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Comment, your name will be called in the order it was received. Your microphone will be 

unmuted once your name has been called. 
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1. INTRODUCTION / CHALLENGE STATEMENT 

A. Introduction 

The Rocky Mountain Metropolitan Airport (RMMA, BJC, or the Airport) recently completed a Strategic Business 
Plan (SBP): an internal document to be used by Airport staff when evaluating airport development proposals. 
It provides a guide for potential growth and identifies potential locations for aeronautical uses over the next 
20 years. This plan considers the maintenance and growth of existing facilities; the development of new 
aeronautical uses within the airport’s mission, vision, and goals; and the requirement to be financially self-
sustaining. 

RMMA plays a key role in the system of airports serving air transportation needs in the Denver and Boulder 
Metropolitan areas. RMMA has established itself as a conveniently located general aviation reliever airport 
providing developable land and facilities for corporate aviation, aerial firefighting, emergency medical 
evacuation, flight schools, aircraft owners, and manufacturers. While RMMA is near the major population 
centers of the Front Range, it is located outside the congested Denver International Airport airspace. 

The future of RMMA will build upon the Airport’s traditional role and look ahead to new and emerging aviation 
sectors: regional air commercial passenger service, electric and hybrid-electric powered aircraft, urban air 
mobility, and additional manufacturing facilities that spur job growth. The progressive introduction of these 
sectors at RMMA will be consistent with those operations experienced at the Airport today in that they will be 
safe, efficient, and of service to the community. 

The SBP synthesizes the guiding plans and policies for the Airport and identifies user needs, opportunities, and 
constraints. It also establishes a framework for evaluating development concepts and provides decision-making 
tools intended to support the evaluation of future ground leases. Finally, the plan will help Airport staff 
determine highest and best use of undeveloped or redeveloped airport lands. 

In the immediate term, and with the SBP serving as a foundation, RMMA must weigh options for how to address 
the declining pavement condition, the resultant safety of that pavement (or lack thereof), and the financial 
challenges associated with the future of crosswind Runway 3/21. Intermixed with this decision-making process 
is the identification of potential future development opportunities that could be realized if the decision is made 
to ultimately decommission the runway. 

B. Challenge Statement 

RMMA’s crosswind Runway 3/21 is currently in serious condition and will soon progress to a failing / unsafe 
condition—it needs reconstruction. However, there are several important considerations that must be noted 
as part of this need: 

 The cost of the reconstruction will be substantial (approximately 14 million in 2022 dollars) 
 Available funding for crosswind runways from federal and state sources is limited and likely 

unavailable (meaning that the cost of reconstruction will lie entirely with RMMA and its existing 
revenue streams). Even if federal/state funding could be secured, the runway pavement will 
deteriorate to the point of failure/closure before the funds can be distributed to the Airport. 

 While the runway is a safety enhancement for RMMA and its users in specific weather conditions, 
those conditions are infrequent and alternate airports exist in the area. From a practical perspective, 
the runway offers greater daily functional benefits by serving as a taxiway rather than a runway. 



 

RMMA Draft Runway 3/21 Study March 1, 2023 2 
 

 Options for preserving Runway 3/21 include reconstructing the runway in its current layout or reducing 
the size of the runway to meet the needs only of small aircraft and thus reduce the cost of 
reconstruction. 

 Demand for development space on RMMA is high and the potential decommissioning of Runway 3/21 
would create new developable area. The Airport can leverage these opportunities to help fulfill SBP 
goals related to  aeronautical development and broaden its revenue base to promote financial 
sustainability in conformance with the goals established in the SBP.  

RMMA’s immediate challenge is to consider these various factors and ultimately formulate an action plan that 
balances Airport user safety, fiscal responsibility, and long-term development goals as defined in the SBP. 

2. CURRENT CONDITIONS & CONSIDERATIONS 

A. Airport Overview 

Rocky Mountain Metropolitan Airport is one of three reliever airports in the Denver metropolitan area. The 
primary function of a reliever airport is to attract general aviation traffic away from an air carrier airport to 
relieve congestion. In the case of RMMA, general aviation air traffic is diverted from Denver International 
Airport. 

The Airport is located in the northeast corner of Jefferson County and can be accessed via State Highways 128 
and 121. It is owned and operated by Jefferson County, Colorado and is a division of the Jefferson County 
Strategy, Innovation and Finance. The Airport does not receive any general tax revenue, nor is Airport revenue 
used for County purposes.  

There are three paved runways at RMMA: Runway 12L/30R is the primary runway, Runway 12R/30L is the 
parallel runway, and Runway 3/21 is the crosswind runway. Primary Runway 12L/30R  is 9,000 feet in length 
by 100 feet wide and the pavement is designed to accommodate dual main wheel aircraft up to 75,000 pounds. 
Taxiway A runs parallel to Runway 12L/30R.  

The current design aircraft for the main runway is the Gulfstream II, which has a C-II airport reference code 
(ARC). The design aircraft performs more than 500 annual itinerant operations at the Airport and is used to 
determine the safety clearance minimums when designing airside facilities.  The 2011 Master Plan Update 
identified a possible transition to a C/D-III ARC as tenants upgrade their fleets to larger aircraft and transient 
business aircraft  that increasingly includes larger jets.   

There are currently two fixed base operators (FBOs) serving RMMA:  Signature Flight Support and Sheltair. The 
FBOs provide aircraft parking and fueling, light maintenance, charter operations, and lounges/meeting rooms 
for pilots and customers. An additional FBO or FBO annex would be contemplated on the southside of the 
airfield once a specific fuel sales threshold is reached.   

Four fixed-wing flight schools and one helicopter training school operate at the Airport: McAir Aviation, 
Western Air Flight Academy, Rocky Mountain Flight School, ATP Flight School, and Colorado Heli-Ops 
(helicopter training). ATP is located in the terminal; the other schools are located east of Runway 3/21, just 
north of the Airport Maintenance building.  

Currently, all the aircraft storage facilities (e.g., hangars) are located northeast and northwest of crosswind 
Runway 3/21. The Airport has 103 individual aircraft tie-down spaces on the north ramp, five helicopter pads, 
121 County-owned T-hangars, 62 privately-owned port-a-ports, and 76 conventional hangars. The County also 
has four hangar spaces within Buildings B-4 and B-2.  As of 2022, the Airport had a total of 475 based aircraft, 
including 341 single-engine propeller airplanes, 70 multi-engine propeller airplanes, 43 jets, and 21 helicopters.  
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There is a substantial demand for additional hangar space as evidenced by the hundreds of individuals on 
waiting lists for a County-owned T-hangar.   

The Airport has experienced significant growth in operations (defined as a takeoff or a landing) over the past 
decade (see Figure 1), with a total of over 262,000 operations in 2022, a 51 percent increase in operations 
since 2018. This exceeded the previous highest operational count of 248,000 in 1977. In 2022, RMMA was the 
42nd busiest airport in the United States. 

FIGURE 1 – RMMA ANNUAL OPERATIONS 

Source: FAA 

B. Runway 3/21 Pavement 

RMMA was opened in 1960 with one runway, Runway 11/29 (now designated as Runway 12L/30R), and was 
expanded in 1963 with the construction of a crosswind runway, Runway 2/20 (now designated as Runway 
3/21). Afterward, a parallel runway to the primary was added and now designated as Runway 12R/30L. This 
runway was later shifted to the north, with its original footprint becoming a parallel taxiway (Taxiway D). In 
1963, when Runway 3/21 was originally constructed, crosswind runways were a standard amenity at most 
large airports because they provided redundancy and operational flexibility in adverse wind conditions. 
However, maintenance of these runways, which are often underutilized compared to primary runways that are 
aligned with prevailing winds, is quite expensive and negatively impacts an airport’s overall efficiency and 
development potential.  

Since the runway was last rebuilt, numerous rehabilitations have taken place to the point where further 
rehabilitation is impracticable. Thus, Runway 3/21 will need to be fully reconstructed if it is to continue being 
utilized safely. Last rehabilitated in 1988, Runway 3/21’s condition is now considered to be very poor with a 
pavement condition index (PCI) value of 37. That rating is predicted to dip below 10 by 2026, at which point 
the condition of the runway would be considered to be failing, thereby potentially requiring it to be closed due 
to safety reasons (see Figure 2). It must be recognized that RMMA has the ultimate responsibility for 
maintaining and operating the airfield in a safe condition. If/when the Runway 3/21 pavement deteriorates 
to the point where RMMA determines that it is unsafe for its users to operate on it any longer, it is incumbent 
upon RMMA to immediately and formally close the runway for all users. 
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FIGURE 2 – RMMA 2023 PCI PROJECTION 

Source: CDOT  

3. PLANNING CONTEXT 

A. Previous Planning Efforts 

It is important that this planning effort be conducted within the greater context of other previous and relevant 
planning efforts. These documents allow RMMA and county staff to effectively guide development and 
consider whether proposed actions fit into the overall long-term development strategy on airport property. 
Key considerations from each of those studies are provided below. 

A.1 2011 Airport Master Plan Update 

The purpose of an airport master plan is to provide a comprehensive, long-term assessment of the existing 
facilities at an airport and forecast of future demand. Airside and landside deficiencies are identified and a plan 
to address short-, medium-, and long-term capital and facilities needs is developed. RMMA updated its master 
plan in 2011 and continues to plan for, and complete, capital improvement projects recommended as part of 
that Master Plan Update. Primary references to Runway 3/21 in that plan include the following: 

 Then Runway 2/20 should be redesignated as Runway 3/21 due to magnetic progression. 
 Runway 3/21 should remain designed as ARC B-II (which is generally representative of larger turboprop 

or mid-sized turbojet aircraft). 
 The existing three-runway configuration provided appropriate wind coverage for all aircraft. 
 Runway 3/21 met all airport design criteria with the exception of runway-taxiway separation. 

Thus, it was recommended that Taxiway B be relocated or decommissioned/removed to meet the 
separation requirement. 

 An additional 860 feet was considered to be added to Runway 3/21 to adequately serve the smaller 
aircraft (less than 12,000 lbs.) utilizing the Airport. Ultimately, it was recommended the Airport 
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continue to protect land necessary for up to a 1,000-foot extension. However, during that planning 
period, the Airport should focus their efforts on the primary runway improvements to benefit a 
majority of users while preserving the ability to extend the Runway 3/21 in the future. 

A.2 2019 Airport Development Framework 

In 2019, Jefferson County’s Airport Advisory Board (AAB) took up the charge of reviewing and refining RMMA’s 
mission, vision, and goals. This effort was initiated in response to significant demand for aviation development 
from multiple aeronautical sectors. No specific references to Runway 3/21 were made.  

A.3 2021 RMMA Strategic Business Plan (SBP) 

The SBP, building upon the 2019 Airport Development Framework, evaluated RMMA’s mission, vision, and 
goals. The plan’s observations, tools, and recommendations helped Airport and county staff effectively 
evaluate aeronautical development proposals. The SBP also provided alternative development scenarios to 
illustrate long term development and any associated considerations. Runway 3/21 was only included in relation 
to the decommissioning and removal of Taxiway B to meet design standards as well as the timing of the future 
reconstruction of Runway 3/21. 

Conclusion: RMMA’s existing planning studies did not provide any recommendations or analyses beyond 
maintaining Runway 3/21 in its current role. 

B. Airfield Capacity 

Airfield Capacity refers to the number of aircraft operations that a given facility can accommodate on either an 
hourly or yearly basis (note that capacity does not relate to aircraft size or weight). The capacity of an airfield 
is primarily a function of the major aircraft operating infrastructure elements that comprise an airfield (i.e., 
runways and taxiways), as well as their alignment and configuration. Capacity is also related to and considered 
alongside wind coverage, airspace utilization, and navigational aid availability and type.  

Airfield capacity can be further defined as the number of aircraft operations that can be safely accommodated 
on the runway-taxiway system at a given point in time before an unacceptable level of delay is experienced. 
The ability of RMMA’s current airside facilities to accommodate aviation operational demand described below 
is expressed in terms of potential excesses and deficiencies in capacity. The methodology employed in this 
analysis to measure airfield capacity is described in FAA AC 150/5060-5, Airport Capacity and Delay.  

Based on that FAA methodology, it was determined that the Airport’s current runway system was consistent 
with configuration No. 10 with primary parallel Runways 12/30 (left and right) intersected by crosswind 
Runway 3/21 (see Figure 3). As defined in the AC, this configuration translates to the Airport having a 
theoretical capacity of 355,000 annual operations (in 2022, RMMA reported a total of 262,348 operations). 
Intersecting/converging runways have lower capacities that parallel runways because an aircraft can only land 
on or take off from one runway once any aircraft on the converging runway has completed its own operation 
and cleared the path. Given this constraint, and the intersections with the primary runways, Runway 3/21 does 
not actually add any airfield operational capacity to the Airport. This fact is evidenced when examining 
configuration No. 2 which is the same as No. 10 with the exception of the lack of the intersecting runway. When 
applied to RMMA, both configuration No. 10 and No. 2 have the same theoretical maximum annual operational 
capacity of 355,000. 
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Figure 3 – FAA Capacity Configurations for RMMA 

  

 

 

 

Source: FAA AC 150/5060-5, Airport Capacity and Delay 

Conclusion: RMMA’s existing airfield capacity is not enhanced by the presence of Runway 3/21, nor would it 
be adversely impacted by its absence. 

C. Wind Coverage 

Climatological conditions specific to an airport’s location not only influence the layout of the airfield but also 
affect the use of the runway system. Surface wind conditions have a direct impact on airport operations: 
runways not oriented to take the maximum advantage of prevailing winds will restrict the utility of an airport 
to varying degrees. Aircraft can operate, or land/take off, properly on a runway if the wind component 
perpendicular to the direction of travel (defined as a crosswind) is not excessive (generally, this is specific to 
the operational requirements and capabilities of individual aircraft). 

Surface wind conditions (i.e., direction and speed) generally determine the desired alignment and 
configuration of the runway system. Wind conditions affect all airplanes in varying degrees; however, the 
ability to land and takeoff in crosswind conditions depends on pilot proficiency and aircraft type. In general, 
the smaller the aircraft, the more susceptible it is to the effects of crosswinds. According to the FAA, the 
desirable wind coverage for an airport is 95% during all weather conditions;  therefore, an airport’s runway 
orientation and configuration should be developed such that the maximum crosswind component is not 
exceeded by more than 5% of the time annually (note that this is a recommendation, not a requirement). 

To determine wind velocity and direction at the RMMA, wind data, from observations taken at the Airport from 
2013 to 2022, was obtained from the National Climatic Data Center and utilized to conduct VFR, IFR, and all-
weather conditions analyses. The allowable crosswind component is dependent upon the types of aircraft that 
utilize the Airport on a regular basis. Runway 3/21’s current Runway Design Code (RDC) is defined B-II, which, 
based on FAA AC 150/5300-13B, requires that a 13-knot crosswind component be utilized for this analysis. 
Crosswind components of 10.5, 13, 16, and 20 knots were used for this analysis to evaluate the allowable 
crosswind component for various sizes of aircraft.  

As shown in Figure 4, while RMMA's primary parallel runways provide appropriate (95%) wind coverage for all 
aircraft types, with the exception of the smallest aircraft (e.g., single-engine piston aircraft and/or light twin-
engine aircraft) where it is minimally deficient (0.62% short of the recommended 95% coverage). This 
deficiency is considered to be not significant since conversations with local pilots revealed a common 
understanding that on the limited occasions where strong crosswinds may make it inadvisable for small aircraft 
to utilize Runway 12/30, there are other airports within the region that are available that provide appropriate 
coverage (e.g., Erie Municipal Airport is located 7 nm northeast of RMMA, Boulder Municipal Airport is located 
9 nm northwest; Centennial Airport is located 24 nm southeast; and Colorado Air and Space Port Airport is 
located 28 nm east). Again, the primary intent of a crosswind runway is enhanced safety and, though 
inconvenient, that safety is often provided by diverting traffic to other area system airports.  
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FIGURE 4 – RMMA WIND COVERAGE  

 10.5 knots 13 knots 16 knots 20 knots 

All Weather     

  Runway 11-29 (124.28) 94.38% 96.90% 98.76% 99.61% 

  Runway 3/21 (34.32) 89.97% 93.47% 96.73% 98.66% 

  Combined   97.44% 98.86% 99.56% 99.87% 

IFR     

  Runway 11-29 93.20% 96.87% 99.22% 99.85% 

  Runway 3/21 95.28% 98.00% 99.41% 99.85% 

  Combined 98.70% 99.94% 99.90% 99.99% 

VFR     

  Runway 11-29 94.49% 96.91% 98.73% 99.59% 

  Runway 3/21 89.59% 93.14% 96.52% 98.57% 

  Combined 97.36% 98.81% 99.54% 99.86% 

Source: NCDC, Station 724699 BJC Annual Period Record 2013-2022 

Conclusion: Runway 3/21 enhances safety for small aircraft in a limited amount of crosswind conditions per 
FAA recommendations. The wind coverage provided by the parallel runways provide appropriate and 
sufficient wind coverage per FAA regulatory recommendations for all aircraft larger than small aircraft – 
their coverage is deficient for small aircraft 0.62 percent of the time. 

D. FAA Hot Spots 

It is also important to recognize that RMMA has three “hot spots”: runway safety related problem areas 
identified by the FAA that present increased risk to aircraft during surface operations. Typically, a hot spot 
occurs at complex or confusing taxiway/taxiway or taxiway/runway intersections, but can be any area  with a 
history of or potential for runway incursions/surface incidents due to a variety of causes. These causes include, 
but are not limited to the following: airport layout, traffic flow, airport marking, signage and lighting, situational 
awareness, and training. Hot spots are depicted on airport diagrams until such time the increased risk has been 
reduced or eliminated. Because of their potential safety implications, it is critical to recognize that the FAA 
places significant emphasis (and resources) on rectifying or eliminating hot spots, potentially to the exclusion 
or delay of other airport improvements.  

The list below describes the three RMMA hot spots identified by the FAA (see Figure 5). It is important to 
recognize that all three hot spots are directly related to Runway 3/21 and will have to be addressed by RMMA 
at some future point. It should also be recognized that if Runway 3/21 were decommissioned and no longer 
serving as a runway, by definition, all three hot spots would be eliminated. 

 Hot Spot 1 (HS 1) Frequent helicopter operations on north ends of Twy B and Rwy 03–21. Use caution 
in this area. 

 Hot Spot 2 (HS 2) Multiple hold lines in close proximity. Hold line on Twy B south of Rwy 12R–30L is 
prior to Twy D. Pilots should use caution and hold short when instructed by ATC. 

 Hot Spot 3 (HS 3) Pilots taxiing S on Twy D and instructed to cross Rwy 3 mistakenly turn onto Rwy 3. 
Pilots taxiing on Rwy 3 and instructed to hold short of Rwy 12R/32L fail to hold short. Hold line 
immediately after turn onto Rwy 3. 
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FIGURE 5 – RMMA AIRPORT DIAGRAM INCLUDING HOT SPOTS  

Source: FAA (23 Feb 2023)  

Conclusion: If Runway 3/21 remains active, the three existing hot spots associated with that runway will 
have to be formally addressed as part of its reconstruction. Funding to assist in rectifying these hot spots will 
likely coincide with funding sources for the runway reconstruction (i.e., if the cost of runway reconstruction 
is ultimately born by local funding, hot spot rectification will likely have to be similarly funded by local 
sources). 

E. FAA Airport Design Standards 

FAA airport design standards include requirements for physical runway and taxiway characteristics as well as 
safety-related areas and setbacks. As described in FAA AC 150/5300-13B, Airport Design, these standards are 
established for individual airport facilities (e.g., runways, taxiways, etc.) based on several variables that can 
include RDCs, instrument approach minimums, etc. The FAA requires airports to meet these standards to help 
ensure safe and efficient operations. 

Note that any condition on an airport that does not meet FAA design criteria is considered to be "non-standard" 
and subject to correction. When local airport circumstances prevent the correction of a non-standard 
condition, the FAA may issue a Modification of Standards (MOS) on a discretionary, case-by-case basis. Because 
design standards are rooted in safety, an MOS is very difficult to justify; therefore, the FAA mandates all MOS 
be reviewed every five years to reassess their applicability and justification. Acquiring and maintaining an MOS 
for any airport design standard should be viewed as not likely practicable. 

While a complete overview of RMMA airport standards has not been provided, following are highlights of key 
considerations related to the potential reconstruction of Runway 3/21. 
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 Runway 3/21 currently meets nearly all FAA airport design standards based on an RDC of B-II. 
 The Runway 3/21 separation to existing Taxiway B is deficient (existing 153 feet where 240 feet is 

required). This has been noted on the RMMA Airport Layout Plan (ALP) and a potential future project 
for the relocation or decommissioning/removal of Taxiway B to meet design standards has been 
identified. 

 There are existing public roads and potential incompatible land uses located within Runway Protection 
Zone (RPZ) on the north end of Runway 3/21; this is a nonstandard or noncompliant condition. While 
it is desirable to have these roads relocated outside of the RPZ, the FAA’s practice of “grandfathering” 
existing conditions would likely apply to this condition. This is an important consideration for RMMA 
in that the potential relocation of those roads would likely require acquisition of already-developed, 
non-airport lands as well as a challenging construction effort, all of which would likely prove to be very 
costly for the Airport. Fortunately, RMMA would not be mandated to undertaken that effort due to 
the “grandfather” consideration. However, given its current poor, deteriorating condition and 
factoring in the current proposed timing of its reconstruction, it is possible that Runway 3/21 may have 
to be closed for safety purposes until it can be reconstructed. If the runway were to be closed due to 
safety considerations (apart from the actual reconstruction), the FAA would mandate that all airport 
design standards (including RPZ) be met prior to its reopening after its reconstruction. Therefore, for 
Runway 3/21 to maintain its “grandfather” status, it would have to remain open until its 
reconstruction. 

 It should also be recognized that the existence of Runway 3/21 requires the establishment of a Runway 
Visibility Zone (RVZ) on the Airport. An RVZ is designed to ensure a clear line of sight (precluding objects 
not fixed-by-function objects such as buildings, structures, and parked aircraft) for pilots potentially 
operating on intersecting runways. The RVZ provides a visual field of view enhancing pilot situational 
awareness to avoid conflict with aircraft operating on an intersecting runway. At RMMA, the RVZ has 
a significant limiting impact on the existing terminal area as well as on the hangar development areas 
northwest of Runway 3/21. See Figure 6. 

FIGURE 6 – RUNWAY 3/21 AIRPORT DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS 

Source: Jviation    
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Conclusion: While currently largely compliant with FAA design standards, the reconstruction of Runway 3/21 
could result in additional and potentially costly requirements associated with the RPZ, particularly if the 
runway were to be temporarily closed for any period due to safety reasons. 

4. AIRPORT OPERATOR & USER CONSIDERATIONS 

A. Runway Operational Considerations 

There are a variety of operational considerations that should be recognized with respect to Runway 3/21. Based 
on conversations with representatives of the RMMA Air Traffic Control Tower (ATCT) and other airport 
operators identified the following considerations: 

 The greatest current operational value of Runway 3/21 to RMMA is that of a taxiway. In combination 
with Taxiway B, Runway 3/21 is most often used as a taxiway to facilitate flight school operations. The 
only ATCT-related concerns expressed with the potential decommissioning of Runway 3/21 was 
related to the loss in operational flexibility for taxiing aircraft.   

 The flight schools utilize the parallel runways almost exclusively due to efficiency considerations. 
 As a runway, Runway 3/21 currently accommodates an estimated 1.1% of total RMMA operations 

(~3,000 operations in 2022). Additionally, this number has been progressively declining annually over 
the past four years as increasing numbers of operations make the efficient use of Runway 3/21 more 
difficult. 

 If Runway 3/21 is requested to be used during normal operating patterns, a pilot can wait upwards of 
20 minutes for the ATCT to be able open an available slot for that pilot to be able to use that Runway 
3/21. Most pilots are unwilling to wait that amount of time and will choose to utilize the parallel 
runways. 

 When used, Runway 3 tends to be the favored runway. 
 Use of Runway 3/21 as a runway is generally limited to high wind conditions (30+ kts) for small, single-

engine piston aircraft. These weather conditions are rare and even when they do occur, most single-
engine aircraft pilots choose not to operate that day. 

 If/when those high wind conditions are present and small aircraft are operating, diversions may be 
required. In such instances, those aircraft have reasonable diversion airports available. Those are 
typically either Erie Municipal Airport (EIK) or Centennial Airport (APA). 

Conclusion: Runway 3/21 is not considered by interviewed users and operators to be critical Airport 
infrastructure in its functioning as a runway; it has greater practical use as a taxiway.  
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B. Runway User Input 

During August and September 2022, RMMA conducted a survey to solicit input from airport users. Ten 
questions were asked and the statistical results are presented below. 
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Additionally, 123 various specific comments were also provided. A selected sampling follows: 

 “We have frequent wind conditions that favor using runway 3/21. If forced to use the east/west 
(12/30) runways during these times, the probability of runway excursions increases greatly. Please 
keep runways 3/21 open and available for safety reasons” 

 “Wind, particularly during the period from winter thru spring, can be very problematic at KBJC; IE, in 
terms of gustiness and a strong crosswind component.  RWY 3/21 provides a readily available safe 
option to land at KBJC under such circumstances.” 

 “Wish the tower would utilize it more.  I think its very important just as a safety issue for crosswind 
operation, especially for the high number of tailwheel airplanes based at RMMA.  Having a crosswind 
runway is critical to safety for tailwheels.” 

 “I have never been able to use runway 3/21 for anything other than taxiing. There have been several 
days over the last year that I would have appreciated getting a clearance for 3/21, but there was too 
much commercial traffic to fit in a landing.” 

 “Frankly, would love to use it more often to avoid long wait times, but after years at BJC, I've only ever 
used it for taxiing back to the ramp.  Would rather see the money and space go into creating more 
hangar availability for GA.” 

 “I wouldn’t even know it was gone if you decide to use it for something else. honestly the only thing I 
use it for is a good ground ref. for mid-field down wind.” 

 “We have no control over the winds or weather, however it could be considered a "get out of jail free' 
card to allow ATC to permit landings on 03 to take the load off of 12/30 for the heavier, faster jets. 
Replace the Rwy or update infrastructure!” 
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 “I’ve actually used 21 twice in the last 2 weeks due to wind conditions but, prior to that, it’s been a 
year or so.  Crosswind component wouldn’t have exceeded the maximum for my aircraft or my 
personal minimums but I think it’s nice to have an option” 

 “The runway is too short for jet traffic limiting them to always be on the parallels.  There is too much 
traffic at BJC to use crossing runways.  To do so just increases the risk of a mid-air collision at one of 
the most dangerous airports we use.” 

Conclusion: While not a scientific survey, this user survey provided direct input on how the respondents utilize 
Runway 3/21 and its perceived value. Key survey results include the following:  

 85% of respondent were single-engine piston aircraft operators 
 83% of respondent use Runway 3/21 due to high winds 
 18% of respondents estimate their use of Runway 3/21 to be daily to monthly; 32% of respondents 

estimate they use Runway 3/21 less than once a month; 34% of respondents estimate they use 
Runway 3/21 less than once a year; and 13% of respondents report they never use it 

 48% of respondents indicate that Runway 3/21 is very necessary; 27% of respondents indicate that 
it is somewhat necessary; and 22% of respondents indicate that they are neutral on the subject or 
that it is not necessary  

(Note: percentages may not total 100% due to rounding.) 

5. OTHER RELEVANT CONSIDERATIONS 

A. Existing Airport Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) 

Because of the complexity and magnitude of their capital projects, particularly in terms of securing and timing 
of funding, airports must be diligent in the planning, timing, and execution of their projects. Airports will 
annually update their CIP in coordination with primary funding agencies to ensure that funding is available and 
timed appropriately for eligible projects. Note that a CIP should be viewed as a guideline based on the 
circumstances and conditions current at the time it is updated – it is subject to change based on funding 
availability, eligibility, and priority. Ultimately, capital projects are typically initiated when demand warrants 
and appropriate funding becomes available. 

A CIP is funded primarily through the following sources: 

 The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), chiefly through its Airport Improvement Program (AIP) 
 The Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) 
 Local funding sources, including airport funds and revenue streams that are typically supplied through 

land leases, hangar leases, tiedown fees, fuel flowage fees, other user fees, etc. 
 Other capital project funding sources, such as private parties 

When considering the potential funding and timing of a project, it must be done within the greater context of 
all airport projects. The reality is that there is never enough funding available for all of the projects that must 
be conducted just to maintain an airport, much less funding for projects that will enhance its efficiency and 
effectiveness. Thus, it is important to be judicious in weighing the merits of projects against each other in order 
to identify those projects that will provide the greatest benefit and value in the timing required and as funding 
is available. 

For RMMA, its 2022 CIP currently includes the following projects (projects within the immediate five years are 
considered most realistic in terms of funding and initiation–those outside of that window are less certain): 



 

RMMA Draft Runway 3/21 Study March 1, 2023 15 
 

 2023 – Taxiway (TW) O&D Construction / Reconstruction Design 
 2023 - Relocate Simms Road 
 2023 - Forest Service Apron Rehabilitation 
 2023 - Replace Airfield Electrical Vault 
 2023 - Leprino Fuel Line Rehabilitation 
 2023 - Basin 160 Drainage (Construction) 
 2024 - TW O & D Construction/Reconstruction Phase #1 (construction) 
 2024 - Seal Coat Runway (RW) 30L/12R 
 2025 - TW D (east of TW D3) Reconstruction Phase #2 (construction) 
 2026 - VOR relocation & TW P extension e/w off TW O 
 2026 - TW B Removal, TW C Extension (Design) 
 2027 - TW B Removal, TW C Extension (Construction) 
 2028 – Airport Master Plan Update 

Based on this project listing that has already been reviewed and approved by RMMA and the funding agencies 
(including FAA and CDOT), the earliest that initial funding might be able to be secured for Runway 3/21 would 
in FY2029 with potential reconstruction occurring no earlier than FY2030 (and likely later). It should be noted 
that given Runway 3/21’s current extremely poor condition and the rate at which it is deteriorating, it is almost 
certain that the runway pavement will be failing by FY2030. If that is the case, it will be incumbent upon RMMA 
to close the runway for safety reasons until funding can be secured and a full reconstruction undertaken. 

Conclusion: Based on RMMA’s current approved CIP, the potential reconstruction of Runway 3/21 (assuming 
funding eligibility and availability) should be anticipated no sooner than FY2030. Given that timeframe and 
the rate at which Runway 3/21’s pavement is deteriorating, RMMA may have to close the runway for safety 
reasons until funding can be secured and a full reconstruction is undertaken. 

B. Miscellaneous Considerations 

There are other potential funding considerations that should be recognized that could play a role in 
determining the long-term future of Runway 3/21.  

 Given the historically relatively static level of federal and state funding level combined with rapidly 
increasing inflationary pressures on construction costs, funding levels are anticipated to become 
increasingly deficient in support of airport capital projects. Thus, funding agencies should be 
anticipated to become even more selective and may direct project funding to high priority projects on 
primary runways and their supporting taxiway systems. 

 The focus on primary runways means crosswind runways and their supporting taxiway systems are 
increasingly viewed by funding agencies as lower priorities. This has resulted in justification for funding 
to support these pavements becoming rigorously scrutinized and increasingly difficult. Therefore, the 
justification for funding to support crosswind runways must be unassailably strong. 

 If funding can be appropriately justified for a crosswind runway, it still will likely have to compete with 
other airports and other projects for available discretionary funding. Unfortunately, the increasing 
funding needs to support primary runway pavements combined with the lack of crosswind runways to 
compete well for funding combine to make obtaining funding unlikely. 

 It should be noted that federal and state funding agencies generally operate in alignment on this topic. 
 If federal and state funding sources are ultimately found to be unavailable, responsibility for 

reconstruction of Runway 3/21 would fall solely on local sources (i.e., RMMA) and its revenue streams.  
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Conclusion: Given the current federal and state funding climate with respect to crosswind runways, RMMA 
should not anticipate receiving funding support for the reconstruction of Runway 3-21. Capital expenditures 
for such an action would likely have to be borne entirely by RMMA. 

6. ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS 

A. Introduction 

The previous sections defined the specific challenge facing RMMA with respect to Runway 3/21, and the wide 
range of factors that should be considered in the decision-making process related to the future of the runway. 
This section defines a range of reasonable alternatives for actions that the Airport could take in response to 
this challenge. From these alternatives, a recommended action can be identified. 

To assist in this process, RMMA’s goal as defined in the 2011 SBP have been leveraged for purposes of directing 
the planning effort and ensuring consistency with existing planning initiatives. They incorporate the Airport’s 
mission and vision, and goals, the previous Master Plan goals that still resonate, the County’s goals, and direct 
input from stakeholders solicited during the SBP process. The goals include the following: 

 Ensure safe airport operations through a well-maintained airfield, and trained and responsive staff. 

 Leverage RMMA resources and unique community assets to foster energy transition innovation in 
advanced aviation technology, to support environmentally sustainable development and operations. 

 Drive growth in diverse aviation sectors to achieve sustainable airport revenues and economic 
development for the region. 

 Invest in infrastructure that supports the long-term strategic growth of the Airport. 

 Develop Airport property that maximizes resiliency and that is compatible with existing Airport uses 
while engaging the surrounding communities. 

In addition to these goals, additional objectives were established that were designed to account for the short-
term and long-term Airport needs as related to Runway 3/21 over a range of important considerations 
including safety, noise, capital improvements, land use compatibility, financial and economic conditions, public 
interest and investment, and community recognition and awareness. While all are project-oriented, some goals 
represent more tangible activities than others; however, all are important and relevant to the future of the 
Airport.  

 Reasonably accommodate RMMA’s future demand for aviation activity in a safe and efficient manner 
by providing necessary airport facilities and services. 

 Enable the Airport to fulfill the mission of facilitating and enhancing local, regional, and national 
general aviation services by “right-sizing” facilities. 

 Optimize use of available Airport areas in the meeting needs of the local and flying communities. 
 Develop future development alternatives based upon the most efficient and cost-effective methods. 
 Continue to develop and operate the Airport in a manner that is consistent with local ordinances and 

codes, federal and state statutes, federal grant assurances, federal agency regulations, and FAA design 
standards. 

 Ensure that Airport development remains compatible with the surrounding community and the 
environment on and near airport property.  
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 Preserve the development potential of the Airport to account for possible future aviation services and 
facility demand increases resulting from unforeseen economic development initiatives and associated 
aviation uses. 

 Encourage and protect public and private investment in land and facility development near the Airport 
in order to promote financial sustainability and self-sufficiency. 

B. Alternatives 

Through discussions with RMMA, a wide range of potential alternatives were identified that included the 
potential of relocating the runway, realigning the runway, advancing the reconstruction timing of the runway, 
conversion of the runway to a turf surface, among others. However, through those conversations and 
subsequent vetting efforts, three viable alternatives were identified for a more thorough review and analysis. 

B.1 Alternative 1 – Reconstruct Existing Runway (existing RDC of B-II) 
Description: 

 In this alternative, Runway 3/21 would be reconstructed as it currently exists (3,600 feet long by 75 
feet wide with only visual approaches) and having airport design requirements associated with its 
existing design aircraft (Beechcraft King Air 200 with an ARC of B-II). See Figure 7. 

Key Considerations: 
 Runway 3/21’s pavement condition is now considered to be very poor with a pavement index of 37. 

This PCI value is predicted to dip below 10 by 2026, at which point, the condition of the runway would 
be considered to be failing. As RMMA has the ultimate responsibility for maintaining and operating 
the airfield in a safe condition, when the runway deteriorates to the point where RMMA determines 
that it is unsafe for its users to operate on it any longer, it is incumbent upon RMMA to immediately 
and formally close the runway for all users. 

 In general, Runway 3/21’s existing length of 3,600 feet:  
o Meets and/or exceeds the takeoff requirements for small general aviation aircraft (typical 

runway length requirement is 2,500 feet) 
o Is likely adequate for most turboprop general aviation aircraft (typical requirement is 4,000 

feet), including the runway’s design aircraft of a KingAir 200 
o Is not appropriate for most general aviation jet aircraft (typical runway length requirement is 

5,000 feet) 
 Reconstruction of Runway 3/21 to its current specifications is consistent with other current RMMA 

planning documents. 
 Reconstruction of Runway 3/21 will result in the airfield system providing at least 95 percent wind 

coverage for all aircraft types, including small aircraft. Currently, appropriate wind coverage is 
provided by the primary runway alone for all aircraft types with the exception of small general aviation 
aircraft (i.e., those most susceptible to a 10.5-knot crosswind). Without Runway 3/21, the primary 
runway only provides 94.38 percent wind coverage for the smallest aircraft where the FAA 
recommends 95 percent, a 0.62 percent deficiency. 

 Reconstruction of the runway will necessitate rectifying nonstandard FAA airport design standards, 
including the closing and removal of existing Taxiway B (the centerline is too close to that of the 
runway). The runway reconstruction will also maintain the existing RVZ; RMMA will be required to 
continue to monitor and enforce compliance, including the removal of those aircraft parking spots 
currently located within the RVZ. 

 The northern RPZ’s current noncompliance is a critical issue. That nonstandard condition, the public 
roads within RPZ limits, is currently considered by FAA to be “grandfathered” and therefore the Airport 
is currently not required to rectify it. Yet, if the runway were to have to be closed for any period of 
time (e.g., for safety reasons due to failing pavement as suggested in 2026), this “grandfather” status 
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would be lost and the RPZ standard would have to be met in order for the reconstructed runway to be 
reopened. Costs associated with required property acquisition and the relocation of existing roads and 
land uses have not been calculated, but it has generally been deemed to be cost prohibitive since these 
costs would likely have to be borne entirely by RMMA. 

 Reconstruction of Runway 3/21 will not rectify the three FAA hot spots, although the planned removal 
of Taxiway B will eliminate one of the three. Additional costs may be required to rectify one of the 
other two hot spots with the third essentially just being a caution. 

 Reconstruction of Runway 3/21 will allow for approximately 1.1% of annual operations to continue to 
occur on this runway and for the runway to continue to be used as a taxiway, which has been 
acknowledged by the ATCT to be its primary use. 

 Reconstruction of Runway 3/21 is favored by some small general aviation aircraft pilots as a safety 
consideration during crosswind conditions. Pilots of other larger aircraft types generally do not have 
an opinion since they do not often use Runway 3/21. 

 Funding support from federal and state agencies for the Runway 3/21 reconstruction is likely to not 
be available and RMMA should not anticipate any financial support. It should also be noted that even 
if funding were to made available, federal standards would likely limit the level of funding to that of 
providing the recommended 95 percent wind coverage for the smallest aircraft – in essence, the FAA 
would likely only consider funding the reconstruction of the runway to an ARC A-I Small standard and 
not the currently defined B-II standard. 

 Funding of the reconstruction of the runway, currently estimated to exceed $14M in 2022 dollars, will 
likely have to be assumed entirely by RMMA. (Note that this cost does not include any additional costs 
associated with the potential associated with having to meet RPZ standards.) This is a significant capital 
expense to be assumed by RMMA, particularly when factored into its larger CIP for the maintenance 
and development of the overall Airport. Thus, in order to meet all of its financial obligations, it will be 
incumbent upon RMMA to consider local funding options (e.g., bonding, etc.) as well as potential 
increases in its current revenue streams (e.g., lease rates, fuel flowage fees, etc.) to fund this project. 

Conclusions: 
 Implementation of Alternative 1 is likely to be the least appropriate of the three alternatives due to 

overall cost and lack of need. In short, those that are most likely to need Runway 3/21 during those 
limited periods of strong crosswinds are the small aircraft operators. Those aircraft typically require 
no more than 2,500 feet of runway and have lesser airport design standard requirements (ARC A-I 
Small). Thus, the $14M costs (in 2022 dollars) that would have to be entirely assumed by RMMA to 
reconstruct the existing runway are likely excessive in terms of what is actually needed. Given that, 
Alternative 2 should be viewed as being more appropriate for meeting the current and future needs 
of the Airport and its users as well as being more cost effective. 

 As stated previously, the viability of this alternative is also contingent on Runway 3/21 remaining open 
until it can be reconstructed. Closure of the runway due to failing pavement as projected in 2026 would 
ultimately require that FAA RPZ standards be met, which is assumed to be cost-prohibitive for RMMA.  
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Figure 7 – Alternative 1 – Reconstruct Existing Runway (existing RDC of B-II) 
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B.2 Alternative 2 
-                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             
) 

Description: 
 In this alternative, Runway 3/21 would be reconstructed to meet the operational and airport design 

requirements associated with a reduced design aircraft (i.e., the design aircraft for Runway 3/21 would 
be identified as a Cessna 172 as opposed to the current King Air 200 design aircraft). This could result 
in a runway length of 2,100 feet long by 60 feet wide with only visual approaches) and having airport 
design requirements associated with an ARC of A-I Small. See Figure 8. 

Key Considerations: 
 Runway 3/21’s pavement condition is now considered to be very poor with a pavement index of 37. 

This PCI value is predicted to dip below 10 by 2026, at which point, the condition of the runway would 
be considered to be failing. As RMMA has the ultimate responsibility for maintaining and operating 
the airfield in a safe condition, when the runway deteriorates to the point where RMMA determines 
that it is unsafe for its users to operate on it any longer, it is incumbent upon RMMA to immediately 
and formally close the runway for all users. 

 The runway length associated with Alternative 2 has been identified as 2,100 feet. This was established 
based on the following rationale: 

o Maintain the existing northern runway end location. Even if available, relocating the runway 
end further north would remove the existing “grandfathering” and trigger the RPZ 
requirements mentioned earlier. Again, meeting those requirements are considered to be 
cost-prohibitive. 

o The projected location of the southern end of the reconstructed runway is based on the desire 
to not have Runway 3/21 intersect with existing Runway 11L/29R, including Runway Safety 
Areas. This would help improve the functionality of the runway by effectively “decoupling” 
those runways. This should result in ATCT having greater flexibility in integrating Runway 3/21 
operations and improving its usability. (However, this decoupling would also reduce, if not 
eliminate the runway’s effectiveness for use a taxiway, its current most frequent operational 
benefit. 

 In general, Runway 3/21’s proposed length of 2,100 feet:  
o Should meet the takeoff requirements for most small general aviation aircraft, particularly 

during heavier crosswind conditions when the runway is most likely to be used. Note that 
taildragger aircraft are generally the most sensitive to crosswind conditions and also generally 
use less takeoff runway length. 

o Is generally inadequate for most turboprop general aviation aircraft with the possible 
exception of aircraft that excel in short-field takeoff such as the Pilatus PC-12 

o Is not appropriate for general aviation jet aircraft 
 Reconstruction of Runway 3/21 to the specifications of Alternative 2 is not consistent with other 

existing RMMA planning documents. However, in reviewing those documents within this context, the 
reduction in runway length should not adversely impact any existing planning; in fact, it would resolve 
some of the Airport’s current planning challenges. 

 Reconstruction of Runway 3/21 will result in the airfield system providing at least 95% wind coverage 
for all aircraft types, including small aircraft. Currently, appropriate wind coverage is provided by the 
primary runway alone for all aircraft types with the exception of small general aviation aircraft (i.e., 
those most susceptible to a 10.5-knot crosswind). Without Runway 3/21, the primary runway only 
provides 94.38 percent wind coverage for the smallest aircraft where the FAA recommends 95 percent, 
a 0.62 percent deficiency. 
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 Reconstruction of the runway at the reduced RDC of A-I Small would minimize the airport design 
criteria requirements. Specifically, the existing runway centerline to taxiway centerline minimum 
separation requirement of 240 feet would be reduced to 150 feet, the existing separation between 
Runway 3/21 and Taxiway B. Thus, the taxiway would not have to be relocated or decommissioned 
due to noncompliance with FAA design standards. Nevertheless,  Taxiway B’s pavement condition is 
generally consistent with that of the runway and also requires reconstruction. While Alternative 2 
would eliminate the need to relocate/remove the taxiway, the required reconstruction would increase 
overall project cost compared to its removal (proposed in Alternative 1. Note that the runway 
reconstruction will also maintain a modified RVZ resulting in RMMA having to continue to monitor and 
enforce compliance, including the removal of those aircraft parking spots currently located within the 
RVZ. 

 It is critical to note that the runway currently has noncompliant conditions associated with its northern 
RPZ in the form of public roads within its limits; however, that nonstandard condition is currently 
considered by FAA to be “grandfathered” and therefore the Airport is currently not required to rectify 
it. Yet, if the runway were to have to be closed for any period of time (e.g., for safety reasons due to 
failing pavement as suggested in 2026), this “grandfather” status would be lost and the RPZ standard 
would have to be met in order for the reconstructed runway to be reopened. Costs associated with 
required property acquisition and the relocation of existing roads and land uses have not been 
calculated, but it has generally been deemed to be cost prohibitive since these costs would likely have 
to be borne entirely by RMMA. 

 Reconstruction and shortening of Runway 3/21 will rectify two of the three FAA hot spots. The third 
hot spot is essentially a caution to pilots regarding helicopter operations near and around the runway 
environment. 

 Reconstruction of Runway 3/21 will allow for approximately 1.1 percent of annual operations to 
continue to occur on this runway, the same as today. However, depending on the ultimate design of 
the reconstructed runway, it is likely that it will not be able to be used as a taxiway as it is currently. 
Thus, the priority for the preservation and reconstruction of Taxiway B will be increased. As opposed 
to Alternative 1 that proposed its decommissioning and removal, reconstructing this taxiway, even at 
a reduced length, will result in additional cost. 

 Reconstruction of Runway 3/21 is favored by some small general aviation aircraft pilots as a safety 
consideration during crosswind conditions. Pilots of other larger aircraft types generally do not have 
an opinion since they do not often use Runway 3/21. (Note that those pilots of larger aircraft would 
not be able to use Runway 3/21 if reconstructed as proposed in Alternative 2.) 

 Funding support from federal and state agencies for the reconstruction of Runway 3/21 is likely to not 
be available and RMMA should not anticipate any financial support. It should also be noted that even 
if funding were to made available, federal standards would likely limit the level of funding to that of 
providing the recommended 95 percent wind coverage for the smallest aircraft – in essence, the FAA 
would likely only consider funding the reconstruction of the runway to an ARC A-I Small standard, as 
is proposed in this alternative. 

 Funding of the reconstruction of the runway, currently estimated to exceed $10 million in 2022 dollars, 
will likely have to be assumed entirely by RMMA. This estimate does not include any additional costs 
associated with the potential requirement to meet RPZ standards. This is a significant capital expense 
to be assumed by RMMA, particularly when factored into its larger CIP for the maintenance and 
development of the overall Airport. Thus, in order to meet all of its financial obligations, it will be 
incumbent upon RMMA to consider local funding options (e.g., bonding, etc.) as well as potential 
increases in its current revenue streams (e.g., lease rates, fuel flowage fees, etc.) to fund this project. 

 It should be recognized that it has been suggested that the reduced length Runway 3/21 could be 
reconstructed as a turf runway in order to save construction costs. While such an action would 
certainly reduce cost requirements, it can also be argued that it would also reduce its safety, usability, 
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and effectiveness. As discussed previously, the primary value of Runway 3/21 is that of a crosswind 
runway for small aircraft during high crosswind conditions that can be experienced year-round. 
Challenges with the conversion of Runway 3/21 to a turf runway include the following: 

o The length of the runway would need to be shortened further to 1,670’ to avoid intersecting 
Taxiway B, which is paved. (Having a turf runway intersect with a paved surface is a safety 
issue and therefore inadvisable.) 

o Turf runways are typically not available in all weather conditions as snow clearance during 
winter can be very difficult and burdensome to the airport. 

o Availability of the turf runway can be limited during periods of heavy precipitation where 
rutting can often occur. This can create both aircraft safety and airport maintenance issues. 

o There is an inherent challenge with turf runways in that not all pilots are proficient in turf 
runway operations since it is more of a nonstandard operation for many pilots. Requiring use 
of a turf runway during heavy crosswinds that would favor Runway 3/21 would not be 
advisable. 

o Turf runways are typically not the preferred runway for use by transient pilots even during 
high winds. This may be simply due to unfamiliarity with the airport and the condition of the 
turf runway, which can vary significantly by airport. 

 Based on these factors, the conversion of Runway 3/21 to a turf runway would appear to be 
counterproductive to its continued use due to safety factors and would not be recommended. 

Conclusions: 
 Implementation of Alternative 2 is deemed to be the more reasonable of the two runway 

reconstruction alternatives based on overall cost and need. In short, those that are most likely to need 
Runway 3/21 during those limited periods of strong crosswinds are the small aircraft operators. Most 
of those aircraft, and particularly taildraggers, could reasonably operate on the proposed runway 
especially when factoring the strong crosswind conditions that would have to be prevalent during its 
likely times of use. The alternative’s adjusted design aircraft would also result in lesser airport design 
standard requirements (ARC A-I Small) that should translate to some reduced costs (i.e., not having to 
relocate/decommission all of Taxiway B). However, this alternative would probably require the 
additional reconstruction of part of Taxiway B as opposed to its removal under Alternative 1 – this  
would result in some increased costs. As with Alternative 1, the $10 million costs (in 2022 dollars) 
would likely have to be entirely assumed by RMMA. 

 As stated previously, the viability of this alternative is also contingent on Runway 3/21 remaining open 
until it can be reconstructed. Closure of the runway due to failing pavement as projected in 2026 would 
ultimately require that FAA RPZ standards be met, which is assumed to be cost-prohibitive for RMMA.  
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Figure 8 – Alternative 2 – Reconstruct Reduced Runway (future RDC of A-I small) 
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B.3 Alternative 3 - Study/explore challenges and opportunities that may result 
from decommissioning of the runway 

Description: 
 In this alternative, Runway 3/21 would be decommissioned and areas associated with its current 

footprint would be considered for future redevelopment opportunities for the benefit of the Airport. 
Key Considerations: 

 Runway 3/21’s pavement condition is now considered to be very poor with a pavement index of 37. 
This PCI value is predicted to dip below 10 by 2026, at which point, the condition of the runway would 
be considered to be failing. As RMMA has the ultimate responsibility for maintaining and operating 
the airfield in a safe condition, when the runway deteriorates to the point where RMMA determines 
that it is unsafe for its users to operate on it any longer, it is incumbent upon RMMA to immediately 
and formally close the runway for all users. 

 This alternative includes the closing of Runway 3/21. By definition, all airport operations for all aircraft 
types would have to occur on either Runway 11L/29R or Runway 11R/29L. 

 The decommissioning of Runway 3/21 is not consistent with other existing RMMA planning 
documents. In reviewing those documents within this context, the closure of the runway would not 
directly negatively impact future planning. However, this alternative would likely provide additional 
options for future development that should be explored within the context of those documents; thus, 
it may be advisable to update the Master Plan and the SBP if this alternative is employed. 

 The decommissioning of Runway 3/21 will result in the airfield system providing at less than the 95%  
wind coverage for small aircraft; appropriate wind coverage would be provided for all larger aircraft 
types. Without Runway 3/21, the primary runway only provides 94.38 percent wind coverage for small 
aircraft where the FAA recommends 95 percent, a 0.62 percent deficiency. This is an operational safety 
consideration. 

 With the closure of Runway 3/21, any noncompliant airport design standards associated with the 
runway, including runway-taxiway separation requirements and RPZs would be eliminated. This would 
also include the removal of the RVZ as well as RMMA’s responsibility in having to monitor and enforce 
compliance (i.e.; no aircraft parking spots located within the current RVZ would be negatively impacted 
and the Airport would preserve maximum operational flexibility). 

 The decommissioning of Runway 3/21 will immediately rectify two of the three FAA hot spots. The 
third hot spot is essentially a caution to pilots regarding helicopter operations in the north apron area. 
It is possible the FAA would remove the third hot spot with the closure of the runway. 

 The decommissioning of Runway 3/21 will mandate that the approximately 1.1% of annual operations 
that currently utilize Runway 3/21 be accommodated by the parallel runways. While many of those 
operations should reasonably be expected to transition easily to the parallel runways, there will be 
some small aircraft users that will ultimately be prevented from operating at the Airport during strong 
crosswind conditions. From a practical perspective, some small aircraft will be unable to depart or 
arrive at the Airport during these high crosswind conditions and would be diverted to other area 
airports. Specifically, within range of RMMA lie the following general aviation airports:  Erie Municipal 
Airport located 7 nm northeast and having a Runway 16/34; Boulder Municipal Airport located 9 nm 
northwest having a Runway 8/26; Centennial Airport located 24 nm southeast having a Runway 10/28; 
and Colorado Air and Space Port Airport located 28 nm east having a Runway 8-26. While the potential 
of diverting to another airport for landing is something that all pilots must anticipate as part of basic 
flight planning, it is understood that having to now divert to another area airport due to the closing of 
an existing runway would be an inconvenience and a net reduction in overall operational safety for 
those particular operators. 

 The decommissioning of Runway 3/21 is opposed by some small general aviation aircraft pilots since 
it is viewed as a safety reduction during crosswind conditions. Pilots of other larger aircraft types 
generally do not have an opinion since they rarely, if ever, use Runway 3/21.  
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 While funding support from federal and state agencies for the reconstruction of Runway 3/21 is 
unlikely, because decommissioning the runway would actually improve compliance with FAA airport 
design standards/eliminate existing FAA hot spots, the costs associated with the decommissioning will 
be actually more competitive for funding than Alternatives 1 and 2. Thus, RMMA could reasonably 
expect to receive funding support from federal and state agencies. 

 Funding for the decommissioning of the runway and the removal of associated pavements is estimated 
to be $2 million in 2022 dollars. As noted above, funding for this decommissioning would likely qualify 
for federal and state funding support and as such, the financial burden would not likely have to be 
assumed entirely by RMMA.  

 As suggested previously, with the decommissioning of the runway, there will be future redevelopment 
opportunities of the former runway area afforded to the Airport. The redevelopment area is generally 
estimated to be approximately 22 acres in size and bounded by existing Taxiway A to the south, 
Taxiway C to the west, the existing apron taxilane to the east (assuming Taxiway B is also 
decommissioned along with the runway) and the extents of the former runway safety area to the 
north. While redevelopment options should be more thoroughly investigated and vetted within a 
more extensive planning effort, for the purposes of this limited planning exercise, reasonable planning 
scenarios can be advanced to help gauge the potential merit of Alternative 3. 
Redevelopment of the former runway area could be limited to the individual runway site or it could 
be expanded to include other existing developed and/or leased areas. Given the unique planning 
opportunity that the potential closing of this runway would provide to the Airport, this planning effort 
has elected to employ a more comprehensive, strategic approach to identifying potential 
redevelopment scenarios with respect to the overall area. Specifically, this includes consideration of 
potential redevelopment of the existing terminal area as well as existing tenants located to the north 
and east of the former runway. 

 As shown in Figure 9 and Figure 10, the first development concept reflects one potential long-term 
redevelopment scenario based on the continued development of commercial air service operations at 
RMMA. This scenario assumes that demand for commercial air service at the Airport will continue to 
increase to a point that a new terminal building and associated support infrastructure is required. It 
should be noted that this assumption is currently being proven by the rapid growth and expansion of 
services by existing RMMA operator, JSX. Figure 8 below presents RMMA’s current operational and 
short-term development plan to support the existing commercial service operation. This graphic also 
shows some of the existing airport design criteria associated with Runway 3/21 and associated 
taxiways that limit future area development opportunities. 

Figure 10 specifically presents a possible longer-term development scenario that could be available to 
the Airport with the closing of Runway 3/21 and Taxiway B, as well as the relocation of an existing 
abutting tenant (i.e., Rocky Mountain Flight School). This plan could be enacted based on the 
continued increase in demand for commercial air service at the Airport and would provide future 
aircraft gate positions, a redeveloped access road, appropriate auto parking, and other supporting 
facilities. Combining the existing tenant location with the former runway area results in a total 
development area of approximately 39.7 acres within which, an appropriate commercial air service 
terminal area could be constructed that includes a 22,500 SF terminal building, up to eight EMB-145 
parking positions, an access loop road, and over 2,000 auto parking spots (both long-term and short-
term) in addition to other related facilities. 

 A second potential redevelopment opportunity is based on meeting existing general aviation demand. 
With upwards of 40 acres combined of new development areas available, a significant general aviation 
hangar development area could also be constructed in lieu of the commercial air service plan. Figure 
10 illustrates just one potential redevelopment scenario with a general aviation focus. This concept 
results in over 246,000 SF in new corporate-caliber hangar space and introduces a second parallel 
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taxiway to account for the projected volume of aircraft taxiing into and out of the area. T-hangars 
could also be constructed instead of corporate hangars. Again, such additional concepts should be 
developed and advanced in updates to the RMMA Airport Master Plan or the SBP.  

 Additionally, further development possibilities would become available on the south side of the 
Airport in association with the closure of Runway 3/21. Specifically, future smaller hangar and T-hangar 
development could be realized in areas southeast of Runway 11R/29L. This is an area currently 
considered to be particularly challenging to develop due to accessibility issues and other grading and 
financial issues. However, closure of the runway could allow for approximately 22 acres of additional 
land could become available for development. 

 It must be recognized that these redevelopment scenarios all have costs associated with them, much 
of which may have to be assumed directly by RMMA. However, as opposed to Alternatives 1 and 2, it 
should also be noted that there are more options available to fund these potential development 
options including from federal/state agencies, local county sources, private sources including 
developers, among others. Additionally, most potential redevelopment scenarios will actually produce 
additional long-term revenue streams for RMMA that will help fund development and maintenance as 
well as to promote long-term financial sustainability.  

Conclusions: 
 Alternative 3 offers RMMA a vision of potential redevelopment and development opportunities if the 

reconstruction of Runway 3/21 is ultimately deemed to be impracticable for the Airport to fund and 
implement. The decommissioning of the runway would obviously reduce the airfield’s overall 
capabilities and flexibility, particularly for small general aviation aircraft. That being said, RMMA’s 
long-term development will be focused on the high growth sectors of the general aviation industry 
that includes larger aircraft that do not utilize Runway 3/21. Given that long-term focus, the potential 
decommissioning of Runway 3/21 provides the Airport with an occasion to explore redevelopment 
options that will help position itself to meet the demands of those larger aircraft as well as of other 
operators and uses, including that of enhanced commercial air service. Such development also offers 
the potential to introduce new or expanded revenue streams for RMMA to not only help fund 
construction of these options, but to also ultimately enhance the Airport’s long-term financial 
sustainability. 
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Figure 9 – Alternative 3 – Commercial Air Service Development Opportunity – Phase 1  
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Figure 10 – Alternative 3 – Commercial Air Service Development Opportunity – Phase 2   
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Figure 11 – Alternative 3 – General Aviation Development Opportunity (Example Concept) 
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7. ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATIONS 

The decision to select one of the three alternatives presented above or to pursue other alternatives lies with 
the RMMA and Jefferson County. To facilitate discussion with respect to this decision, a nonscientific matrix 
has been established that incorporates criteria generally based on those planning goals previously identified. 
These criteria include the following as well as a brief description:  

 Operational Safety - Alternatives were generally assessed based their ability to safely accommodate 
existing and future demand for aircraft at RMMA.  

 Operational Efficiency - Alternatives were generally assessed based their ability to improve airport 
operational efficiency for airport users, operators, tenants, the ATCT, etc.  

 Financial Sustainability and Economic Impact - Alternatives were generally assessed based their ability 
to promote economic benefits for the airport and surrounding communities, and by extension, to 
promote the long-term financial sustainability of RMMA.  

 Consistency with SBP - Alternatives were generally assessed based their both their consistency with 
the RMMA SBP and their ability to advance the vision and goals of that plan.  

Each alternative was weighed against the criteria and a general assessment (i.e., positive = green; neutral = 
yellow; and negative = red) was made with respect to each. Included in each box within the matrix (see Figure 
12) is a brief reference to a key consideration. Again, this is a nonscientific assessment that is not intended to 
be conclusive, but rather to facilitate discussion.  

Figure 12 – Decision Matrix 

 Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 

Operational Safety Maintains 95%+ wind coverage for 
small aircraft 

Maintains 95%+ wind coverage for 
small aircraft 

Nearly maintains 95% wind 
coverage for small aircraft – 
deficient by 0.68% 

Operational Efficiency Maintains runway use flexibility and 
ability to use runway as a taxiway 

Maintains runway use flexibility; 
decouples runways; ability to use 
runway as a taxiway is lost 

Loses runway use flexibility, but 
redevelopment improves 
functionality and efficiency 

Financial Sustainability RMMA likely to be solely 
responsible to fund reconstruction 

RMMA likely to be solely 
responsible to fund reconstruction 

RMMA likely to secure additional 
funding support & partners; will 
generate new revenue streams 

Consistency with SBP 
SBP does not recognize significant 
development potential associated 
with Runway 3/21 

SBP does not recognize significant 
development potential associated 
with Runway 3/21 

Would directly support SBP focus 
on meeting long-term demand for 
growing/emerging sectors of 
aviation industry; Promotes 
economic development and 
service/value to the community 

The fundamental issues associated with reconstructing Runway 3/21 are timing and funding. In general, the 
runway is underutilized, and airfield wind coverage is very near and/or exceeds 95%, even for small general 
aviation aircraft. The pavement is at the end of its useful life and will likely have to be closed within the next 
five years due to safety concerns. Any reconstruction is unlikely to receive funding from the FAA, meaning that 
costs would have to be assumed by RMMA and ultimately passed on to airport tenants and users through new 
or increased fees or rates. Furthermore, the runway has existing airport design criteria noncompliance issues 
as well as hot spots that must be rectified, all of which are considered to be a detriment to general operating 
safety. Based on these considerations, among others, the recommended course of action is to decommission 
Runway 3/21 and redevelop the site for the long-term benefit of the Airport. This action would create 
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significant redevelopment opportunities for the Airport and enable RMMA to continue to pursue the vision 
and goals of its Strategic Business Plan.  

8. CONCLUSION  

Based on the information and analysis provided previously, RMMA has the choice to: 

 Accept the recommended alternative and begin taking steps to implement it; 

 Elect to implement one of the other two alternatives; or 

 Elect to generate additional alternatives for consideration. 

If the Airport were to determine that Alternative 3, the decommissioning of Runway 3/21, is the desired course 
of action, the following general steps should be undertaken (note that other actions may be required): 

1. Coordinate with appropriate regulatory agencies: RMMA would have to coordinate with the FAA and 
other regulatory bodies (including CDOT) before a runway could be permanently closed.  

2. File an FAA Form 7480-1, Notice for Construction, Alteration and Deactivation of Airports, for the 
permanent closure of Runway 3/21. 

3. Notify stakeholders: All relevant stakeholders, including airlines, pilots, air traffic control, and other 
airport users, should be notified of the closure. 

4. Update the ALP: The ALP is typically updated to reflect the runway closure and any other changes to 
the airport layout or facilities resulting from the closure. 

5. Decommission the runway: The runway is physically decommissioned, which should include marking 
the runway as closed with large Xs at both ends of the runway followed by removing existing runway 
markings, lighting, pavement, etc. This will allow for the area to be repurposed for other airport 
facilities. 

6. Issue a Notice to Airmen (NOTAM): A NOTAM is issued to inform pilots and other aviation personnel 
of the permanent closure of the runway. 

7. Update airport charts and publications: Airport charts and publications are updated to reflect the 
runway closure and any changes to airport operations or facilities resulting from the closure. 
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