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Chapter

5

GREENLEE COUNTY AIRPORT MASTER PLAN

Iintroduction

Earlier master planning tasks in Chapter 4, Facility Requirements established that projected demand
at Greenlee County Airport is not anticipated to exceed the capacity of existing airside and landside
facilities during the 20-year planning window. However, there are improvements recommended for
the airport to include a2 303-foot runway exdension to accommodate 95 percent of the B-It aircraft fleet
{see Chapter 3} as weli as other improvements associated with FAA design standards compliance
and ADOT-recommended facilities for B-ll.  Further, long-term planning for the airport should be
flexible to allow for changing or unanticipated demand. This includes contingency development
necessary as a result of the community’s ongoing economic development efforts.

This chapter starts with the identification of airport development opportunities and constraints. Then,
general development concepts with respect to the regional aviation system are presented and
reviewed. Finally, development alternatives for the existing airport are identified and evaluated. All
altematives, to varying degrees, support both recommended improvements and contingency
development, as previously outlined in Chapters 3 and 4. The primary contingency development
scenario is the construction and operation of a Federal Prison.

The process concludes with the selection of a “preferred altemative,” which may include elements
from a combination of alternatives. The Planning Advisory Committee (PAC) selects the "preferred
alternative,” which is subsequently presented to the public and recommended to the County. The
preferred altemative represents the development plan which best meets the needs and wishes of the
airport and the community it serves.

Opportunities and Constraints

The first step in the alternatives analysis process is to identify airport development opportunities and
constraints. Opportunities and constraints that have the greatest influence on possible future
development for Greenlee County Airport are presented here. Airport opportunities offer flexibility in
the alternatives identification process by increasing the possibilities for development. Airport
constraints are challenges or limitations to future airport development, While some constraints may
limit or prohibit development in certain areas, other constraints may be overcome by responding with
mitigation and for engineering solutions. See Exhibit 5-1.

Opportunities

Undeveloped, underutilized land

Large apron area

Adjacent land compatible with existing and future operations

Infrastructure (i.e water, septic tanks, roadway access) available on north side of

airport

VVVY




G-F

Constraints

Current airport property boundary to the west and the north confined by State Route
78. :

Ltility easements {high pressure gas lines)

Significant terrain north and along the eastern boundary of the airport

Willow Creek environmental considerations along eastemn boundary of the airport

vVVvyvy VW

Review of General Development Concepts

In advance of identifying and evaluating various Greenlee County Airport development altematives, a
set of general development concepts are reviewed with respect to the regional aviation system. These
concepts, summarized here, are typically common to all master planning efforts and discuss the
broader options available to the airport sponsor, community and other aviation system interests.

No Development/No Action

Move to Other Surrounding Airports - Evaluation of “Displacing Aviation Demand”
Develop A New Airport - Evaluation of “Relocating Airport”

Improve the Existing Airport (Scope of this Master Plan & Preferred Concept)

“No Development”

The “No Development® concept, also referred to as “No Action,” is based on the
assumption that no additional facilities will be constructed, but the existing airport facilities
will continue to be maintained. This alternative is primarily based on the premise that
additional capital investment is undesirable and that any additional demand wilf be
accommodated up to maximum capacity of the existing facilities.

The primary advantage is the low cost. However, inadequate facilities could negatively
impact an airport's long-term economic viability and contribution to the community and
regional airport system. While most of the existing facilities are anticipated to be sufficient
at Greeniee County during the planning window, a “No Development” policy could make
the airport much less desirable to business traffic and other users. Further, the “No
Development” alternative is not consistent with the ultimate goals and objectives of
Greenlee County. This alternative was eliminated from further consideration.

Move to Other Surrounding Airports - Evaluation of “Displacing Aviation Demand”

Existing airports within the Greenlee County area have been examined for their ability to
accommeodate the airport's forecast demand. The examination included such factors as
physical expansion, potential limitations, local growth frends, convenience and political
climate. The two closest airports with similar airport services to Greenlee County are
Safford Regional Airport, 22 nautical miles west, and Lordsburg Airport in New Mexico, 46
nautical miles southeast. These airports would receive the majority of the displaced
aviation demand for facilities. This would release Greenlee County from the financial and
administrative responsibility of owning and maintaining an airport.
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While this concept may not significantly impact Safford Regional and Lordsburg since
Greenlee County projected based aircraft and aviation activity levels are low, these
airports have limited resources and any unexpected growth in facility needs could disrupt
their ability to accommodate all demand. In addition, recent efforts have been made to
reestablish the closed Duncan Airport (located 30 miles south). However, information
available on this process suggests that the airport will not be fully operational within the
planning period. Thus, displacing Greenlee County Airport's demand to Duncan would not
be considered. Further and more importantly, Greenlee County Airport's current location
plays an integral part in the regional airport system and serves the local economy.
Displacing demand is also not consistent with the ultimate goals and objectives of
Greeniee County. For these reasons, this concept was considered undesirable and
eliminated from further consideration.

Develop A New Airport - Evaluation of “Relocating Alrport"

Development of an airport at a new site is even more difficult than attempting to expand an
existing facility. There have been very few new airports developed throughout the U.S.
over the last two decades. The time factors associated with developing a new airport
nearly prohibits some programs from ever realizing anything beyond conceptual plans
_since the required land is usually lost to other immediate development needs. Although
major expansion programs at the existing Greenlee County Airport are not deemed
necessary or probable, even less viable is the development of an airport at a new site.

It is apparent that a new airport would provide a “dean slate” opportunity to develop the
airport in the most land use efficient and effective manner while minimizing community
impacts with a careful site selection. However, Greenlee County Airport is a well
established facility. The majority of future facility requirements can be accommodated
through the planning period and beyond. The capital investment required to build a new
airport would be considerable, making a new airport a significant financial burden and
potentially impossible to develop in a reasonable timeframe. Therefore, this option was
also eliminated.

Improve the Existing Airport (Scope of this Master Plan & Preferred Concept)

As discussed in the previous chapters, the aviation demand for Greenlee County Airport
can be accommodated beyond 2020 at the existing site. Improving the existing airport is
the preferred concept for the same reasons that the other three concepts were not
desirable. Further, the development constraints identified for the existing airport are
manageable issues and are relatively insignificant in comparison to issues such as cost of
anew airport.

This development concept maintains the integrity of the current investment, serves the
current aviation demand, offers an opportunity for continued and functional landside
development to accommodate future demand, and avoids displacing demand that could in
turn disrupt and overburden the regional airport system. Most importantly, the airport has a
cooperative and willing sponsor, which fully supports the future development of the airport.

The “Improve Existing Airport” concept is both the scope of this master planning effort and the overall
preferred concept. The next section summarizes the alternatives analysis effort for the existing
Greenlee County Airport.
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Alternatives Analysis Methodology

Understanding Greenlee County's “vision” for the Airport is the first step in the alternatives analysis
effort. This “vision™ evolved from the early identification of airport issues, goals and objectives and the
more recent effort that included the identification of facility requirements and the Federal Prison
contingency scenaric. Concurrently, a set of planning and development guidelines and assumptions
were defined based on study input and general planning guidelines. These guidelines and
assumpticns include:

» Future development will be demand-driven as identified by aviation forecasts and the
Federal Prison Contingency scenario.

» Proposed development alternatives will include consideration for all current applicable
FAA design standards and airspace regulations.

¥ Both airside and landside facility elements will be addressed, but presented together
on airside development alternatives.

» Development proposed will be presented in terms of airport land use with details
provided for major facility projects such as runway extensions and new runways.

l.and use designations offer a cohesive presentation of the Development Alternatives and provide a
simple overview of the magnitude of change amongst the Alternatives. Further, all key facilities will not
exceed capacity during the planning period and, thus, longterm and contingency planning is
Greenlee County's primary need. Land use planning serves the long-term planning needs well, while
offering flexibility. Facility layouts may shift within their respective land use designations when demand
changes. However, land use designations should be defined and distributed by function. The
functional distribution should support future airport development through an appropnate balance of
safety, efficiency, and flexibility.

Further, the land use categories and layout should be defined in accordance with the goals and
objectives for the alrport. Consequently, the contingency development is included in this land use
deveiopment plan. This approach incorporates the County’s longtermn goals and preliminary
development pians for the airport to increase the airport's economic benefit to the community as well
as protect its long-term viability. The following presents the Land Use approach taken to include both
airside and landside development alternatives. _

" A total of seven (7) land use categories are defined for Greenlee County Airport and they are as
follows:

Air Operations Area (AQA)YCritical Areas

Helicopter Operations Area |

Aviation or Non-Aviation Industrial Areas

General Aviation (GA)

Terminal Area

Fixed Based Operator (FBO)

Federal Prison Area

¥ ¥ ¥ ¥ E ¥

Air Operations Area (AQA)/Critical Areas

The air operations area is the portion of the airport designed and used for landing, takeoff,
or surface maneuvering of airplanes, and critical areas define the clearing and separation

4
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requirements for the navigational aids and special facilities such as a fuel farm. The AOA
dimensions are defined by the FAA geometric design standards as dictated by the
airport's classification or airport reference code. As mentioned earlier, Greenlee County
Airport is classified as an ARC B-ll airport and is anticipated to maintain the same
classification through the study's 20-year planning period. However, the Federal Prison
contingency scenario includes C-1ll aircraft.

Helicopter Operations Area

The area used or intended to be used by rotorcraft (helicopters). While rotorcraft
operations are projected to be less than one percent through the planning period, this area
allows the airport flexibility in accommodating rotorcraft loads and operations as the
demand occurs. The criteria used are based on FAA Advisory Circular 150/5390-2A,
Heliport Design Standards.

Aviation or Non-Aviation Industrial Areas

In support of providing additional future airport revenue, this area is designed to
accommodate growing industrial and businessrelated activities from the mining
operations or other economic development efforts.

General Aviation (GA)
GA refers to that portion of civil aviation that includes corporate and private operations. It
is typically associated with smaller size aircraft. While the existing primary GA area
consists of tiedowns, future development may include additional hangars or shades. GA
areas support based and fransient general aviation aircraft.

Terminal Area

The terminal area is the area used or intended to be used for the terminal facility and
ancilary functions. It may include a lobby, food service, shops, restrooms, airport
management, auto parking, and other support services. While the new 800-square foot
terrninal building is adequate for the projected demand during the planning period, long-
term expansion needs should be considered.

Fixed Based Operator (FBO)

A FBO is generally a private firm providing airport services such as fuel sales, aircraft
maintenance, aircraft rental, and flight instruction. Although Greenlee County is without a
FBO at this time, an area is designated for long-term planning. Some airports of low
activity levels similar to Greenlee County use a FBO to provide both airport services and
maintenance. '

Federal Prison Area

This area is designated for the potential construction and operation of a Federal Prison at
the airport. The land use is sized to include some or all of the following elements: secured
apron areas for prisoner staging activities, prison office space, cargo staging area, access,
and other space necessary for Boeing 727 operations.

identification of Development Alternatives

This section identifies the specific development alternatives for the airport. While both airside and
landside development is presented, airside is the controlling factor in all physical layouts and drives
the landside development locations by function. Consequently, landside development remains in the
area generally bounded by SR 78, Runway 7-25, and abandoned Runway 18-36.




Airside Alternatives
Airside alternatives presented here include development concepts for runways and
taxiways. Based on the facility requirements analysis and potential for the Federal Prison
scenaric becoming a reality, there were four {4) key airside alternatives identified as
foliows:

1. Extend existing Runway 07-25 fo 5,280 feet to accommodate 95% of B-ll aircraft
operations {(approximately an additional 303 feet)

3+ A - extension to the east
+ B - extension to the west

2. Construct new Runway 07-25 at 5,280 with full-length taxiway at existing runway
location

3. Construct new Runway 18-36 at 8,700 feet on abandoned runway alignment
4. Construct new Runway 03-21 at 8,700 feet |

It should be further noted that landside development, such as hangar construction, might
drive the need for additional connecting taxiways beyond that shown in the airside
alternatives. Such needs are considered inherent in certain proposed development
projects.

Landside Alternatives

For Greenlee County, landside altematives address development associated with the four
primary airside alternatives. General aviation aircraft parking and storage, terminal
facitiies, FBO, and surface access are examples of landside elements. As previously
discussed, Greenlee County’s existing landside facilities will not exceed capacity during
the master planning period, but are considered in all alternatives for fong-term and
contingency planning efforts. For example, the airport has adequate tiedowns to meet
projected based and transient aircraft demand. However, future based or transient aircraft
demand may increase beyond projections or operators may prefer aircraft hangars to
tiedowns. As a result, additional hangars or t-shades may be developed in the GA land
use area.

Aiternative 1 — Extend Runway 07-25 to 5,280 feet

Airside

Alternative 1 presents minimal airfield development. This alternative is primarily based on
the premise that the airfield will continue to accommodate aircraft types similar to today's
traffic and that activity levels will generally remain low. A 303-foot runway extension is
proposed on existing Runway 7-25 to bring runway length to 5,280 feet fo accommodate
95 percent of the B-l aircraft fleet mix. However, this alternative is presented with two
options {see Exhibit 5-2) — extend Runway 25 end (Alternative 1A) or extend Runway 7

" end (Altemative 1B).
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Landside

Similar to all four development altematives, landside development (business, GA,
terminal, helicopter and FBQ) is proposed to remain on the north side of Runway. 7-25.
The existing GA apron area remains with additional GA development (beyond 2020)
proposed west of the FBO and helicopter operations area. GA land use totals
approximately eight (8) acres. The Terminal land use allows for expansion- and the
adjacent FBO land use is designated for long-term planning. These two land uses total
less than two {2) acres, and the helicopter operations area proposed just west of the FBO
land use totals one (1) acre. Although this alternative does not include a C-lll aircraft
runway to accommodate the B727 in the Federal Prison scenario as shown in Alternatives
3 and 4, a Federal Prison land use is still presented on the landside. This approach
assumes that the Federal Prison will transport prisoners and staff via ground vehicles and
smaller aircraft.

Due to significant drops in terrain along the east and south portions of the airport, no
specific land use development is proposed. Further, all proposed development has
adequate space on the north side of Runway 7-25 where existing utility infrastructure and
access is available, Therefore, several areas are identified as “open area reserved” and
left blank/white on all four alternatives.

Alternative 2 — Construct New Runway 07-25 at 5,280 feet with Full-Length
Taxiway at Existing Runway Location

Airside

The basis of this altemative is to add a parallel taxiway to the airfield. However, the
runway-todandside facility dimensions do not provide adequate area for a fulllength
parallel taxiway. Therefore, this alternative proposes to use existing Runway 7-25 as the
parallel taxiway with a.new Runway 7-25 constructed to the south to meet separation
standards (see Exhibit 5-3). The runway-taxiway system would total 5,280 feet in length
for BHI aircraft with associated airfield lighting and navigational improvements, similar to
Alternative 1.

The AQA land use in this alternative increases from the estimated 129 acres in Alternative
1 to 189 acres for Altemative 2.

Landside

This altermative is similar to the landside development in Altemnative 1, but provides slightly
larger land use areas for GA, FBO, and Helicopter Operations with the shift of the airfield
to the south.

Alternative 3 — Construct New Runway 18-36 at 8, 700 feet on Abandoned
Runway Alignment

Airside

Altemative 3, like Alternative 4, assumes the full realization of the Federal Prison
contingency scenario — regular B-727 operations. While primary Runway 7-25 remains for
smaller aircraft, a secondary runway is proposed to accommodate the large aircraft
operations (see Exhibit 5-4). This alternative utilizes the abandoned north-south runway
(Runway 18-36) for the secondary runway alignment. However, the runway length
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extends to a total of 8,700 feet to accommodate B-727 operations, bringing the AOA land
use to an estimated 369 acres. The new runway includes a partial parallel taxiway. The
AOA includes a runway visibility zone (RVZ). A RVZ is required for two intersecting
runways so pilots can avoid operational confiicts, especially at uncontrolled airports.

Landside

As shown, the RVZ cuts across a significant perticn of the existing landside development
area. As shown, this impact is reflected on the Federal Prison and Industrial land use
areas. Further, it may be necessary to reduce the Industrial land use area to
accommodate future Federal Prison land use needs.

While much of the Terminal, FBO, Helicopter, and “ultimate” GA land use development
areas remain similar in size to Alternatives 2 and 3, other facilities and a portion of the GA
apron fall inside of the RVZ. This implies that these faciliies be removed or relocated.
Aithough the GA apron area may lose tiedowns, the apron area inside the RVZ may
remain for aircraft circulation.

Alternative 4 — Construct New Runway 3-21 at 8, 700 feet

Airside

The concept of Alternative 4 is nearly identical to Alternative 3. However, the secondary
runway/partial parallel taxiway system for B-727 operations is aligned as Runway 3-21
(see Exhibit 5-5). This also changes the RVZ and its associated impact on the landside
area. The AOA land use for this alternative totals 359 acres — a minimal change over
Alternative 3.

Landside

GA, FBO, Terminal, and Helicopter land use areas are similar in size to Altemative 3.
However, Alternative 4 identifies a larger area for Federal Prison development and a
smaller area for Industrial development — the reverse of Alternative 3. However, these
land use designations are adjacent and boundaries can be modified to expand the land
use development area based on the growing needs of a tenant.

Alternatives Evaluation

The preceding development alternatives are evaluated by summarizing the advantages and
disadvantages of each. This effort represents a preliminary evaluation which generally addresses four
categories: cost, functionfoperation, environmental considerations, and overall public acceptance.
These categories are described here with reference to some or ali of them in the preliminary
evaluation that follows. However, further evaluation was conducted with the Planning Advisory
Committee {PAC) during the October 2001 PAC meeting/ work session. At that time, a preferred
altemative was selected. Appendix C includes a worksheet used by PAC members to assess their
own preferences and to facilitate the discussion and selection process. Following the preferred
altermative selection, proposed development projects were reviewed in more detail, refined and
incorporated into a capital improvement program - presented in Chapter 8.
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ALTERNATIVE 14 — COST ESTIMATES

ADDITICNAL COSTS

DESCRIPTION QUANTITY cosY TOTAL
FILL 107,687 C.Y. $3.00 C.Y. $323,061.00
AGGREGATE BASE COURSE 3,760 TONS $35.00 TON $131,600.00
12" (ABC) (P209)
ASPHALTIC CONCRETE PAVEMENT | 2,507 TONS | .- $50.00 TON | $125,350.00
8" (ACY(P40T)
NEW MIRL 4 EA. $600.00 £A. $2,400.00
CONDUIT 582 LF. $42.00 LF. $24,444.00
PAP( LIGHT SYSTEM 1 EA $15,600.00 EA. | $15.600.00
SEJ&E_%?ID:G:LDS;[%&GE 1 EA. $20,000,00 EA. | $20,000.00
MARKINGS 261 S.F. $1.50 S.F. $437.00
GRAND TOTAL $642,892.00
*2001 Dollars

ALTERNATIVE 1B — COST ESTIMATES _
DESCRIPTION QUANTITY COsT ToTar—- "
FILL 153,365 C.Y. $3.00 C.Y. $460,095.00—
AGGREGATE BASE COURSE 3,760 TONS $35.00 TON | $131,660.00
127 (ABC) (P209)
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8" (AC)P401)
NEW MIRL 4 EA. $600.00 EA. $2,400.00
CONDUIT 582 L.F. $42.00 LF. $24,444.00
PAPI LIGHT SYSTEM 1 EA. $15,600,00 EA. | $15,600.00
oo S | e [woomen oa] seoomo
MARKINGS 291 S.F. $1.50 SF. $437.00
GRAND TOTAL $779,926.00
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COST ESTIMATES

OESCRIPTION QUANTITY COST TOTAL
FILL 790,488C.Y. $3.00 C.Y. $2,371,464.00
AGGREGATE BASE COURSE 87,506 TONS $35.00 TON | $3,062,710.00
12° (ABC) (P208)

ASPHALTIC CONCRETE PAVEMENT | 58,337TONS $50.00 TON | $2,916,850.00
8" (AC)(P401)

NEW MIRL 54 EA. $600.00 EA. $32,400.00
CONDUIT 20,000 LF. $42.00 LF. $840,000.00
PAPI LIGHT SYSTEM 2 EA. $15,600.00 £A. | $31,200.00
AIRFIELD LIGHT SYSTEM

DEMOLITION AND SALVAGE ! EA $20,000.00 £4. | $20,000.00
MARKINGS 20,000 S.F. $1.50 SF. $30,000.00
TAXIWAY EOGE LIGHTS 54 EA. $525.00 EA. $28,350.00
GRAND TOTAL $2,332,974.00
LAND ACQUISITION $300,000.00
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« Cost: Although all engineering costs are estimates, they offer an element of comparison in
terms of magnitude. Costs for the Greenlee County Airport development alternatives' were
prepared to include earthwork, grading, quantities, and relative engineering costs. Pertinent
project development line items, unit costs, quantities, and total costs are reflected on each
development alternative {Exhibits 5-2 through 5-5). Cost estimates for land acquisition and
SR 78 relocation are included on the exhibits. It should be noted that the cost estimates
presented on the exhibits actually represent revised costs that were prepared following input
from the October 2001 PAC meeting.

s Function/operation: This category primarily addresses the flinctional distribution of land uses
or the operational feasibility of the configuration. This is typically evaluated in terms of airport
design standards, efficiency of airport operations on the airfield, flexibility of landside
development, ability of plan to grow to.meet the airport’s goals and objectives, ability of plan
to meet airport user needs, and safety and security of operations.

» Environmental Considerations: For Greenlee County, the most significant environmental
considerations include development of potentially undisturbed land for airfield development
{i.e. new runway or runway extensions), land acquisition, relocation of SR 78, potential
impacts residential development and potential impacts to Willow Creek. Additional discussion
of environmental issues surrounding the airport are included in Chapter 6.

e Overall Public Acceptance: This category is the most subjective and is sensitive to the
specific community issues, goals, and objectives as well as the political climate.

Table 5-1 provides an overview of each altemative's land use acreéges and cost for reference. A table
similar to this was provided to the PAC at the Cctober 2001 meeting.

Alternative 1 — Extend Runway 07-25 to 5,280

Alternative 1A —Extension to the East - Advantages

The primary advantage of Altenative 1A is the low cost (estimated $575,000) and no
additional land acquisition associated with the development is necessarily required.
Although the approach surface extends beyond airport property, this small and outermost
portion of the approach could be protected with an easement. The extension on one end
versus both minimizes disruption to operations and keeps construction costs down. The
runway extension would serve to accommodate a wider range of B-ll aircraft. Similar to
the other alternatives, all landside development areas generally have direct access to
State Route 78.

Alternative 1A - Extension to the East - Disadvantages

Significant sloping terrain to the east requires excessive fill to meet FAA design standards.
Willow Creek is located to the east so potential environmental impacts associated with the
extension and the fill would require mitigation. This alternative does not include a parallel
taxiway so all aircraft are required to back-taxi on the runway similar to current airfield taxi
operations. Large C-lIl aircraft operations would not be accommodated.

! Note: Costs are presented in the exhibits and are approximate based on 2001 dollars.
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Alternative 1B - Extension to the West - Advantages

Like Altemmative 1A, Alternative 1B also minimizes disruption to airfield operations during
construction and improves the airport's ability to accommodate B-ll aircraft. However, this
alternative avoids fill on the east end where Willow Creek is located.

Alternative 1B- Extension to the West - Disadvantages

This alternative requires significantly more fill than Alternative 1A bringing the total cost of
1B to an estimated $4.9 million or eight times that of Alternative 1A. This altemnative
requires land acquisition estimated to cost up to $125,000, and the relocation of a portion
of SR 78 to the west at an estimated cost of $600,000. The relocation of SR78 is an
undesirable option in terms of public acceptance. Cumrent back-taxi operations on the
runway would continue and large C-lll aircraft operations would not be accommodated.

Alternative 2 - Construct New Runway 07-25 at 5,280 feet with a Full-Length
Taxiway at Existing Runway Location

Advantages

A parallel taxiway improves efficiency and safety of airfield operations. This alternative,
which proposes a 5,280-foot runwayftaxiway system, eliminates back-taxiing on the
runway at a lower cost than Alternative 1B.  While delays are not an issue for the airport
at this time, long-term aviation demand may suggest that a parallel taxiway is needed for
efficiency and safety. Further, landside development is not impacted by a RVZ with this
one-runway altemative. Portions of the runway protection zones could be protected by
avigation easements in lieu of fee simple acquisitions.

Disadvantages

The primary disadvantage is the high cost (estimated $8.9 million) and perceived low and
slow retum on investment since the airport has no significant revenue scurce on-airport.
Further, land acquisition would be required if avigation easements were not feasibie.
Associated environmental studies would also be required and more undisturbed land
would be impacted. Large C-lll aircraft operations would not be accommodated in this
alternative.

Alternative 3 — Construct New Runway 18-36 at 8,700 feet on Abandoned
Runway Alignment

Advantages

Alternative 3 accommodates the Federal Prison contingency scenarip, an economic
development effort that the County has continued to pursue with the Federal Prison
System. Although existing Runway 7-25 provides greater than 95 percent wind coverage,
the new secondary runway would provide crosswind coverage to the small aircraft
operators when needed. Combined wind coverage would be 98.78 percent at 12 mph.
This development represents an aggressive economic development effort by the County
to bring the Federal Prison to the airport. Although costs are significant for the proposed
8700-foot runway, Alternative 3's total project costs are $2.7 million lower than Alternative
4. Further, this contingency could be phased depending on the realization of the
contingency and funding sources related to the contingency.

10 -
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Disadvantages

Alternative 3 requires a capital investment in airport-related facilities of nearly $16.6 million.
In addition, land acquisition costs are estimated to total approximately $625,000 (including
appraisals, land costs, and associated environmental studies), and the required relocation
of SR 78 is estimated to reach more than $1.2 milion for a total of $18.4 million for this
alternative. This alternative also requires a significant level of construction and requires a
comprehensive environmental assessment. Residential development to the south is
located approximately 1.2 miles from the proposed south end of Runway 18-36.

Alternative 4 — Construct New Runway 3-21 at 8,700 feet

Advantages

This alternative accommodates the Federal Prison contingency scenario, iike Alternative
3, but does not require the relocation of SR 78. In comparison to Altemnative 3's wind
coverage, combined wind coverage for Runway 7-25 and proposed Runway 3-21 would
be an insignificant difference. Landside development presents sufficient development
space for all functions and/or flexibility to change to accommedate growing needs of a

specific airport userftenant.

Disadvantages

This alternative is anticipated to require the highest capital investment ($2.7 million more
than Aiternative 3) in airport-related facilities totaling nearly $20.1 million plus $1 million for
land acquisition - including appraisals, actual land costs, and associated environmental
studies. This project requires more than three million cubic yards of fill compared to the
two miliion required in Altemative 3's Runway 18-36 alignment.

Preferred Airport Development

The next step in this process included the presentation of the development alternatives to the
Planning Advisory Committee (PAC) for discussion and detailed evaluation. The process concluded
with the selection and refinement of a preferred alternative, which is illustrated in Exhibit 5-6, and
presented in further detail on the airport layout plan {Chapter 7) and in the capital improvement
program {Chapter 8).

The preferred alternative represents a combination of two altemnatives with modifications —
Altematives 1A and 3. The following outlines the proposed 20-year planning period and contingency
development selected:

Extend Runway 7-25 to the east for a totai length of 5,280 feet to accommodate 95 percent of
the small aircraft fleet and some large B-ll aircraft

Construct a partial parallel taxiway system to Runway 7-25 to include taxiways which connect
to the apron area. As a result, landside development will be reduced to protect taxiway object
free area and existing Part 77 transitional airspace surfaces. However, costs for a parallel
taxiway system are reduced by eliminating the need to relocate Runway 7-25 to the south.

On an as-needed basis, construct Contingency Runway 18-36, induding land acquisition and
relocation of SR78, to accommodate the possible Federal Prison scenario or other economic
development scenario. Development of the contingency runway should be keyed or phased
to the actual realization of the contingency and its associated funding.

11
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= Construct Contingency roadway access to south side of airport in support of proposed
contingency facility development.

o Construct Federal Prison facility (or other economic development facilities) and associated
infrastructure on the south side of the airport (west of Runway 18-36) to accommodate the
possible Federal Prison scenario or other economic development scenaric. This
development was moved to the south side of the airport to separate this non-aviation use
from the aviation activity near the terminal area since its security and other unknown needs
may be better accommodated.

* On an as-needed basis, construct additional facilities to meet demand for general aviation
hangar parking and storage, terminal expansion, helicopter operations area, and FBO. Based
on projected aviation demand, these facilities are not proposed in the 20-year capital
improvement program, but are identified for long-term planning purposes by land use
development category.

This pfeferred alternative represents the PAC's recommendation to the County for development in the
20-year planning period and long-term/contingency planning.

12
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Table 5-1 |
Land Use Area, Land Acquisition, and Cost for Alternatives

Land Use Alternatives (Estimated Acres 7
1-A/B 2 3 4
AQOA 129 189 369 359
Helicopter | 1 15 | 1 1
Industrial 20 20 12 7
GA | 8 19 10 10
Termminal 1 1 1 1
FBO Y2 | 1 Ve Y2
Federal Prison 23 28 7 15
I(_1a)nd Acquisition 510 15-24* 50 ' 80
Cost (millions) (2) | $0.6 / $1.5 $9.6 $18.4 $21.1

*Avigation Easements may be sufficient for part of acquisition

(1} Land cost calculated at $12,500 inclusive of land cost, administrative, appraisal and legal expenses as well as
appraciation in land value.

(2) Total cost of altemnative inclusive of land and improvements.





