
constructed while the existing 
runway is in operation, allowing 
for minimal operational 
disruptions. 

Comments acknowledged. 

Metropolitan 
Council, Letter 
dated

2 The LTCAP states that it 
recommends that steps be taken 
for installation of sanitary sewer 

Comment acknowledged.  The LTCP 
recommends that steps be taken for 
installation of sanitary sewer and water 



September 18, 
2015 

and water facilities at the airport 
when access to those urban 
services become available in the 
future. At present, the 
Implementation Plan indicates 
that those services will not be 
incorporated in the 'near-term' 
(during Plan years 5 to 7) when 
most of the runways and all of 
the roadways will be relocated 
and reconstructed, but in the 
'mid-term' (during Plan years 8 
to 20). Council staff 
recommends that the MAC 
reconsider the availability and 
provision of these facilities in 
conjunction with the near term 
airport projects when they are in 
their final phases of design. 
Their cost may be significantly 
lower when undertaken during 
the earlier phase(s) of airport 
reconstruction when roadways 
will be under construction, if they 
are accessible at that time. 

facilities at the Airport when a MUSA and 
related agreements and access are 
available.

Metropolitan 
Council, Letter 
dated
September 18, 
2015 

3 All three development 
alternatives proposing 
extensions or relocations of 
facility runways identify as one 
of their disadvantages that 
wetland mitigation would be 
required. While the Plan 
indicates that there are 
approximately 36 acres of 
wetland identified within airport 
property, none of the submitted 
maps identify the location of any 
on-site wetlands. Additionally, 
none of the alternatives 
identifies either the location or 
extent of projected wetland 
impacts. Council staff requests 
the MAC clarify the location and 
extent of expected impacts and 
planned mitigation for each of 
the development alternatives. 

Figure 2-9 in the Draft LTCP report shows 
the location of wetland areas at Lake Elmo 
Airport.  Any projects completed at the 
airport require conformance with the 
watershed district, as well as WCA and/or 
DNR regulations regarding wetlands.  If 
wetland impacts are suspected with MAC 
projects, avoidance, minimization efforts and 
appropriate mitigation will be assessed.  The 
watershed district also reviews plans for 
water quality.  Previous airport projects have 
required rate and volume controls, infiltration 
or other means to enhance water quality.  
These and other best management practices 
will continue with future projects listed in the 
Preferred Alternative. 

Metropolitan 
Council, Letter 
dated
September 18, 
2015 

4 30th Street N. in Lake Elmo 
(west of Manning Ave.) is 
improved with an off-street path 
for bicyclists and pedestrians, 
while Manning Avenue is a 
designated on-street route 
acknowledged by the 
Metropolitan Council's Existing 
Bikeways Map and the 
Comprehensive Plans of both 
Lake Elmo and Baytown 
Township (among others). Any 

Comment acknowledged.  Improvements to 
30th Street N will be designed to meet local 
roadway standards. 



reconstruction of 30th Street 
associated with the Airport 
LTCP should evaluate and, if 
possible, accommodate bicycles 
and pedestrians to enhance 
connectivity between residential 
areas and to the regional bicycle 
network. 

Metropolitan 
Council, Letter 
dated
September 18, 
2015 

5 The LTCP's preferred 
development alternative 
appears to have the least 
substantial impact on adjacent 
property owners, and would 
maintain general compatibility 
with existing and planned land 
uses, particularly with that 
planned in the City of Lake Elmo 
in their downtown area. That 
said, as we have noted in 
previous reviews, we continue to 
suggested the establishment of 
a joint zoning board with 
representatives from Baytown 
Township, Lake Elmo, West 
Lakeland Township, 
Washington County, and MAC 
as well as the creation/update of 
the Airport Zoning ordinance for 
the Airport.  

Pages 7-10 and 7-11 of the full 
LTCP suggests that MAC will 
convene a JAZB for this purpose 
following update to the State's 
relevant regulations and the 
finalization of the LTCP. The 
Council agrees with this 
approach and continues our 
previous support and 
recommendation. 

Comments acknowledged. 

Metropolitan 
Council, Letter 
dated
September 18, 
2015 

6 General Comments:            

(a) In general, for clarity in the 
document, we recommend 
putting figures behind the pages 
referenced, instead of at the 
back of the Chapter. 

(b) On  page  xiii, the third  bullet  
states that  the  acreage  in the  
55 DNL  contour  decreases  by  
5%, but the number  of  parcels  
contained   in  the  contour  
increase  by   11. We  
recommend   clarifying  the  size  
and  the parcels  added  to  
clarify  this  decrease  that  is  

(a) Comment acknowledged. 
(b) The recommended clarification will be 

provided. 
(c) The recommended reference will be 

added. 
(d) Acronym will be corrected. 
(e) Comment acknowledged. 
(f) Comment acknowledged. 



accompanied   by  a  parcel  
increase,  if  that's  correct. 

(c) On page 2, in the first bullet, 
we recommend adding that the 
Lake Elmo is a Minor Airport in 
the Regional System. 

(d) On page 3, is the acronym 
CTAP correct? It is unclear what 
that might stand for. 

(e) Council staff also 
recommend continued 
coordination with Washington 
County on changes to the Lake 
Elmo overlay district, as 
discussed on page 28. 

(f) As discussed on page 96 and 
noted previously in this letter, we 
recommend that the MAC 
continue to work with local 
partners and install a JAZB 
when practical. 
This concludes the Council’s 
informal review of the LTCP.  
The Council will not take action 
until the LTCP is published and 
sent to the Council for a formal 
review.



Comments Received During the Supplemental Public Comment Period  
(Round 2: January 25 – March 9, 2016)

West Lakeland 
Township, 
Letter dated 
February 8, 
2016 

1 The board of supervisors for 
West Lakeland Township is on 
record with a letter and a 
resolution dated August 3, 2015 
opposing the 2035 Long Term 
Comprehensive Plan for Lake 
Elmo Airport. Also on record in 
opposition is Baytown Township 
with a resolution and the City of 
Lake Elmo with a letter dated 
September 2006.  

Recently the Metropolitan 
Airport Commission (MAC) staff 
presented a revised plan that 
reduces the proposed 14/32 
runway length from 3,600 feet to 
3,500 feet. While this is a 
reduction and a compromise, 
the supervisors feel that this 
reduction does not go far 
enough to protect our residents. 
As such the West Lakeland 
Township Board of Supervisors 
opposes this revised plan. 

Comment acknowledged. 

Washington 
County, Letter 
dated March 8, 
2016 

1 The process the Metropolitan 
Airports Commission (MAC) 
used to develop this plan has 
been inclusive of the community. 
The MAC has listened to area 
residents and community 
leaders and developed an 
alternative plan reflecting the 
input received. The MAC has 
hosted multiple public forums 
where residents shared their 
concerns and got questions 
answered directly from MAC 
staff and leadership. We 
commend you for developing 
and adhering to a process that is 
robust and transparent. 

Comment acknowledged. 

Washington 
County, Letter 
dated March 8, 
2016 

2 We support the Alternative B1 
Plan to improve safety and 
operations of the primary 
runway at the Lake Elmo Airport. 
This alternative plan provides a 
shorter runway length of 3500 
feet and shifts the runway north 
and west, farther from West 
Lakeland Township residences. 
It also allows 30th Street North 
to connect back to the existing 
intersection with Neal Avenue. 
The alternative plan 
accommodates the future 

The County’s support for the Refined 
Preferred Alternative is acknowledged. 



expansion needs of the County 
Sate Aid Highway15 (Manning 
Avenue) Corridor in its current 
alignment. Urban development 
is expected to increase west of 
the airport and adjacent to this 
portion of Manning Avenue 
which will need to be expanded 
in the next decade to 
accommodate current and 
expected future traffic. 

Washington 
County, Letter 
dated March 8, 
2016 

3 The realignment of CSAH14/Old 
Trunk Highway 5 and its 
intersection with Manning 
Avenue will necessitate 
acquisition of some airport 
property along existing 40th 
Street North. Any permanent 
property acquisition will require 
continued coordination with the 
MAC in order to process a land 
release from the Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA). 

Comment acknowledged. 

Washington 
County, Letter 
dated March 8, 
2016 

4 Based on public comment and 
concerns of property owners, 
the MAC should continue to 
evaluate the impacts to the 
surrounding residential 
properties in more detail. 
Although the operations are 
projected to decrease slightly by 
2035, we recommend the MAC 
continue to monitor the noise 
levels at the new 60 Day-Night 
Average Sound Level (DNL) and 
the 55 DNL contours around the 
airport on a regular basis. 

Comment acknowledged.  Additional noise 
analysis will be conducted during the 
environmental review process. 

Washington 
County, Letter 
dated March 8, 
2016 

5 Through the environmental 
review process, the MAC should 
work with the townships on the 
detailed analysis and designs for 
the relocation of 30th Street.  
Concerns remain related to the 
final construction boundaries, 
design standards, 
environmental impacts and 
ongoing maintenance of the 
corridor.  We suggest that MAC 
continue to work with the 
townships throughout this 
process to develop a solution 
that is acceptable to all 
agencies. 

Comment acknowledged.   

Washington 
County, Letter 
dated March 8, 
2016 

6 The MAC should monitor future 
jet traffic to ensure the number, 
type and size of aircraft are 
within the forecasted scenarios. 

Comment acknowledged.  Aircraft activity 
trends will be monitored and updated in the 
next update to the LTCP. 



Thank you for the opportunity to 
comment on the Draft Lake 
Elmo Airport 2035 Long-Term 
Comprehensive Plan. As  you  
proceed with  your  planning  
and environmental  review  
process, we encourage  you to 
provide continued outreach to 
the  neighboring  property  
owners to address their 
concerns. 

Representative 
Kathy Lohmer, 
Letter received 
March 23, 
2016 

1 It has been my understanding 
that you have received 
numerous letters from my 
constituents regarding the 
proposal for the Lake Elmo 
Airport expansion recently. 

I am writing on behalf of each of 
them and many others who have 
voiced strong concerns about 
this project. I hope that you and 
the MAC will carefully and 
respectfully consider these 
concerns and address them 
adequately and appropriately. 
The decisions you make will 
have a lasting impact on the 
surrounding communities in 
regard to quality of life, noise 
impacts, traffic patterns and 
ease of emergency vehicles 
responding. 

I am happy to have more 
conversations regarding this 
project and please feel free to 
call me if you would like to do the 
same. 

Comment acknowledged. 



MUNICIPAL/AGENCY COMMENTS RECEIEVED DURING THE INITIAL 
PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 

(JUNE 22 – SEPTEMBER 16, 2015) 





























MUNICIPAL/AGENCY COMMENTS RECEIEVED DURING THE 
SUPPLEMENTAL PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 

(JANUARY 25 – MARCH 9, 2016) 













WRITTEN PUBLIC COMMENTS RECEIEVED DURING THE INITIAL PUBLIC 
COMMENT PERIOD 

(JUNE 22 – SEPTEMBER 16, 2015) 
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Ralston, Neil

From: Ashleigh Winslow Lundy <ashleighlundy@me.com>
Sent: Friday, September 18, 2015 4:34 PM
To: LakeElmo LTCP
Subject: Fwd: Lake Elmo Expansion Resident Comment

Dear Mrs. Klocek,

Thank you for alerting me that you were unable to open my 
attachment, below you will find my original letter.  Please email me 
when you receive it so that I know you got it.

Regards,

Ashleigh Lundy

MAC

Sept. 12, 2015

Dear Sirs & Madams:

I am writing to you today in opposition of the expansion of the Lake Elmo 
airport.  I have lived in Lakeland Township for a year and a half.  My 
husband and I have purchased, what we hope will be our forever home, in 
which to raise our children.  Our small hobby farm has been a dream of 
ours, which we have worked very hard to finally achieve.  When we moved 
from South Minneapolis we were looking for a quiet, safe, country lifestyle, 
with good local schools.  We found it with our little 5-acre hobby farm on 
Neal Ave.

Of course we were very aware that we were moving next to an airport, this 
was a consideration for us, as we had lived very close to the Minneapolis 
International Airport in South Minneapolis.  We had lived for several years 
with the air traffic noise of MSP.  It was no treat to live near the 
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airport.  On nice evenings you could not open your windows because you 
knew either those planes were going keep you up or wake you up in the 
morning.  I can’t tell you how many morning’s jets going over our house 
(with windows closed) woke up this very tired mom and her new baby 
before 5 AM, but it was a lot.  I cursed those jets more than once.  Talking 
on the phone, or speaking with your neighbor while a plane was going 
over was impossible.  So this being said, the thought of moving next to 
another airport was not taken lightly.  However, when we saw the airport 
and it’s traffic, we quickly learned to love the small hobby planes going 
over.  The old biplanes and smaller propeller planes were fun to point out 
to our children.  They enjoyed watching them, and so did we.  With 
confirmation from our realtor that there were no expansion plans in the 
foreseeable future, we felt comfortable with our purchase, and were 
excited to start our new life in the country.  The airport as it is now is 
welcome neighbor.

When I recently heard and saw the plans to expand the airport runway 
diagonally across the street from our property, my heart sank.  The 
proposed extra-long runway will place our property in the “safety zone” for 
which we have been assured by MAC employees (at the Bay Town MAC 
town hall meeting), we will not be compensated in anyway.   The new 
flight plan goes directly over the top of our home, the quiet country life we 
have worked so hard for, ruined. Instead of seeing stars and hearing the 
frogs sing at night, we can look forward to a new, big, lit runway which will 
light up the sky at night, likely drowning out the stars that we currently 
enjoy seeing from our deck.  More air traffic and bigger planes mean less 
peace and quiet for my family and also the animals that share this space 
(both domestic and wild).  I have heard there is a possibility of cargo 
planes in the future.  Which means more night traffic.  Good-bye frog 
songs, hooting owls, yipping coyotes, and open windows with the clean, 
country breeze gently floating in.  Hello high decibel air traffic, shaking the 
house and waking you up from your quiet slumber.

What about safety?  Closer, longer runway to my home, means larger, 
lower planes over my house and tree line.  How can this be safe?   My 
home is the very last one under the new flight pattern before landing.  I 
can practically throw a stone to where the new runway will be; this greatly 
affects the security I will feel in my own home with planes flying right over 
my rooftop.  Also, how long before you decide you need jet fuel at the new 
airport?  We don’t even have a fulltime fire dept. in our community, have 
you considered these things?  If my hundred-year-old oak trees are too tall 
for your new runway traffic plan, can you come and cut them down for 
safety reasons?  These are the things that keep me up at night 
wondering/worrying about, when I should be relaxing. 
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Not merely will the emotional and spiritual wellbeing of my family be 
negatively impacted by the airport expansion, the expansion directly and 
negatively affects the financial well being of my family as well.    Just move 
if you don’t like it you say, well good luck to us!  A house at the end of a 
runway is not usually top priority for a homebuyer; in fact it will devalue our 
home and property by at least 18%, maybe more!   Not exactly what we 
had in mind when we moved here.

The expansion is also a financial burden for our township, with the 
rerouting of 30th street needed for the expansion, the proposed road will 
be placed directly in a wetland, which is not easily built nor 
maintained.  The wetland is also a breeding ground for Sandhill Cranes 
currently.  The proposed rerouting of 30th has many environmental and 
financial concerns.

The worst part of this entire scenario is that it is not needed!  All of this 
appears to be a “build it and we hope they will come” plan.  This small 
neighborhood airport does not need to be expanded for any logical 
reason.  The current traffic does not warrant a change.  The current clients 
of the airport don’t need a longer runway; in fact, it does not appear that 
there has been a single crash in the history of the airport related to the 
length of the current runway.  It’s not a good place to run cargo out of as 
Manning can hardly support that kind of traffic and there aren’t a lot of 
local businesses that would benefit.    There is no reason to bring larger 
passenger planes here with the St Paul municipal airport so close by.   It 
does not appear that 3M would use the Lake Elmo Airport and I have been 
told Imation is moving.

A Lake Elmo Airport expansion will drastically change the environment of 
this community for worse, not better and for what good reason?  There is 
no community need for airport expansion.  I have yet to hear any good, 
logical argument in favor of expansion.  

It is with a hopeful, yet heavy heart, I plead to you.  Please stop plans for 
an expansion and use the resources at the other local airports.  This small 
airport does not need an expansion, let’s use any money that you may 
have to safely maintain the wonderful airport we already have, not create 
some new, extravagant monster that will not only be an ear and eye sore, 
but it will also be a financial nightmare for the residents, the local 
townships, and potentially for MAC.  I am still very optimistic that large 
organizations, such as yours, have the ability and desire to care and do 
what’s right, reasonable, and fiscally responsible for the communities they 
reside in.
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Thank you in advance for your thoughtful consideration to your expansion 
plan,

Ashleigh Winslow Lundy
Ashleigh Winslow Lundy

Local resident, mom, nurse, and concerned citizen

From: LakeElmo LTCP <LakeElmo.LTCP@mspmac.org>
Date: September 18, 2015 at 09:27:03 CDT 
To: Ashleigh Winslow Lundy <ashleighlundy@me.com>
Subject: RE: Lake Elmo Expansion Resident Comment

Good morning.

Unfortunately, we are unable to open your attachment due to a decoding problem. Can
you please resend it in a different format.

Thank you in advance.

LYNN KLOCEK | Records Coordinator | O: 612-726-8143 F: 612-794-4407 | 
www.metroairports.org
Metropolitan Airports Commission | 6040 28th Avenue South, Minneapolis, MN 
55450. facebook twitter

From: Ashleigh Winslow Lundy [mailto:ashleighlundy@me.com]
Sent: Sunday, September 13, 2015 9:10 PM
To: LakeElmo LTCP <LakeElmo.LTCP@mspmac.org>
Subject: Lake Elmo Expansion Resident Comment

Attached you will find my letter related to the Lake Elmo Expansion Proposal. 
Thank you, 
Ashleigh Winslow Lundy  

The information included in this e-mail message, including any attachments, is  
intended only for the person or organization to which it is addressed. This  
e-mail message may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If  
you receive this e-mail message and are not the intended recipient or
responsible for delivering the message to the intended recipient, you may not  
use, disseminate, distribute or copy the information included in this e-mail and  
any attachments. If you received this e-mail message by mistake, please  
reply by e-mail and destroy all copies of this message and any attachments.  
Thank you. 
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