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2018 Airport Master Plan Introduction

1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 GENERAL

The purpose of the airport master planning process for Grant County Regional Airport (GCD) is
to assist Grant County to ensure that the airport is developed in a manner that coincides with
current and future aviation demand. The local community initiated this airport planning effort
with the desire to continue to meet the needs of the existing airport users as well as to
understand the demands that future users will place upon the facility and reconcile the
necessary improvements that need be made to the airport facilities in order to meet the
expected demands. This planning process intends to address these local needs while
maintaining compliance with the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) and Oregon Department
of Transportation — Oregon Department of Aviation (ODA) requirements.

This airport master plan incorporates information from the previous Airport Layout Plan
completed in 2009 and identifies new airport planning and development recommendations that
are consistent with the airport’s present and future needs for a “20-year planning horizon” long-
range plan. The recommendations included in this plan were developed using sound variables
based on the best current practices in the airport planning discipline.

1.2 PROJECT BACKGROUND

This airport master plan was originally identified and programmed through the FAA. Grant
County endeavors to identify sound planning recommendations in this airport master plan in
order to meet the FAA’s requirements for safe and efficient facilities as well as provide for a
well-planned airport that is vital to the health and vitality of the Grant County community. This is
the first master plan since the airport has become part of the National Plan of Integrated Airport
System (NPIAS).

1.1.1 PusBLIC OUTREACH

Over the course of the planning process, project meetings were held at the airport to discuss
project goals, ideas and status. Public outreach efforts for this master plan included the
following: formal Project Advisory Committee (PAC) coordination, public information and
involvement meetings. Attendance at the public involvement meeting was decent for an airport
this size and ample feedback was received.

All public meetings were advertised according to requirements, providing ample notice to the
community regarding the planning project. Comments from the Public, PAC, and Airport
Commission were incorporated as appropriate into the planning documents.
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1.3 PROJECT GOALS
The project goals include:

1.4

O N T S S U R R TY

RTY

Document existing airport facilities and activity levels.

Update aircraft activity and fleet mix forecasts for the airport.

Identify the present and future role(s) of the airport.

Identify the size and layout of airside and landside facilities to accommodate
projected aircraft demand and FAA airport design standards.

Integrate firefighting activity of the US Forest Services (USFS) and Oregon
Department of Forestry (ODF).

Identify optimum landside uses that enhance the economic benefits of the airport and
are compatible with airside operations.

Quantify the airport’s economic contribution to the community.

Prepare compatible land-use and height restriction plans consistent for the airport
vicinity including recommended zoning protection within the airport influence area.
Involve the public throughout the planning process in a meaningful, efficient and
productive manner.

Develop realistic phased development and maintenance plans for the airport that
provides the basis for future federal, state, local government and private investment
in the airport.

Screen proposed development projects for potential environmental impacts.

Prepare an Airport Layout Plan drawing set and associated Master Plan narrative
report that meets current FAA standards.

FUNDING AND ADMINISTRATION

This planning study is funded in part with FAA Airport Improvement Program (AIP) funds; ODA
and ODT funds, as well as with local funds. FAA funding for this project was 90 percent of the
total project cost with the remaining 10 percent split equally between state and local funds. The
master plan update document and Airport Layout Plan were prepared in accordance with the
current regional FAA ALP checklist and guidance provided in FAA:

% Advisory Circular (AC) 150/5070-6B, Change 2 [Airport Master Plans]
+ AC 150/5300-13A, Change 1, [Airport Design]
%+ AC 150/5060-5, [Airport Capacity and Delay]
2+ AC 150/5325-4C, [Runway Length Recommendations for Airport Design]
%+ FAR Part 77, [Safe, Efficient Use and Preservation of the Navigable Airspace]
+ FAA Order 5100.38D, [AIP Handbook]
% FAA Order 1050.1F, [Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures]
% Other applicable Advisory Circulars (ACs) and changes, FAA Orders and Federal
Aviation Regulations (FARS)
% State of Oregon Guidance
E T-O ENGINEERS Grant County Regional Airport-GCD
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1.5 PLANPROCESS

Development of the airport master plan with ALP requires a series of specific steps. The
planning process will address several basic elements in the following chapters.

1.5.1 INVENTORY

The airport inventory is a collection of information about the existing airport facilities, including
characteristics of the existing runway and taxiways, airport access, property holdings, airport
users, airport services, hangars and aircraft parking aprons, population changes, land uses,
development trends, and changes in employment and income and future trends in the study
area.

1.5.2 AVIATION ACTIVITY FORECASTS

The development of the aviation activity forecast for GCD provides a prediction of future aircraft
operation levels and the types of aircraft that will operate at the airport. All predictions are made
based on the accepted statistical methods practiced within the aviation planning industry,
recognizing that no method for predicting future events exists which produces 100 percent
accurate results. Forecasts are developed using various mathematical, market share and trend
projection techniques to develop a statistically justifiable estimate of the future number of based
aircraft, type of aircraft, and the total number of aircraft operations that should be expected at
this airport. Anticipated levels of airport activity at the airport are organized in set intervals
describing the expected future users. The FAA must approve aviation activity forecasts.

1.5.3 FACILITY REQUIREMENTS ANALYSIS

This section compares existing airport conditions to the expected future condition and
recommends what is needed to sustain the current activity levels and the levels of activity
forecast for the future. Using this comparison, it is possible to identify where there are
deficiencies or excesses within the airport facility. The output of this section is a list of facility
improvements that the airport endeavors to achieve.

1.5.4 ENVIRONMENTAL OVERVIEW

This chapter provides an overview of the environmental conditions at GCD. It summarizes the
various environmental categories as defined in the FAA Order 1050.1F. As part of the
environmental process for this planning study, contractors also conducted a wetland
assessment, a cultural resources survey, and a wildlife hazard site visit. Results are shown in
Appendix B.
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1.5.5 AIRPORT ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS

This portion of the master plan update compares the possible actions that may be taken to meet
the needs of the airport. The options considered in the alternatives analysis can range from
minor to major undertakings on the airport property and its facilities. The various alternatives
designated for this project will form the basis for future airport development at GCD.

1.5.6 DEVELOPMENT PLAN

The development plan and the associated airport Capital Improvement Program (CIP) is a key
plan for airport decision makers. It is a realistic listing of the projects required to satisfy the
facilities requirements including the most viable manner of meeting these needs. The CIP
includes a cost estimate based on current construction costs for each development. The CIP
also identifies sources of funding and the phasing of the required improvements.

1.5.7 AIRPORT COMPLIANCE AND LAND USE PoLICY REVIEW AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This section provides GCD with a clear understanding of its federal and state regulatory
requirements and grant assurances. The management best practices the airport should have in
place in order to ensure compliance with grant assurances and other policies are discussed.

In addition, compatible land use and zoning has become increasingly important for airports over
the last decade and the FAA has stressed that each airport should have appropriate measures
in place to ensure appropriate development occurs within the airport environs. This portion of
the airport master plan will review existing policy and zoning in place in Grant County and the
nearby cities of John Day and Burns, OR, regarding airport land use and future development.
Recommendations for improved policy to prevent incompatible land use surrounding the airport
are also identified.

1.5.8 AIRPORT LAYOUT PLAN (ALP) DRAWING SET

A series of drawings depicting the existing airport and the proposed changes to the airport over
the next 20 years is tied to the development of the airport master plan. It is commonly referred
to as the ALP. A description of each drawing included in the ALP drawing set for GCD is
included in this chapter with a complete drawing set.
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2.0 INVENTORY OF EXISTING CONDITIONS

2.1 INTRODUCTION AND PLANNING CONTEXT

2.1.1 GENERAL

The purpose of the inventory section of the Airport Master Plan is to summarize existing
conditions of all the facilities at Grant County Regional Airport (GCD); as well as summarize
other pertinent information relating to the community, the airport background, airport role,
surrounding environment and various operational and other significant characteristics.

The information in this chapter describes the current status of Grant County Regional Airport
and provides the baseline for determining future facility needs. Information was obtained
through various sources including: consultant research, review of existing documents,
interviews and conversations with airport stakeholders including the airport sponsor (Grant
County), the airport manager, airport tenants, Oregon Department of Aviation (ODA) and other
knowledgeable sources.

2.1.2 FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION NATIONAL PLAN OF INTEGRATED AIRPORT
SYSTEMS (NPIAS) AND ASSET STUDY

The United States has developed a national airport system. Known as the National Plan of
Integrated Airport Systems (NPIAS), this system identifies public-use airports considered by the
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), state aviation agencies, and local planning organizations
to be in the national interest and essential for the U.S air transportation system. Per the 2015-
2019 NPIAS Report to Congress, guiding principles of the NPIAS include:

%+ The NPIAS will provide a safe, efficient and integrated system of airports;

% The NPIAS will ensure an airport system that is in a state of good repair, remains safe
and is extensive, providing as many people as possible with convenient access to air
transportation

%+ The NPIAS will support a variety of critical national objectives such as defense,
emergency readiness, law enforcement, and postal delivery.

In addition, this system plan helps promote airport permanence to ensure these airports will
remain open for aeronautical use over the long term. The plan also ensures development
remains compatible with the surrounding communities, and maintains a balance between the
needs of aviation, the environment and the requirements of the residents.
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Only airports in the NPIAS are eligible for financial assistance and Federal Grants under the
Airport Improvement Program (AIP). The NPIAS is updated and published biennially by the
FAA. The updated NPIAS report is submitted to Congress and both identifies and reaffirms
airports in the system and the amounts and types of airport development eligible for AIP funds
over the next 5 year period.

Currently there are 3,331 public-use airports included in the NPIAS. The airports included in the
NPIAS are classified into different categories:

% Primary Commercial Service Airports: At least 10,000 annual enplanements, they are
divided in four categories including Large Hub, Medium Hub, Small Hub, and Non-Hub.

4 Non Primary Commercial Service Airports: Less than 10,000 but more than 2,500
enplanements per calendar year.

% General Aviation (GA) Airports: Less than 2,500 enplanements or without commercial
services.

%+ Relievers: GA airports designated as relievers for major congested airports.

Furthermore, GA airports are usually classified as:

% Basic Utility: Design to handle single-engine and small twin-engine propeller aircraft.
%+ General Utility: Design to accommodate larger aircraft than basic utility facilities

Note: Small aircraft are aircraft of 12,500 Ibs. or less maximum certificated take-off weight, while
large aircraft are those of more than 12,500 Ibs. maximum certificated take-off weight.

All commercial service airports and selected GA airports are included in the NPIAS. The FAA
also released a study providing a deeper classification of the GA airports included in the NPIAS.
In this study, known as General Aviation Airports: A National Asset (Asset Study), the FAA
further classifies the General Aviation airports into the following categories: National Airports,
Regional Airports, Local Airports and Basic Airports.

Grant County Regional Airport is part of the NPIAS and is recognized as a General Utility GA
airport. In addition, in the Asset Study, GCD Airport is classified as a Local Airport, which are
the airports serving local and regional markets with moderate levels of activity.
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2.1.3 OREGON AVIATION PLAN

In 2007, ODA developed the Oregon Aviation Plan (OAP) to ensure that the state’s airport
system is designed to meet all of the state aviation transportation needs. During this
comprehensive study each airport in the system was evaluated to gauge its role, activity and
needs for infrastructures, in order to:

% Improve individual airports as part of the larger state system, and meet the needs of
economic development, transportation services and tourism.

% Understand the economic impact of each airport to local communities and the total
economic value of the state aviation system.

The 2007 OAP assessed 97 public-use airports, including 85 publicly-owned and 12 privately
owned airports. The airports included in the 2007 OAP are divided according to their role in the
state system. Five different functional roles are identified: Commercial Service (Category ),
Business or High Activity General Aviation (Category Il), Regional GA (Category IlI), Community
GA (Category 1V), and Low Activity GA (Category V).

The 2007 OAP identifies the role for GCD to be Regional GA (Category lll). Regional GA
airports support a regional transportation need. They support most twin and single-engine
aircraft and may accommodate occasional business jets (2007 OAP). Table 2-1 presents the
minimum criteria for this airport category.

The 2007 OAP recommends the following improvements for GCD:

Widen Runway to 75 feet

Install Medium Intensity Taxiway Lighting (MITL)

Improve runway line of sight

Provide a partial taxiway to Runway 9-27

Review local land use plans and coordinate development with local agencies
Extend runway to 5,000 feet

Develop precision approach to one runway end

Construct hangars

Mo e e e e e Mk
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TABLE 2-1 — OAP 2007 CRITERIA CATEGORY |[l| AIRPORTS

Facilities

Desired Criteria

Minimum Criteria

FAA-Airport Reference Code
Runway Length

Runway Width

Runway Pavement Type
Taxiways

Approach Type

Visual Approach Aids
Runway Lighting

Taxiway Lighting

AIRSIDE
B-II Varies
4,000’ Varies
75 Varies
Bituminous, Concrete Bituminous, Concrete
Partial or Turnarounds Full Parallel
Non-Precision Precision

One Runway End Both Runway Ends
MIRL HIRL

MITL HITL

GENERAL

Rotating Beacon
Lighted Wind Indicator
Weather Reporting
Hangar Aircraft Storage
Apron Parking/Storage
Terminal Building

Auto Parking

Fencing

Cargo

Yes Yes
Yes Yes
AWOS/ASOS AWOS/ASOS

75% of Based Aircraft 100% of Based Aircraft

30% of Daily Transient 50% of Daily Transient

Small Meeting Area Yes
Minimal Moderate
Terminal Area Perimeter
Space on Existing Apron Designated

Fuel

FBO

Ground Transportation
Food Service

Pilot Lounge

Snow Removal

Telephone

100 LL & Jet A 24/7
Full Service 24/7

100 LL & Jet A
Full Service

Courtesy/Offsite Rental Rental, Taxi, or Other

Vending Vending
Yes w/ Weather Reporting Yes w/ Weather Reporting
Yes Yes
Yes Yes

Source: 2007 OAP
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2.1.4 AIRPORT DESIGN STANDARDS

FAA Advisory Circular (AC) 150-5300-13A - Airport Design describes airport design standards
that must be verified by every airport included in the NPIAS and receiving federal funds.

This document encompasses dimensional standards for runways, taxiways, aprons, as well as
the associated safety areas. Dimensions are based on airport characteristics such as the type of
aircraft accommodated and the type of approach procedures available.

The Design Aircraft (or Critical Aircraft) is an aircraft (or composite of several) that uses the
airport on a regular basis (at least 500 annual operations), with characteristics that determine
the application of airport design standards.

Aircraft are typically classified using the following groups and categories.

e Aircraft Approach Category (AAC): A grouping of aircraft based on 1.3 times their stall
speed in their landing configuration at their maximum certificated landing weight (VRef).
The categories are defined as shown in Table 2-2. The AAC for GCD is shown in bold.

TABLE 2-2: AIRCRAFT APPROACH CATEGORY (AAC)

Group VRef

A < 91kts

91kts - < 121kts
121kts - < 141kts
141kts - < 166kts

>= 166kts
Source: FAA AC 150/5300-13A Change 1

m O O @

e Airplane Design Group (ADG): A classification of airplanes based on their wingspan or
tail height. The groups are depicted in Table 2-3 below. The ADG for GCD is shown in

bold.
TABLE 2-3: AIRPLANE DESIGN GROUP (ADG)
Group Tail Height Wingspan
I <20’ <49’
I 20" - <30’ 49 - <79
I 30" - <45 79 -<118
v 45’ - <60’ 18 - <177
\% 60" - <66’ 171 - <214
VI 66’ - <80’ 214’ - <262’
Source: FAA AC 150/5300-13A Change 1
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The Runway Design Code (RDC) is a runway codification determining the dimensions of a
specific runway and associated safety areas. It is composed of the AAC and ADG of the critical
aircraft using the runway. A third visibility component is added based on the type of approach
procedure serving the runway and is defined as follows:

e Visibility Minimums: A grouping of Runway Visual Range (RVR) values based on flight
visibility category (statute mile). The RVR for GCD is shown in bold. The RVR’s are as

follows:
% 5000: Not Lower than 1 mile.
% 4000: Lower than 1 mile but not lower than % mile (Approach Procedure with
Vertical Guidance (APV) = % but < 1 mile).
% 2400: Lower than ¥ mile but not lower than % mile (CAT-I PA).
%+ 1600: Lower than ¥ mile but not lower than ¥ mile (CAT-II PA).
% 1200: Lower than ¥ mile (CAT-Ill PA).
+ VIS: Visual approach only

The Approach Reference Code (APRC) is composed of the same elements as the RDC and
determines which aircraft can operate on taxiways adjacent to a runway under particular
meteorological conditions with no operational procedures necessary.

The Departure Reference Code (DPRC) is composed of two components, AAC and ADG, and
characterizes the aircraft that can take off from a runway while any aircraft are using an
adjacent taxiway.

The Airport Reference Code (ARC) is a codification used to plan for the appropriate
dimensions of the airport infrastructures and safety areas. It is equal to the highest Runway
Design Code (RDC) of all runways at the airport minus the visibility component.

The Taxiway Design Group (TDG) is a design standard for taxiways based on the dimensions
of the critical aircraft using the taxiways.

The most recent planning study conducted at GCD (2008 ALP) lists an ARC of B-l with the
critical aircraft being the Cessna 402. More details about RDC, APRC, DPRC, and TDG at GCD
are presented in the Section 2.4.
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2.2 AIRPORT AND COMMUNITY BACKGROUND

2.2.1 GENERAL

Grant County Regional Airport is located in Grant County, Oregon, approximately one nautical
mile southwest of the central business district of John Day, Oregon. The Airport covers an area
of approximately 335 acres. It serves the Grant County region and adjacent regions. In this
local, the Highest Average of Monthly Temperature is 88.2°F.

The nearby attractions include John Day Fossil Beds National Monument, Kam Wah Chung and

Company Museum, and the John Day River. Grant County, Oregon is a land of scenic contrasts
and has been described as “Gold and Cattle County” in reference to historic background.

2.2.2 AIRPORT LOCATION

The airport is located in eastern Oregon at 44° 24’ 10.32” North Latitude and 118° 58’ 04.38”
West Longitude. This point is called the Airport Reference Point (ARP), which is the geometric
center of the airport’s two crossing runways, 9-27 and 17-35. The airport elevation is 3702.5 feet
AMSL (Above Medium Sea Level) and the magnetic declination at this location is 14 °32’ East
changing by 7’ West per year.

GCD Airport is situated at the crossing of U.S Route 26 and U.S Route 395 passing through
John Day, OR. U.S Route 26 is an east-west highway, which extends from Idaho to the west
coastline of Oregon. It provides access west to Portland, OR and east to Boise. U.S. Route 395
is a north-south highway which crosses the United States from Los Angeles, CA to the
Canadian border.

The Airport is located in a valley floor surrounded by the Aldrich Mountains to the south and the
Rudo Mountains to the north. The airport property is situated above the cities of John Day and
Canyon City in the John Day River canyon below. The airport terrain is globally bumpy and
rocky with steep elevation drops to the canyon below.

Figure 2-1 depicts the location and vicinity map for reference
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FIGURE 2-1 — LOCATION MAP

LOCATION MAP A

Source: ESRI ARCGIS Online, T-O Engineers, Inc.
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2.2.3 AIRPORT OWNERSHIP AND MANAGEMENT

The Airport is currently owned, operated, and managed by Grant County. A full-time airport
manager is located on site and oversees day-to-day operations at the airport. An airport
commission is responsible for the administration of the airport and formulates recommendations
regarding airport policy and direction. The commission is made of 6 members, all volunteers.

2.2.4 AIRPORT HISTORY, PROJECTS AND MILESTONES

The Grant County Regional Airport opened in 1940 and turned into a public use facility in a joint
venture between the FAA and the former Oregon Board of Aeronautics in 1961. It originally had
one runway, Runway 9-27, located at the north end of the field. This runway was relocated at its
current location and a second runway, Runway 17-35, was added in the early 1980s. A new
terminal building was built in 2010.

GCD has a long history of serving the community. In 1971, the airport became the airbase of the
United States Forest Services (USFS) Malheur Rappel Crew. Since then, it has become the
national training center for all USFS rappel crews and hosts a full Helitack/Rappel crew for
firefighting.

Some recently completed projects at the airport include:
% Reconstruction of Runway 9-27 in 2014,
% Runway extensions and construction of Taxiway B,

% Construction of new terminal building in 2010,
% Fuel farm improvements.

2.2.5 AIRPORT CHARACTERISTICS

Table 2-4 summarizes the existing characteristics for GCD.
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TABLE 2-4: EXISTING AIRPORT CHARACTERISTICS

Iltem Existing Data

Airport Role - NPIAS General Aviation — General Utility
Airport Role - Oregon Aviation Plan Regional GA — Category llI
ICAO Identification KGCD
Airport Property (Acres) 335
ARC B-I
ARP Coordinates (NAD83) 44°24°’10.32"N — 118°58'04.38"W
Elevation 3,702.5 AMSL
Magnetic Declination (10/02/2015) 14°32’E — Changing 7'W/year
Runway Configuration Two Converging Runways: 9-27 and 17-35
Instrument Approach Non Precision Instrument RWY 09

Mean Daily Maximum Temperature of

Hottest Month (10 years) 90.5°F

Source: National Flight Data Center, T-O Engineers, Inc.

2.2.6 SOCIOECONOMIC CONDITIONS

According to sources including the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis and the Census Bureau,
after the census of 2010, the total population of Grant County was approximately 7,445 (0.2%
total Oregon population). In 2014, the per capita personal income is reported to be
approximately $36,392 with a median household income at approximately $37,258. In
comparison, the per capita income and median household income for the state of Oregon are
respectively $41,220 and $50,229, while being $46,049 and $53,046 for the U.S.

Based on 2010 data from Portland State University, the City of John Day, Oregon is inhabited
by approximately 1,744 people (23.4% total County population) in 895 households. Canyon
City, Oregon, located 2 miles south of John Day, has a population of 703 persons in 355
households. Approximately 10 miles east of John Day, Prairie City, Oregon is inhabited by 909
people in 476 households.

Grant County has a total area of approximately 4,529 square miles. Government, agriculture,
retail, healthcare, education, and construction industries provide the foundation for the local
economy. Additional economic contributors include manufacturing, transportation, real estate,
oil and gas production, mining, entertainment, finance, and insurance. In 2015, government
(local, state, and federal) accounted for 45 percent of total employment in Grant County, trade
for 14 percent, healthcare and education for 7 percent

As one of the prominent governmental entities in Grant County, the U.S. Forest Services
(USFS), alongside the Oregon Department of Forestry (ODF), plays an important role during the
wildfire season in Oregon. USFS and ODF generate employment and an important aeronautical
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activity. The proximity of the Pendleton Unmanned Aircraft Systems (UAS) Range in
neighboring Umatilla County is a source of potential UAS business development at the Airport.

Table 2-5 summarizes the population, households and median household income of the major
cities in Grant County, Oregon.

TABLE 2-5: SOCIOECONOMIC CONDITIONS

City e Percentage of Number of ~ Median Household
County* Households* Income**

Grant County 7,445 100% 4,344 $35,051

John Day 1,744 23.4% 895 $34,479
Canyon City 703 9.4% 355 N/A

Prairie City 909 12.2% 476 $31,613

Long Creek 197 2.6% 112 $31,563

Seneca 199 2.7% 128 $29,063

*2010 Census
** 2014 Data
Source: T-O Engineers, Inc., United States Census Bureau, Portland State University

2.3 AVIATION ACTIVITY

2.3.1 EXISTING AIRPORT ACTIVITIES AND USERS

GCD Airport provides for a variety of aviation uses and activities. The airport predominantly
serves single-engine aircraft, with occasional use by small multi-engine aircraft, turboprop as
well as some small jet traffic. The Airport also accommodates extensive helicopter operations
during fire season between July and October.

Principal aviation activities occurring at this airport include recreational, corporate/business, air
taxi, medical related transport, and government firefighting (Oregon Department of Forestry
(ODF) and/or U.S. Forest Service). The airport reports an average of 26 operations per day with
52 percent as transient GA, 32 percent as local GA, 16 percent as air taxi and 1 percent as
military. More than 25 percent of the whole airport activity is done by the USFS and ODF.

Most of the aircraft using the airport are single-engine aircraft, such as Cessna 150, Cessna
172, and Piper PA28. In addition, turboprop aircraft and light jets occasionally use the airport.

Aircraft used by the USFS and ODF include Single Engine Air Tankers (SEATs) AT-802A,
Cessna 182 and helicopters such as Airbus B-3 A-Star, Bell 210, Bell L4, Bell UH-1H, and
Sikorsky UH-60. These aircraft are based on the airport seasonally and are operated under
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contract!. Other aircraft including Boeing 234 Chinook, Boeing 107 Vertol, Sherpa Smoke
Jumper and Beechcraft King Air occasionally use the airfield for fire support.

2.3.2 EXISTING ACTIVITY LEVELS

Airport activity levels include a number of aircraft operations
and based aircraft. The FAA’s 5010-1 Airport Master Record
is the official record kept by the FAA for public-use airport
activities and facility conditions. The 5010 activity data is
populated by the reporting actions taken by the airport
management and ODA. The activity is reported in operations
where a single aircraft operation is defined as either an
aircraft take-off or landing; therefore, a “touch-and-go” counts
as two operations.

Airport records identify a total of 16 single-engine aircraft and

one helicopter based at GCD Airport. The 16 based single-

engine aircraft include Cessna 150 and 172, Beech 35, and

gEAT _ . Piper PA28. The helicopter is a Robinson R44. In addition, 8

ource: T-O Engineers, Inc. . . ) )

aircraft are based seasonally at the airport, including 5

helicopters, 1 Cessna 182 and 2 SEATSs for firefighting purposes. The FAA 5010 records dated
November 2015 identify 15 single-engine aircraft and 3 ultra-light aircraft.

Based on 5010 records, 8,925 operations occur annually at the airport (operations for 12
months ending 6-30-13). Approximately 55 percent of all the operations are itinerant GA and 28
percent are local GA?. Itinerant Air Taxi and Military operations account for 16.8 percent and 0.2
percent respectively of the total annual operations.

Table 2-6 summarizes the 2013 data from the FAA Terminal Area Forecast (TAF) and 5010
records. More details of airport activity are given in Chapter 3 (Forecasts of Aviation Activity).

1 Not owned by USFS or ODF. 5-year contract cycle for USFS and 10-year contract cycle for ODF.
2 Local operations include aircraft operating in the local traffic pattern or within a 20-mile radius of the airport, or
executing simulated approaches or low passes at the airport. Itinerant operations are operations other than local.
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TABLE 2-6: EXISTING ACTIVITY LEVEL (2013)

Aircraft Operation Type Operations Percentage Of Total Activity
ITINERANT
General Aviation 4,900 55%
Air Taxi 1,500 16.8%
Military 25 0.2%

General Aviation 2,500 28%

TOTAL

Based Aircraft

Seasonally Based Aircraft

Source: FAA TAF, 5010 Records, GCD Airport

According to the FAA, local operations are performed by aircraft which:

% Operate in the local traffic pattern or within sight of the airport, or

%+ Are known to be departing for, or arriving from, flight in local practice areas located
within a 20-mile radius of the airport, or

%+ Execute simulated instrument approaches or low passes at the airport.

Itinerant operations are all aircraft operations, other than local operations. With the absence of
an Air Traffic Control Tower, or other regular means of counting operations, it is important to
recognize that current usage is an estimate. More detailed analysis of airport based aircraft and
activity is included in Chapter 3, Aviation Activity Forecasts.

2.4 EXISTING AIRSIDE FACILITES

Airside facilities encompass all airport infrastructures used for aircraft operations including
runways, taxiways, navigational and visual aids, and aprons. Figure 2-2 provides an aerial view
of existing airport airside facilities.
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FIGURE 2-2: AIRPORT AIRSIDE FACILITIES
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2.4.1 RUNWAYS

Runways are the main component of all airports. Aircraft use them for
taking off and landing. The existing airfield configuration at GCD
consists of two active converging runways. These runways are
| identified as Runway 9-27 and Runway 17-35.

With a length of 5,220 feet, Runway 17-35 is the primary runway at
GCD. At 4,471 feet, Runway 9-27 is the secondary runway and is
equipped with a non-precision instrument approach. Runway 9-27was
partially reconstructed in 2014.

Table 2-7 shows the dimensions and characteristics of all protections
Runway 27 End associated with the runways at GCD. These protections are depicted on
Source: T-O Engineers, Inc. Figure 2-3 and include:

Runway Safety Area (RSA)
The RSA is a defined surface surrounding the runway prepared or suitable for reducing the risk

of damage to airplanes in the event of an undershoot, overshoot, or excursion from the runway.
It is designed to minimize damages in case of aircraft missing or leaving the runway, but also to
provide greater accessibility for emergency equipment. The RSA should be cleared and graded
and not have potentially hazardous ruts, humps, depressions, or other surface variations. It
should be free of objects, except for objects that need to be there because of their function,
such as navigational aids.

Runway Object Free Area (ROFA)

The ROFA is a defined surface surrounding the runway that is required in order to keep above
ground objects from protruding above the RSA edge area. Objects can be located in the ROFA
for air navigation or aircraft ground maneuvering purposes including taxiing or holding aircraft.
Parked aircraft are not allowed in the ROFA.

Runway Obstacle Free Zone (OFZ2)

The Runway Obstacle Free Zone (OFZ) is a three-dimensional volume of airspace. When an
aircraft is taking-off or landing, nothing can protrude into the OFZ including signs, tails or
wingtips of aircraft.

Runway Protection Zones (RPZ2)

The RPZ is defined as an area at ground level beyond the runway ends or prior to the
thresholds that are maintained clear of incompatible objects and activity (land use) in order to
enhance the safety and protection of people and property on the ground. The FAA recommends
that airport sponsors control the RPZs by acquiring sufficient property interest in the RPZ. This
property interest can be either fee simple ownership or acquisition of an avigation easement.
The RPZ must be cleared and maintained free of incompatible uses or objects.

E T-O ENGINEERS ps Grant County Regional Airport-GCD



2018 Airport Master Plan Narrative Report-Inventory

GCD airport owns the land under the RPZ limits for Runway 9-27 but not for Runway 17-35.

Runway Visibility Zone (RVZ2)

The Runway Visibility Zone (RVZ) is an area between two crossing runways into which any
point 5 feet above ground must be mutually visible at corresponding points of both runways. The
RVZ at GCD applies because both runways are crossing. It is shown on Figure 2-3. Table 2-8
depicts the existing physical characteristics of each runway.

TABLE 2-7: RUNWAY PROTECTION STANDARDS
FAA Standards Existing Existing

(B-1-VIS / B-1-5000)  (RWY 9/27)  (RWY 17/35)

Runway Design Code (RDC) - B-1-5000 B-I-VIS
Runway Width 60 60 60
Shoulder Width 10 10 -
RSA Length beyond each runway end 240 240 240
RSA Width 120 120 120
ROFA Length beyond each runway end 240 240 240
ROFA Width 400 400 400
RPZ Length 1000 1000 1000
RPZ Inner and Outer Width 500/ 700 500/ 700 500/ 700
ROFZ Width 400 400 400
ROFZ Length beyond runway end 200 200 200
RVZ Clear n/a n/a
None except if
Penetrations object is Fixed by None None
Function

Runway Separation Standards

Runway Centerline to Partial Parallel

Taxiway Centerline 223 AT i
Runway Centerline to Holding position 200 200 200
Runway Centerline to Edge of Aircraft 200 270-355 :

Parking
Source: FAA AC 150/5300-13A Change 1, Airport Layout Plan 2008, T-O Engineers, Inc.
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FIGURE 2-3: RUNWAY PROTECTIONS
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TABLE 2-8: EXISTING RUNWAY CHARACTERISTICS

Runway 9-27 Runway 17-35
Runway Elements
RWY 9 RWY 27 RWY 17 RWY 35
Utilization Rate 35% 20% 25% 20%
Critical Aircraft Cessna 402 Cessna 402
Runway Design Code B-1-5000 B-I-VIS
Runway Length 4471 5,220’
Approach Reference Code B-11-5000 n/a
Departure Reference Code B-Il n/a
Runway Width 60’ 60’
Surface Type Asphalt Asphalt
Surface Condition Good Good
SVETETEEGT SW 20,500lbs SW 20,500lbs
PCN 17/F/C/IYIT PCN 7/F/CIYIA
True Alignment 110° 290° 182° 002°
Traffic Pattern Left Right Left Left
Markings Non-Precision Basic _ B_asic _
Instrument (NPI) w/ Aiming Points
Marking Condition Good Good Good Good
Runway Edge Lighis mensty  mensy  mensty  inensiy
Latitude* 44°24°14.29'N  44°23'59.30°'N  44°24°39.08’N  44°23'47.60°N
Longitude* 118°58'49.87"W 118°57’51.94"W 118°57°48.66"W 118°57'51.78"W
Elevation 3647.7 AMSL 3695 AMSL 3675.1° AMSL  3702.5° AMSL
Threshold Crossing Height 45 AGL n/a 52" AGL n/a
Visual Glide Path Angle 3° n/a 4° n/a
Visual Slope Indicator 4-Li(?::eI?tAPI No 4_Lic?::eitAP| No
Runway End Identifier Lights Yes No Yes No
TDZE 3669.2° AMSL 3695 AMSL 3686.2’ AMSL  3702.5 AMSL
Instrument Approach RNAV No No No

*These coordinates appear to be inaccurate and will be updated by survey
Source: National Flight Data Center, T-O Engineers, Inc., FAA Form 5320

E T-O ENGINEERS 518 Grant County Regional Airport-GCD



2018 Airport Master Plan Narrative Report-Inventory

2.4.2 TAXIWAY SYSTEM

Taxiways are a crucial element of the airport because they allow traffic to move to and from the
runway safely and efficiently by decreasing the time aircraft are on the runway. They are also an
important link providing access to the runway from aircraft aprons and parking areas. Taxilanes
are taxiways designed for lower speed. They are usually located outside the movement area
(area used for aircraft operations excluding loading aprons and aircraft parking areas), to
provide a link between taxiways and aprons.

Runway 17-35 at Grant County Regional Airport is currently equipped with a full parallel
taxiway. It has two entrance taxiways at each runway end and four connector taxiways providing
additional access to the runway. The full parallel taxiway and connectors to Runway 17-35 allow
access from the apron to the thresholds of Runway 17 and 35 and intermediate locations along
the runway.

Runway 9-27 is served by an aligned taxiway at the Runway 27 end and an additional
connector approximately 730 feet from the same end. The Runway 9 end is equipped with a
turnaround taxiway for aircraft maneuvers.

Both accesses to Runway 9-27 require crossing Runway 17-35. The aligned taxiway to Runway
End 27 is common with a connector to Runway 17-35. It is important to note that the FAA
prohibits aligned taxiways due to the high risk of runway incursion and this configuration should
be eliminated at GCD.

Table 2-9 shows the existing physical characteristics, as well as the dimensions and
penetrations of all protections associated with the taxiways at GCD. Existing taxiway protections
are depicted on Figure 2-4 and include:

Taxiway/Taxilane Safety Area (TSA)

The Taxiway Safety Area (TSA) is a defined surface centered on a taxiway centerline. This
surface should be cleared and graded, free of obstructions, capable under dry conditions of
supporting aircraft, snow removal equipment and aircraft rescue and firefighting equipment. The
TSA is designed to reduce the risk of damage to an airplane unintentionally departing the
taxiway and to provide room for rescue and fire-fighting operations.

Taxiway/Taxilane Object Free Area (TOFA)

The Taxiway Object Free Area (TOFA) is a defined surface centered on a taxiway centerline.
This area prohibits roads, service vehicle, parked aircrafts and other objects except for those
objects that need to be located in the TOFA for air navigation or aircraft ground maneuvering
purposes. Vehicles may operate in the TOFA provided they give right of way to oncoming
aircraft by either maintaining a safe distance ahead or behind the aircraft or by exiting the TOFA
to let the aircraft pass.

E T-O0 ENGINEERS Grant County Regional Airport-GCD
2-19



2018 Airport Master Plan Narrative Report-Inventory

TABLE 2-9: EXISTING TAXIWAYS CHARACTERISTICS AND PROTECTIONS

Taxiway Elements / Full Parallel Taxiway

Protections FAA Standards A and Connectors Taxiway B
Critical Aircraft - Cessna 402 Cessna 402
ADG I I I
TDG 2 n/a* n/a*
Taxiway Width 35 25’-50’ 35
Shoulder Width 10° - -
Surface Type - Asphalt Asphalt
Surface Condition - Satisfactory Good
Pavement Strength - SW 20,500Ibs SW 20,500Ibs
Lighting Edge (blue) Blue Reflectors Blue Reflectors
Marking Centerligssiril:nHolding Faded Good
TSA Width 49’ 49 49
TOFA Width 89’ 89’ 89’
Taxilane OFA 79 79 79
Penetrations Nonfe except if ObJ:eCt s None None
Fixed by Function
*New standards published in 2014
Source: National Flight Data Center, Airport Layout Plan 2008, T-O Engineers, Inc.
E T-O ENGINEERS Grant County Regional Airport-GCD
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FIGURE 2-4: TAXIWAY PROTECTIONS
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2.4.3 AIRPORT PAVEMENT CONDITION

The Pavement Condition Index (PCI) and Pavement Condition Rating (PCR) are solely based
on a visual inspection of pavement condition. PCI computation follows a specific methodology
and provides a numerical evaluation of pavement condition with a scale ranging from O to 100.
The PCR is a qualitative evaluation of pavement associated with ranges of PCI values.

The last PCI inspection conducted at GCD was in 2014. Figure 2-5 depicts the pavement
condition for various areas of the airport.

The pavement of Runway 9-27 is in good condition while the pavement of Runway 17-35 is
generally in a satisfactory state. Taxiway pavements are evaluated as satisfactory to good.
Apron pavements are generally in worse condition with a PCR evaluated at “poor” or “fair”. The
area-weighted PCN for all airport pavements is 84, corresponding to a PCR of “satisfactory”

2.4.4 HELIPAD

Grant County Regional Airport regularly accommodates helicopters. The main helicopter activity
is done by USFS and ODF. The airport is currently equipped with one 30'x30’ and two 20’x20’
paved helipads leased to USFS for helicopter parking. There are also two additional
grass/gravel pads. Helipads are located as shown on Figure 2-2.

2.4.5 AIRCRAFT APRON AND TIE-DOWNS

GCD has three aircraft parking aprons located as depicted on Figure 2-6. Aprons are mainly
used by itinerant GA aircraft as well as USFS and ODF aircraft. The airport is equipped with a
total of 16 tie-downs. Table 2-10 summarizes apron space usage and characteristics.

TABLE 2-10: APRON USAGE AND CHARACTERISTICS

Apron Tie Downs Area (S.F.) Condition
Terminal 3 21,000 Good
Main 13 41,000 Fair
Corporate 0 21,000 Fair (Needs to be rehabilitated)
82,000 -
Apron Usage % of Total Apron Space
USFS and ODF 10%
GA ltinerant 90%

Source: GCD Airport, T-O Engineers, Inc.
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FIGURE 2-5: PAVEMENT CONDITION
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FIGURE 2-6: AIRCRAFT APRONS
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2.4.6 AIRFIELD LIGHTING, VISUAL AIDS AND NAVAIDS

A NAVAID is defined by the FAA as any facility used in the aid of air navigation, including
landing areas, lights, any apparatus or equipment for disseminating weather information, for
signaling, for radio direction-finding, or for radio or other electronic communication and any
other structure or mechanism having similar purpose and controlling flight in the air or the
landing or takeoff of aircraft.

Table 2-11 summarizes the existing visual aids and NAVAIDs available at Grant County
Regional Airport. Their location on the airfield is as depicted on Figure 2-2. GCD Airport owns
and is responsible for maintaining all the NAVAIDS except the VOR/DME.

TABLE 2-11: GCD VISUAL AND NAVIGATION AIDS
General

UNICOM - 122.8 MHz
Rotating Beacon
Lighted Windsock and Segmented Circle — Additional Lighted Windsock on Main Apron
Automated Weather Observing System (AWOS) 3 — 118.375 MHz — (541) 575-1122
Runway 9/27 And Runway 17/35

Medium Intensity Runway Lighting (MIRL)
Pilot Controlled Lighting (PCL): activated via Common Traffic Advisory Frequency (CTAF) — 122.8 MHz

4-light PAPI Runway 9 and Runway17
REIL Runway 9 and Runway 17
Nearby NAVaids

Type: ID: Name: Frequency: Distance: Bearing:
VOR/DME IMB Kimberly 115.6MHz 35.2 Nm 114.6°

Source: T-O Engineers, Inc., 5010, NFDC
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2.4.7 INSTRUMENT APPROACH CAPABILITIES

Grant County Regional Airport has instrument approach capability on Runway 9. Runway 9 is
served by two Area Navigation (RNAV) Global Positioning System (GPS) procedures and is
classified as a non-precision instrument runway:

% Lateral Navigation (LNAV): Minimum Descent Altitude of 4280 feet and visibility minima
greater or equal to 1 statute mile.

% Localizer Performance with Vertical Guidance (LPV): Decision Altitude (DA) of 4269 feet
and visibility minima greater or equal to 2 statute miles.

Instrument procedures plates are shown on Figure 2-7. Runway 27 is served by a circling from
the Runway 9’'s approach and is classified as a non-precision instrument runway (by TERPS
standards). Runway 17-35 is visual only.

2.4.8 AIR TRAFFIC CONTROL

Grant County Regional airport is not permanently equipped with an Airport Traffic Control Tower
(ATCT). During wildfire season, the USFS helibase based at GCD requires Air Traffic Control
(ATC) when fires are in close proximity of the airport. Temporary facilities are used to provide
ATC services.

The airport is located in the service area of Mc Minnville Flight Service Station (FSS) and in the
jurisdiction of the Seattle’s Air Route Traffic Control Center (ARTCC)..
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FIGURE 2-7: INSTRUMENT APPROACH PROCEDURES
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2.5 EXISTING LANDSIDE FACILITES

Landside facilities encompass all airport infrastructure not used for aircraft operation, including
hangars, terminal building, car parks, access and other facilities. The following Figure 2-8
provides an aerial view of existing airport landside facilities.
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FIGURE 2-8 — AIRPORT LANDSIDE FACILITIES
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2.5.1 GENERAL AVIATION TERMINAL

The GA Terminal Building at GCD Airport was built in 2010 following the specifications for
Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) certification. The 17,752-square-foot
building is owned by Grant County and is used by the airport, the USFS fire base, and the
county/city for public activities. The terminal generates revenue through the rental of the
conference room and profits are shared equally between the Airport and the USFS.

Table 2-11 shows the usage repartition between the different entities.

TABLE 2-11: GA TERMINAL BUILDING USAGE
Area of Building Used (SF) % of Total Building Area

Airport 2,580 15%

USFS 6,963 39%

City/County 8,209 46%
ODF Seasonal

Source: GCD Airport, T-O Engineers, Inc.

Several services and amenities are offered to users, including Wi-Fi, Satellite TV, and vending
and soda machines. The 3-story Terminal Building includes:

%+ USFS space with offices, operational room, crew quarters,
and hangar

Airport manager office and additional airport offices

One conference room

One pilot’s lounge

One public lounge

Common space areas and restrooms

One observation deck on the third floor

e e

Conference Room
Source: T-O Engineers, Inc.
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Public Lounge
Source: T-O Engineers, Inc.

View from Observation Deck
Source: T-O Engineers, Inc.
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Terminal Building Characteristics

Even if not LEED certified, the Terminal Building was built in compliance
with LEED requirements. LEED stands for green building leadership and
the LEED green building certification program is the nationally accepted
benchmark for the design, construction, and operation of green buildings.

The Terminal is equipped with accessible recycling areas that can be used
by all persons working in the building.

The building is equipped with bicycle storage and showers to encourage the use of alternative
means of transport to and from the airport.

Drought resistant plants were used in order to minimize the use of potable water for landscape
irrigation.

A 35-percent water use reduction is achieved by the use of low-flow plumbing fixtures.

10 percent of the materials used in construction of the building have recycled content.

Approximately 75 percent of the nonhazardous construction and demolition debris were
recycled.

Commissioning helps reduce repairs, and maintenance and operations costs.

At least 10 percent of the materials used in construction of the building were manufactured
within 500 miles of John Day, OR.

Materials were chosen with preference given to products with low emission of indoor air
contaminants, such as Volatile Organic Compound (VOC).

The building is equipped with an efficient lighting control system that can override occupancy
sensors. The conference room has multiple lighting level options to minimize use of electricity.

90 percent of regularly occupied spaces are illuminated by natural daylight and 90 percent of
occupants have a direct view to the outside.

E T-O0 ENGINEERS Grant County Regional Airport-GCD
2-31



2018 Airport Master Plan Narrative Report-Inventory

A bio-mass boiler fired by wood pellets provides cost-effective heating to the building. The wood
pellets are produced from forestry waste that are clean burning and support local economy.

Cooling tower, high efficiency heat recovery units, a night purge system, occupancy sensors,
daylight harvesting, and photo sensors improve energy performance by 37 percent.

The entrance of pollutants into the building is minimized and controlled by appropriate design
measures.

A storm water management plan was implemented to help limit the storm water runoff that
contains sediment and other contaminants.

Pilot’s Lounge

The pilot’s lounge provides a 383-square-foot space for pilots to relax and rest between fllghts
It is equipped with: ;

4+ A bunk bed
A computer
A satellite TV
A bathroom
A shower

A microwave
A refrigerator
A sofa

A recliner

e S N e Rk ok

Pilot’s Lounge
Source: T-O Engineers, Inc.

2.5.2 AIRCRAFT HANGARS

There are 17 privately-owned hangars on the airport property, all located between the main
apron and the corporate apron as shown on Figure 2-8. Most of the hangars are more than 20
years old but are still in good condition. Two hangars have been built in the past 10 years.

There is a 100-percent occupancy rate with one person on a waiting list for hangar space. One
new hangar will soon be built and two people have inquired about building additional hangars.

Table 2-12 shows the various hangar characteristics. The most recent box hangar (not shown in
table) is 60 feet per 60 feet and was built in 2016. It is located north of the corporate apron, as
shown on Figure 2-8.
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TABLE 2-12: AIRCRAFT HANGARS

Dimensions Condition
1 Conventional/Box 40'x30’ Satisfactory
2 Conventional/Box 65'x40’ Satisfactory
3 Conventional/Box 50'x40’ Satisfactory
4 T-Hangar 125'x30’ Satisfactory
5 Conventional/Box 40'x30° Satisfactory
6 Conventional/Box 40'x30’ Satisfactory
7 T-Hangar 40'x30’ Satisfactory
8 Conventional/Box 50'x35’ Satisfactory
9 Conventional/Box 45'x35’ Satisfactory
10 Conventional/Box 55'x40’ Satisfactory
11 Conventional/Box 40'x30’ Satisfactory
12 Conventional/Box 40'x30’ Satisfactory
13 Conventional/Box 60°'x60’ Satisfactory
14 Conventional/Box 60°'x50’ Satisfactory
15 Conventional/Box 80'x80’ Satisfactory
16 Conventional/Box 60°'x60’ Good (3 years old)

Source: GCD Airport, T-O Engineers, Inc.
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2.5.3 USFS/ODF FACILITIES

The US Forest Services and the Oregon Department of Forestry
(ODF) use part of the Terminal Building for firefighting operations at
GCD. As mentioned in Section 2.5.1, they use approximately 39
percent of the building for offices, operation room, crew quarters, and
hangar space. They also use an old apron adjacent to the Terminal for vehicle parking. The
USFS owns two storage buildings south of the Terminal (chainsaw shop and helicopter rigging
shop).

In addition, a Single Engine Air Tanker (SEAT) base is located at the northeast corner of the
corporate apron as shown on Figure 2-8. It is used and maintained by the USFS and ODF for
SEAT operations, including fire retardant refilling and parking. The current area has a single
loading pit, one 10,000 retardant tank, one 6,000 water tank as well as one temporary trailer
office and multiple storage sheds. The current space allows for two SEAT tie-down locations.
The USFS and ODF use the airport helipads described in Section 2.4.4 for helicopter parking.
Throughout the season, 2 to 9 additional landing areas are used for helicopters.

The USFS John Day fire base is home the Malheur Rappel Crew and has become the national
training center for all USFS rappel crews. To facilitate crew training, the USFS have a rappel
training tower located near the Terminal building.

Rappel training Structure
Source: GCD Airport Website

USFS Chinook

USFS SEAT Base
Source: T-O Engineers, Inc. Source: GCD Airport website
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2.5.4 INDUSTRIAL PARK

An industrial park of approximately 116 acres is located northwest of the Airport as shown on
Figure 2-8.

The entire industrial park area is zoned for commercial/industrial building development.
According to the Grant County Airport Industrial Park (GCAIP) website, there are 30 lots total.
Of these lots, 25 one-acre parcels and two bigger lots are available for purchase or lease. Two
lots are already occupied (Lots 14 and 15), and two other lots were acquired by the airport (Lots
26 and 27) to control the line-of-sight between the mid-points of the runways. Figure 2-9 shows
the GCAIP configuration.

The current price of each lot is estimated at $5,000 per acre with the benefit of tax exemptions.
Given the unobstructed location of the park combined with the year-round sunshine, solar power
is encouraged for every new structure through State tax incentives. Due to the proximity of the
airport, solar panels would have to follow specific requirements to avoid creating a glare hazard
for pilots using the airfield.

Table 2-13 summarizes the characteristics of the GCAIP.

TABLE 2-13: GCAIP CHARACTERISTICS

Item Data

Total Number of Lots 30
Lots Available for Lease/Purchase 27
. 25 at 1 acre
Lot Size 5 from 1.354 acres to 60.261 acres
Lot Price $5,000 / acre
Single-Phase 120/240V
Electricity Three-Phase 480V

Provider: Oregon Trail Electric Co-op
Water and Waste water Treatment
Provider: City
High-Speed DSL
Telecommunication Telecommunication Bundles
Provider: CenturyTel Inc., Oregon Telephone Corp.
Source: GCAIP Website, T-O Engineers, Inc.

Water
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FIGURE 2-9 — AIRPORT INDUSTRIAL PARK
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2.5.5 AIRPORT ROADSIDE ACCESS

The primary mode of transportation in Grant County is private automobile. The terminal building
offers amenities to encourage the use of alternative modes of transportation such as bicycles.

The main access to the airport is a paved road named “Airport Road” as shown on Figure 2-8.
This road allows direct access to the City of John Day and Canyon City, OR, and to a road
network surrounding the airport and serving the adjacent areas. In addition, “Airport Road” is
connected to “Industrial Park Road”, a paved road providing access to the industrial park
located west of the Airport.

2.5.6 PERIMETER FENCING AND PERIMETER ROAD

The airport perimeter is currently fenced with a 6.5-foot woven wire fence. A new fence will be
needed within the next five years.

GCD Airport has a full unpaved perimeter road that allows for airport property and fence

inspection. However, the road conditions are not passable after a rain or snow event. Moreover,
the profile of the road requires a vehicle with high ground clearance and all-wheel drive.

2.5.7 AUTOMOBILE PARKING AND GROUND TRANSPORTATION

Figure 2-8 depicts the location and configuration of the existing vehicle parking areas at the
Airport.

GCD Airport has a total of 12 dedicated paved automobile parking spaces north of the Terminal
Building. Two of these spaces are handicap accessible parking spots. This parking area is
available for public use, free of charge.

For additional parking, the USFS uses an old apron area located south of the Terminal Building.
There are a total of 37 marked spaces available for USFS vehicle parking on this apron.

The Airport is not served by public transportation but three courtesy cars are available for airport
users, at no cost. As previously mentioned, specific amenities in the Terminal Building
encourage the use of bicycles. These include one bicycle rack, dressing room and showers.
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2.6 SUPPORT FACILITIES

Support facilities at the airport include infrastructure and equipment used for airport
maintenance, as well as providing services to airport users. These include fuel facilities,
emergency response, snow removal, airport maintenance, and utilities. Support facilities at GCD
airport, except for utilities, are depicted on Figure 2-10.

2.6.1 FUEL FACILITIES

Fuel facilities at the airport are managed by the County. The airport currently provides Avgas
(100LL) and Jet A. Each type of fuel is stored in separate 4,000-gallon underground tanks. Self-
service fuel is available 24/7.

The fuel island at the airport is located as shown on Figure 2-10. A new 100LL dispenser and
pump was installed in 2015.

2.6.2 UTILITIES

The airport is equipped with all common utilities. These include water, sewer, electricity, phone,
internet, and trash service. There is no natural gas at the airport.

Table 2-14 summarizes the current utilities and service providers at Grant County Regional
Airport.

TABLE 2-14: AIRPORT UTILITIES AND SERVICE PROVIDERS

Utility Source and Provider

Water City of John Day
Sewer City of John Day
Electricity Oregon Trail Electric Cooperative
Phone Century Link
Internet Grant County Education Service District (ESD)

Natural Gas Not Available

Trash Service Clark’s Disposal

Emergency Response City of John Day

Source: T-O Engineers, Inc., GCD Airport
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FIGURE 2-10 — SUPPORT FACILITIES
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2.6.3 EMERGENCY RESPONSE

Currently emergency response and security efforts are conducted by the John Day Volunteer
Fire Department in John Day, OR. There are approximately 18 volunteer firefighters and 8
volunteer personnel serving in one station located two miles from the airport. The location of the
station is shown on Figure 2-10. Dispatch is provided through the John Day Emergency
Communication Center. The fire department has a total of four trucks: two engine trucks, one
rural tender truck, and one rural structure engine.

Rural Tender Truck Attack Engine Truck
Source: John Day Fire Department Source: John Day Fire Department

Search and Rescue (SAR) efforts are directed by the Grant County Sheriff’s office and depend
on a list of volunteers. SAR is augmented by the Grant County Air Search group (GCAS), and
the Grant County Snowballers Snowmobile Club during the wintertime. The GCAS group
provides first-response air search for the Sheriff’s office and Oregon State Aeronautics Division,
and is available 24/7.

GCD airport does not have dedicated ARFF equipment at the airport since general aviation

airports are not required to provide this service onsite. The GCAS group operates from the
airport.

2.6.4 SNOw REMOVAL

GCD Airport Manager and staff provide snow removal
at the airport on an as-needed basis. They use a 50-
year-old former Oregon Department of Transportation
(ODOT) dump truck with a fixed-position plow based
at the airport. Grant County Road Department crew
provides back up as needed. There is currently no
storage building for the plow truck, so it is stored

ODOT Truck outside.
Source: GCD Airport
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2.6.5 AIRPORT MAINTENANCE

The airport staff provides most of the maintenance activities for the airport, such as vehicle and
grounds keeping. Weed spraying is done by the Grant County Soil & Water District on an as-
needed basis.

As previously mentioned, the airport owns a former ODOT plow truck. It also recently acquired a
new LS XG3037 tractor, with loader and mower for general airport maintenance and mowing.
There is currently no equipment storage building and the new tractor is stored in the airport
shop as shown on Figure 2-10.

The airport shop is a 15’ x 26’ building located near the
terminal building. It is in good condition but too small to
store snow removal equipment (SRE).

All pavement maintenance, including pavement crack
sealing and seal coating, is completed on a contract
basis by private contractors.

Airport Maintenance Shop
Source: GCD Airport

2.7 AIRSPACE

The National Airspace System (NAS) is a combination of the various airspace, navigational
facilities, and airports in the U.S. An airspace is a volume in the national sky in which aircraft
operations have to follow a certain set of rules.

The NAS consists of airspace controlled by Air Traffic Control facilities (ATC), as well as
uncontrolled airspace. The NAS has established operating procedures and requirements in both
controlled and uncontrolled airspace. Controlled airspace includes more stringent requirements
in terms of ATC procedures, aircraft equipment and pilot certification. Typically, the busier the
airport and airspace, the more restrictive the airspace is and the more stringent the operating
requirements.
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2.7.1 SURROUNDING AIRSPACE

Airspace-at-a-Glance
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Airspace at a Glance
Source: AOPA-2011

Grant County Regional Airport is currently in Class G uncontrolled airspace from the ground to a
height of 700' Above Ground Level (AGL), and in Class E airspace from 700’ AGL up to 18,000’
Above Medium Sea Level (AMSL).

As mentioned in Section 2.4.8, the airport does not have ATC services but a temporary ATCT
controls USFS operations during the wildfire season. The airport is under the jurisdiction of the
Seattle Air Route Traffic Control Center (ARTCC).

Pilots using GCD Airport should be diligent and understand the airspace environment before
operating in the vicinity of the airport. No special use airspaces, such as restricted areas,
prohibited areas, warning area, military operation areas or alert areas exist in the immediate
vicinity of the airport. A special conservation area for the Strawberry Mountain Wilderness Area
is located southeast of the airport. Figure 2-11 depicts the airspace sectional in the immediate
vicinity of the airport.
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FIGURE 2-11: GRANT COUNTY REGIONAL AIRPORT SURROUNDING AIRSPACE
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2.7.2 CODE OF FEDERAL REGULATIONS PART 77 IMAGINARY SURFACES

Code of Federal Regulations (14 CFR) Part 77, Safe, Efficient Use, and Preservation of the
Navigable Airspace, provides airspace protection requirements at public-use airports. It defines
surfaces around the airport that will limit the height of objects in the vicinity (zoning), in order to
protect aircraft operations.

Airspace requirements and surfaces are determined by the weight of the aircraft that
predominantly operates at an airport and the type of instrument approach, if any, that exists or is
planned at this airport.

Airport runways which predominantly accommodate aircraft of less than or equal to 12,500
pounds maximum gross takeoff weight (MGTOW) are known as “Utility” runways. Runways
accommodating aircraft of greater than 12,500 pounds MGTOW are known as “Other Than
Utility” runways. Either “Utility” or “Other Than Utility” CFR Part 77 runway designations can
include visual only runways, runways with a precision instrument approach or runways with a
non-precision instrument approach.

Once a runway has been designated as either ‘Utility or “Other Than Utility” and the type of
approach identified, specific airspace surface dimensions can be determined. For public-use
civilian airports, CFR Part 77 identifies the following “imaginary” airport airspace surfaces:

% Primary Surface

+ Approach Surface

% Transitional Surface
%+ Horizontal Surface

<4 Conical Surface

For purposes of CFR Part 77, Runways 17/35 and 9/27 at Grant County Regional Airport are
considered “Other than Utility” runways. Runway 17-35 and Runway 27 have only visual
approaches. By CFR Part 77 definitions, with RNAV (GPS). non-precision instrument
approaches, Runway 9 is classified as a NPI runway. Runway 27 served by circling and
Runway 17-35 having visual approaches only are classified as visual runways.

A description of each CFR Part 77 airspace surface and specific dimensions for GCD Airport
are included below. Figure 2-12 depicts the airspace “imaginary” surfaces as defined in CFR
Part 77.
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FIGURE 2-12: CFR PART 77 IMAGINARY SURFACES
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Primary Surface

The Primary Surface is a rectangular surface longitudinally centered on the runway. For hard
surfaced runways, the surface extends a distance of 200 feet beyond each runway end. Its
elevation is the same as that of the closest point of the runway centerline. The width of the
Primary Surface is set by the most demanding type of approach, existing or planned, for either
end of the runway.

The width of the Primary Surface for “Other than Utility” runways with visual approach and non-
precision instrument approach (with minima greater than % miles) is 500 feet and extending 200
feet beyond each runway end.

Approach Surface

The Approach Surface is trapezoidal in shape. It begins at the ends of the Primary Surface and
slopes upward and outward. An Approach Surface is applied to each runway end and is based
upon the type of approach planned for that runway end.

As “Other Than Utility” visual runways, the Approach Surfaces for Runway 17, 35, and 27 has a
slope of 20:1 extending for a distance of 5,000, with a final width of 1,500 feet.

As “Other Than Utility” non-precision instrument runway, the approach surface to Runway 9
extends to a distance of 10,000 feet with a slope of 34:1, and a final width of 3,500 feet.

Transitional Surface
The Transitional Surface is a sloping area that begins at the edge of the primary surface and
slopes upward at a ratio of 7:1 until it intersects the horizontal surface.

Horizontal Surface

The Horizontal Surface is an oval-shaped, level plane situated 150 feet above the airport
elevation, the perimeter of which is established by swinging arcs of specified radii from the
center of each end of the Primary Surface of each runway and connecting the adjacent arcs by
lines tangent to those arcs. The arcs at either end will have the same value. The radius of each
arc is:

%+ 5,000 feet for all runways designated as "Visual’
% 10,000 feet for all other runways.

The elevation of the Horizontal Surface at Grant County Regional Airport is 3852.5 feet MSL

Conical Surface

The Conical Surface is a sloping area whose inner perimeter conforms to the shape of the
Horizontal Surface. It extends outward for a distance of 4,000 feet measured horizontally, while
sloping upward at a 20:1 ratio resulting in an additional 200 feet of height around the Horizontal
Surface.

The elevation at the outer edge of the conical surface at GCD Airport is 4,052.5ft. MSL.
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2.7.3 APPROACH/DEPARTURE STANDARDS

Mitigation of obstructions to the CFR Part 77 Imaginary Surfaces, as defined previously, is not
required by the FAA. However, additional Obstacle Clearance Surfaces (OCS) are defined to
evaluate the minimum required obstruction clearance for approach and departure procedures:

% Threshold Siting Surface (TSS): characteristics based on the type of approach and
aircraft category. Determines the location of a runway threshold.

%+ Departure Surface: same dimensions for all runways with instrument operations.
Determines the Take Off Distance Available (TODA).

%+ Glide Path OQualification Surface (GQS): applies to runways having instrument
approaches with vertical guidance.

TSS
The runway threshold should be located in order to avoid any penetration of the TSS. For GCD
airport, the TSS is defined as follow:

<+ Visual Runway 17-35 and Runway 9 serving large aircraft day and night:

20:1 slope and extends 10,000 feet from the runway threshold. The inner width if 400 feet and
outer width is 1,000 feet.

<+ NPI Approach Runway 9 serving AAC A, B, and C, day and night;

Trapezoid with a 20:1 slope, and extending 10,000 starting 200 feet after the runway
threshold. The inner width is 800 feet and outer width is 3,800 feet®.

Departure Surface

A departure surface is defined for any runway with instrument operations. The only way to
mitigate penetration to this surface is to modify the TODA for the given runway. Instrument
departures are not allowed from Runways 9, 17, and 35 at GCD Airport.

At GCD, the departure surface is a trapezoid defined with a slope of 40:1 and extending 10,200
feet from the end of the TODA. The inner and outer widths are respectively 1,000 feet and 6,466
feet.

Glide Path Qualification Surface (GQS)
The GQS exists for runways having an instrument approach with vertical guidance and applies
to Runway 9 LPV Approach.

For Runway 9 at GCD, the standard GQS is a trapezoid defined with a slope of 30:1 and
extending 10,000 feet from the runway threshold. The inner width is 260 feet and outer width is
1,520 feet?. Figure 2-13 depicts the TSS, GQS and Departure surfaces at Grant County
Regional Airport.

1- FAA Order 8260.3B-TERPS. Computation based on a Visual Descent Point (VDP) position for the Non-Precision Approach (NPA-LNAV) Runway 9
with a MDA of 4280’, vertical descent slope of 3.03° and Threshold Crossing Height (TCH) of 40’ give a surface of 800’ x 10,931’ x 3,800’

2- FAA Order 8260.3B-TERPS. Computation based on a DA Point position for the LPV Runway 9 with a DA of 4269’, glide path angle of 3° and
Threshold Crossing Height (TCH) of 45’ give a surface of 260’ x 9,549’ x 1474’
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FIGURE 2-13: TSS, GQS, AND DEPARTURE SURFACES
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2.7.4 OBSTRUCTIONS TO AIR NAVIGATION

Any existing or future object penetrating a CFR Part 77 Imaginary Surface, or OCS will be
considered an obstruction. Obstructions to OCS must be mitigated. Table 2-15 lists the
obstructions to air navigation in the vicinity of the runways at GCD Airport.

TABLE 2-15: OBSTRUCTION DATA
Height Distance

Runwa . Clearance Surface Close In
y Obstructions Above from RW .
End Slope Penetrated  Obstruction?*
RW end end
25:1 starting Part 77
9 Fence 6’ 350° 200’ form Approach No
runway end Surface (34:1)
Al Ground 802.3' Max  6,170" Min - Part 77 Conical No
Surface
35 Ground 665’ 8,700’ 13:1 TSS RWY 35 No

*Obstruction inside the Primary Surface
Source: FAA Form 5010, T-O Engineers, Inc.

The airport being located on top of a plateau, there are no major obstructions to air navigation.
The only existing obstruction identified in the FAA form 5010 is the airport fence located west of
the end of Runway 9.

The fence is a controlling obstruction located 350 feet from Runway 9 end at a height of 6 feet.
Controlling obstructions are those obstructions located in the limits of the approach surface (as
defined in the CFR Part 77). This obstruction is cleared with a slope of 25:1 starting 200 feet from
the runway end. It penetrates the Part 77 Approach Surface for Runway 9 (34:1 slope) but does
not affect any OCS.

Some ground located approximately 1 to 1.5 miles south of the airport is a penetration of the
TSS for Runway 35 and of the CFR Part 77 Conical Surface.

E T-O ENGINEERS 545 Grant County Regional Airport-GCD



2018 Airport Master Plan Narrative Report-Inventory

2.8 LAND USE COMPATIBILITY

Airports not only play an important role in their region’s economy but also at a national level,
and so is the case for Grant County Regional Airport. Compatible land use around the airport
aims to avoid land uses that could conflict with aircraft activity and airport infrastructures.
Incompatible land use could lead to unjustified constraints to the airport’s development and
jeopardize its economical role.

Effective land use planning via mechanisms such as zoning protects airspace, defines use of
land and considers aircraft noise impacts. Currently the FAA considers airport compatible land
use planning to be a top priority for airport sponsors to be aware of, concerned with, and
prepared to address through local planning and the airport planning process.

Following is a summary of the land use planning related to the airport per Grant County and
surrounding jurisdictions in close proximity to GCD airport.

2.8.1 GRANT COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AND ZONING ORDINANCE

Grant County Regional Airport is located within the jurisdiction of Grant County and is owned
and operated by the County. The County’s current Comprehensive Plan (GCCP) was adopted
in January 1996. Transportation Element (page 37), briefly discusses the importance of
protecting the county’s public use airports:

“Identified public airports shall be protected from incompatible uses through the application of an
appropriate airport zone.”

“The function of airports within the County should be protected through the application of
appropriate land use designations to assure future land uses are compatible with continued

operation at the airport.”
Source: Grant County Comprehensive Plan, 1996

The GCCP mentions the Grant County Transportation System Plan (GCTSP) adopted in June
1997. This transportation plan describes two public airports in the County, including the
Monument Airport owned by the City of Monument, OR, and the Grant County Regional Airport
owned by Grant County.

In Oregon, Section 660-12-045 of the Implementation of the Transportation System Plan
describes the Transportation Planning Rule (TPR). The GCTSP requires local government to
implement the TPR by adopting “land use or subdivision ordinance measures, consistent with
federal and state regulation” to protect public use airports.
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The lands adjacent to the airport are under the jurisdiction of Grant County and are mainly
zoned as Recreational, Suburban Residential, and Industrial (Industrial Park). A specific zone is
dedicated to the airport.

Zoning Ordinances

According to the GCCP, Grant County adopted an Airport Overlay Zone (AOZ), as described in
the Oregon Airport Land Use Compatibility Guidebook, in order to prevent airspace
obstructions. The zoning ordinance within the limits of this overlay includes land use and height
restrictions. The AOZ enforced at GCD Airport encompasses the limits of the CFR Part 77
Imaginary Surfaces, Runway Protection Zones, and airport noise impact boundaries.

2.8.2 SURROUNDING JURISDICTIONS

Communities in close proximity to the airport include John Day and Canyon City, OR. When
existing, a review of the comprehensive plans for these cities was conducted. The current
comprehensive plan for the City of John Day was last updated in 2012. Even though GCD
Airport is not within the city limits, it is described in general terms in the “Air Service” section on
page 13.

The City of John Day defines different land use zones including a zone entitles “Airport
Approach”. The city zoning is shown on Figure 2-14.

Zoning Ordinance

Zoning ordinances for the City of John Day and Canyon City do not include zoning restrictions
related to the airport.

2.8.3 FUTURE LAND USE PLANNING

Per Oregon Statewide Land Use Legislation, all cities or counties with “planning authority for
one or more airport shall adopt comprehensive plan and land use regulations for airports”
consistent with the requirements of Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR) Division 13 and Oregon
Revised Statutes (ORS) 836.600 through 836.630.

Additional information and recommendations regarding land use and airport zoning around the
airport can be found in Chapter 8.

2.8.4 THROUGH-THE-FENCE (TTF)

Through-the-fence activities are those which reside on property outside of the airport property
boundary that have an access directly onto airport property. Even though the County has
considered TFF in the past, no TTF activities currently exist at the airport.
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FIGURE 2-14: CITY OF JOHN DAY ZONING MAP
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2.9 FLOODWAY/FLOODPLAIN IMPACTS ON THE AIRPORT

) ymalaCo. | WnCo. =7 An examination of the Flood Insurance Rate
G{ant County 4 Maps (FIRM) shows that Grant County Regional
AR FEMA Special Flood, - ~  Airport is in a mapped area and that there are
| P fHazard Area (SFHA) Gramte {
ﬁf S e S Federal Emergency Management Agency
w Rl (FEMA) Flood Maps available for the area.
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t :35 \ 7\70/;,,0f.\: . .
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known as the “100-year flood”. This map has not
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. [ Be® - County is in the process of updating their Flood

) le‘Legéndi Ordinance to stay in compliance with FEMA.

'ég neyleN
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i g { { vers | \.\; . . . . .
s 9l il /8 The airport is not directly impacted by this area,
TR B owe given its location. Occasional summer
¥ 1% Effective - . . . .
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FEMA Flood Map cause local flash flood.

Source: Oregon Risk Map

2.10 WEATHER AND CLIMATE

2.10.1 LocAL WEATHER AND CLIMATE

The climate in eastern Oregon is different from the maritime rainforest of western Oregon, with a
drier continental climate. In John Day, however, the climate can be classified as oceanic,
despite its dry conditions and inland location. The city also experiences relative aridity and cold
winter temperatures.

According to the Western Regional Climate Center, over a century, the coldest month is
January with minimum temperatures in the 20’'s and maximums in the 40’s. It is also the
snowiest month with an average of 5.9 inches of snowfall. The hottest month appears to be July
with maximum temperatures in the high 80’s and minimums in the 50’s. Rainfalls are relatively
consistent from October to January (average of 1.2 inches) and from March to June (average of
1.4 inches). February and the summer months are drier with July being the least rainy with an
average of 0.5 inches. The rainiest month is May with an average rainfall of 1.8 inches.
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2.10.2 TEMPERATURE AND PRECIPITATION

The National Climatic Data Center, from the National Oceanographic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA), gathers data for temperature and precipitation available from a weather
station in John Day, OR, located approximately 3 miles north of the airport.

Table 2-16 and Table 2-17 summarize the data available, for a 10-year period between 2005
and 2015, for temperature and precipitation respectively.

TABLE 2-16: TEMPERATURE HISTORY

Average Annual 48.2°F

Average Maximum Annual 62.4°F
Average Minimum Annual 34°F
Hottest Month July

Mean Daily Maximum of Hottest Month 90.5°F

Coolest Month January

Mean Daily Minimum of Coolest Month 20.2°F

Source: NCDC NOAA 2005-2015

TABLE 2-17: PRECIPITATION HISTORY

Precipitation-10 years Value

Average Annual Precipitation (in.) 12.1
Average Annual Snowfall (in.) 1.1
Month with Most Precipitation May

Month with Most Snowfall January

Source: NCDC NOAA 2005-2015

2.10.3 AUTOMATED WEATHER

Grant County Regional Airport is equipped with a FAA certified Automated Weather Observing
System Il (AWOS ll1). This system provides the following meteorological parameters 24/7:

Barometric Pressure
Altimeter

Wind Speed and Direction
Temperature/Dew Point
Visibility

Sky Condition

Cloud Ceiling Height
Precipitation

Mo S o o o
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The ceilometer is outdated and will need to be replaced. Another automatic station is located at
Burns Municipal Airport (BNO) 48.6 Nm south of John Day, OR.

2.10.4 WIND DATA AND WIND ROSE

Wind direction and speed observations were collected from the airport AWOS data available on
the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) website. The data cover the last
10 years, from 2005 to 2015.

These data were summarized in FAA format, counting the number of observations in 10-degree
increments by standard wind speed increments. The observations from the 10-year period were
then entered into the FAA’s Wind Analysis design tool on the FAA Airport GIS Program website
to produce the wind roses.

A minimum wind coverage of 95 percent must be achieved for the primary runway, or combined
with a crosswind runway, for a maximum allowable crosswind component based on the runway
design code.

In all weather conditions, the wind roses indicate 94.45 percent wind coverage for Runway 17-
35, 93.86 percent wind coverage for Runway 9-27 and 99.11 percent wind coverage for both
runways, with a crosswind component of 10.5 knots (for a RDC of B-I). In these conditions, the
primary Runway 17-35 does not offer the recommended wind coverage. It justifies the
crosswind Runway 9-27 to reach the minimum requirement.

During instrument meteorological conditions, the wind roses indicate 90.79 percent wind
coverage for Runway 17-35, 97.76 percent wind coverage for Runway 9-27 and 99.35 percent
wind coverage for both runways, with a crosswind component of 10.5 knots (for a RDC of B-I).

Wind roses for Runway 9/27, Runway 17/35 and both runways are depicted in Figures 2-15
and Figure 2-16.
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FIGURE 2-15 —WIND ROSES — ALL WEATHER
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FIGURE 2-16 —WIND ROSES — |IFR
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3.0 AVIATION ACTIVITY FORECASTS

3.1 INTRODUCTION

This chapter discusses the findings and methodologies used to project aviation demand at
Grant County Regional Airport (GCD). The forecasts developed in the airport master plan
provide a framework to guide the analysis for future development needs and alternatives. It
should be recognized that there are always short- and long-term fluctuations in an airport’s
activity due to a variety of factors. These fluctuations cannot be anticipated but this forecast
attempts to account for them using industry accepted standards.

Projections of aviation activity for the airport were prepared for the 20-year planning horizon,
including near-term (2016-2020), mid-term (2021-2025), and long-term (2026-2035) timeframes,
with 2015 as the base year. These projections are generally unconstrained and assume the
airport will be able to develop the various facilities necessary to accommodate based aircraft
and future operations. The projections of aviation demand developed for Grant County Regional
Airport are documented in the following sections:

Historic Aviation Activity

Trends/Issues Influencing Future Growth
Projections of Aviation Demand

Peaking Analysis

Instrument Approach Operations

Critical Aircraft

Summary

ek 3k k k

3.1 HISTORIC AVIATION ACTIVITY

3.1.1 FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION (FAA) TERMINAL AREA FORECAST

Historic aviation activity data for an airport typically provides the baseline from which future
activity can be projected. Historic aviation activity and aviation activity projections are based on
FAA 5010 Master Records and available FAA Terminal Area Forecast (FAA TAF) data.

While historic trends are not always reflective of future periods, historic data does usually
provide insight into how local, regional, and national demographic and aviation-related trends
may be tied to the Airport.
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Aviation activity is measured in operations where an operation is defined as either a takeoff or a
landing. There are air taxi, general aviation (GA), and military operations at GCD Airport. These
operations are divided into local and itinerant.

Historic aircraft operations data for GCD Airport, based on the TAF, are summarized in Table 3-
1 and depicted on Figure 3-1.

TABLE 3-1 — HISTORIC AIRCRAFT OPERATIONS AND BASED AIRCRAFT
LOCAL OPERATIONS

BASED
oeneral - pijitary  Total AIRCRAFT
2005 0 6,465 0 6,465 1,226 0 1,226 7,691 33
2006 0 6,587 0 6,587 1,249 0 1,249 7,836 33
2007 0 6,712 0 6,712 1,272 0 1,272 7,984 33
2008 1,500 4,900 100 6,500 3,000 0 3,000 9,500 24
2009 1,500 4,900 100 6,500 3,000 0 3,000 9,500 24
2010 1,500 4,900 100 6,500 3,000 0 3,000 9,500 21
2011 1,500 4,900 100 6,500 3,000 0 3,000 9,500 21
2012 1,500 4,900 100 6,500 3,000 0 3,000 9,500 21
2013 1,500 4,900 25 6,425 2,500 0 2,500 8,925 20
2014 1,500 4,900 25 6,425 2,500 0 2,500 8,925 17
2015 1,500 4,992 25 6,517 2,547 0 2,547 9,064 17

Source: FAA Terminal Area Forecast (TAF)

3.1.2 VARIATION BETWEEN FAA TAF AND AIRPORT RECORDS

Grant County Regional Airport is a non-towered airport and does not have official records of
operations. The current FAA 5010 Master Record dated 2013 indicates a total of 8,925
operations including 1,500 air taxi, 2,500 GA local, 4,900 GA itinerant, and 25 Military
operations. The GCD Airport website reports an average of 26 operations per day, which is
consistent with the FAA TAF records presented in Table 3-1. Both the airport and the TAF
report a total of 17 aircraft based on the airfield, including 16 single-engine aircraft and one
helicopter.

Interviews with the airport staff reveal an estimate of 5,000 operations for 2015, which is lower
than the value indicated in the FAA TAF. Specific activities at the airport include aerial
firefighting by the US Forest Services (USFS) and the Oregon Department of Forestry (ODF)
that is foreseen to grow!. According to the most recent USFS records, this activity accounts for
approximately 2,400 annual operations at the airport.

1 USFS and ODF aircraft based at GCD Airport are operated under contract and do not belong to these agencies.
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Due to the lingering effect of the recent economic downturn on Grant County, the consultant
T-O Engineers believes that the greatest estimation of the airport operations should be
considered. In addition, because of the absence of official records (for activities other than aerial
firefighting), the FAA TAF is considered to be the most reliable source of historic aircraft activity
available at GCD Airport.

The FAA TAF will be used as the reference for the historic aviation activity and the values for
2015 will be used as the baseline for predictions of future aircraft activity at the airport.

3.1.3 ToTAL OPERATIONS

As shown, according to the FAA TAF and FAA 5010 records, total annual operations have
globally increased over the last 10 years. The Compound Annual Growth Rate (CAGR) is 1.6
percent between 2005 and 2015.

Local and itinerant operations also follow an ascending curve but with different CAGR. Over the
past decade, itinerant operations have remained mostly the same with a CAGR of
approximately 0.08 percent. On the other hand, local operations have increased significantly
since 2005 with a CAGR of 7.6 percent.

Between 2005 and 2008, the ratio between Local and ltinerant operations remained fairly
constant with approximately 80 percent consisting of transient aircraft. Since 2008, an increase
in local operations has brought the percentage of local operations to approximately 35 percent
for 65 percent of transient aircraft. Those figure are similar to the one estimated by the airport.

3.1.4 AIR TAXI OPERATIONS

Air Taxi operations include aircraft making commercial flights on demand. They operate under
the CFR Part 135. There is no specific record of air taxi operations at Grant County Regional
Airport. However, according to the FAA TAF, air taxi operations have grown to represent
approximately 23 percent of the total itinerant operations, which equals 15 percent of the total
operations at the airport.

The airport staff estimates the percentage of air taxi operations to be between 5 and 10 percent
of total aircraft operations at the airport.

3.1.5 MILITARY OPERATIONS

Grant County Regional Airport has experienced a minimal amount of military operations in the
past decade peaking at 100 annual itinerant operations. It represents less than 1% of the total
itinerant operations at the airport.
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FIGURE 3-1 — HISTORIC AVIATION ACTIVITY
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3.1.6 GENERAL AVIATION OPERATIONS

General aviation operations are those not done by airlines, charter operators or military. They
include but are not limited to: business, sightseeing, search and rescue, training, recreational, or
air ambulance flights.

Local general aviation operations have globally increased over the last 10 years with a CAGR of
7.5 percent. Operations peaked at 3,000 between 2008 and 2012 before lowering to
approximately 2,500 annual operations for the last three years. On the other hand, itinerant
general aviation operations have continuously decreased with a CAGR of -2.5 percent between
2005 and 2015.

This decrease in itinerant GA follows the national trend for GA operations. The opposite pattern
for local GA operations indicates that local factors, such as firefighting activity, influence aircraft
operations at the airport. Based on USFS 2015 records, annual firefighting flight operations
conducted by the USFS and ODF represent approximately 1,800 local operations and 600
itinerant operations (for fire support). USFS and ODF contract all the fire aircraft based on the
airport. Some of the other aircraft used for fire support are owned by the USFS (federal agency)
and the ODF (state agency).

For the last 10 years, GA operations have consistently represented 100% of local operations at
the airport. In 2008, GA operations fell from 100 percent to approximately 76 percent of total
itinerant operations at GCD Airport. Air Taxi and Military operations represent the remaining 24
percent.

3.1.7 BASED AIRCRAFT

Historically, the number of aircraft based at Grant County Regional Airport has experienced a
constant decrease with a CAGR of -6.4 percent over the last 10 years. There are currently 16
single-engine aircraft and one helicopter based at the airport with one pilot on a waiting list for
hangar space.

Eight additional aircraft are based at the airport seasonally, including five helicopters, two Single
Engine Air Tankers (SEAT) and one Cessna 182, all contracted by USFS/ODF for air firefighting
operations.
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3.1.8 FLEET Mix

Grant County Regional Airport accommodates a great variety of aircraft from single engine
airplanes to helicopters. All based airplanes are single-engine pistons, including Cessna 150,
Cessna 172, Cessna 182, Beechcraft Bonanza, and Piper Cherokee.

In addition to one based helicopter, the USFS and ODF contract various helicopters such as the
Airbus B3 A-Star, Bell 210, Sikorsky UH-60, Bell L4 (ODF), and Bell UH-1H (ODF). The Forest
Services and ODF also contract two SEATs and a Cessha 182 (ODF) at GCD airport, on a
seasonal basis. Other aircraft such as Sherpa SmokeJumper, Boeing 234 Chinook, Boeing 107
Vertol or Beechcraft King Air can use GCD occasionally for fire support.

USFS/ODF annual aviation activity is estimated to represent 27 percent of the total annual
airport operations (based on the FAA TAF value for 2015 and USFS 2015 records). This activity
occurs during the wildfire season, mainly during summer months. Consequently, helicopter and
SEAT operations represent a significant segment of airport activity.

The majority of the activity is split between light single-engine aircraft and occasional twin-
engine turboprops and light jets. Table 3-2 summarizes the estimated fleet mix of aircraft using
Grant County Regional Airport.
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TABLE 3-2 — FLEET MIX

MTOW** % Total
Operations*

Aircraft Type

Common Single

X ; Single Piston A | 1A < 12,500 60%
Engine Aircraft
SEAT-AT802A Single Piston B Il 1A 16,000 7%
Common Twin Twin Piston or o
Engine Aircraft Turboprop B I 2 < 12,500 10%
C°ngtr; Sl Jets B I 2 <22.000 5%
Helicopter Robison . , Rotor Diameter = 4.8’ o
R44 Single Piston A Overall Length = 38.25’ 2,500 1%
: Single Rotor Diameter = 33.3’
e e Overall Length = 39.7" 200
. Single Rotor Diameter = 48’
Helicopter Bell 210 Turboshaft A Overall Length = 57 10,500
Helicopter Bell Single Rotor Diameter = 48’ .
UH-1H Turboshaft A Overall Length = 57 eletl 1%
Helicopter Twin A Rotor Diameter = 53.7° 23 500
Sikorsky UH-60 Turboshaft Overall Length = 64.8’ '
Helicopter AS350 Single A Rotor Diameter = 36’ 6.172

B-3E Turboshaft Overall Leni;th =424

Small Single Engine Piston 60%
(MTOW < 12,5001Ibs)

Large Single Engine Piston 7%
Small Twin Piston/Turbine

(MTOW < 12,500lbs) 15%
Jets 506
Helicopters 18%

A-1 Small 60%

B-Il Small 10%

B-I 12%

* Estimation Based on FAA TAF Value for 2015 Total Annual Operations
*Maximum Take-Off Weight
Source: T-O Engineers, Inc., GCD Airport, USFS Records
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3.2 TRENDS/ISSUES INFLUENCING FUTURE AIRPORT GROWTH

There are several factors, independent of airport activity, which may influence aviation activity. It
is worthwhile to review outside influences to determine how they may impact future growth.
These factors include regional demographics and outlook, national aviation trends and local
factors.

3.2.1 SERVICE AREA

The service area is defined as the geographic area that generates demand for aviation services
at the airport. GCD Airport is located in a rural environment with demand for general aviation
consisting mainly of recreational and medical evacuation/air ambulance, as well as firefighting
operations.

Based on a ninety-minute-driving perimeter around the airfield, the service area for GCD Airport
is Grant County in eastern Oregon. Grant County is a rural county comprised with nine main
cities including Canyon City (county seat), Dayville, Granite, John Day, Long Creek, Monument,
Mount Vernon, Prairie City, and Seneca. This perimeter also includes parts of national protected
areas such as John Day Fossil Beds National Monument, Malheur National Forest, Ochoco
National Forest, Umatilla National Forest and Wallowa-Whitman National Forest.

Figure 3-2 depicts the service area for Grant County Regional Airport. A summary of historic
and projected socioeconomic trends for the service area is presented in the next section.
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FIGURE 3-2 — SERVICE AREA
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3.2.2 REGIONAL DEMOGRAPHICS

Socioeconomic characteristics are collected during the airport planning process and examined
to derive an understanding of the dynamics of historic and projected growth within the
geographic area served by an airport. This information is then typically used as one tool to
forecast aviation demand. The types of socioeconomic data that are presented include
population, employment, and per capita personal income.

Grant County’s Population
As shown on Figure 3-3, the population of Grant County decreased from 7,971 to 7,180
persons between 1994 and 2014 (CAGR of -0.5%).

FIGURE 3-3 — GRANT COUNTY POPULATION
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1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
Grant@ounty 7971 8042 8079 8117 8163 8013 7906 7498 7438 7472 7415 7389 7373 7267 7303 7343 7451 7404 7317 7273 7180

Source: U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis

In two decades, the population of Grant County has been reduced by approximately 10 percent.
This local trend is not following the 27-percent increase of population witnessed in Oregon as a
whole during the same time period (CAGR of 1.2%).

Maintaining a steady population seems to be a challenge for the county. This trend is most likely
due to the variability of employment in the geographic area, as explained in the following
section.

Grant County’s Employment
According to the Oregon Employment Department and Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA),
Grant County’s labor force has been decreasing steadily for the past 20 years.
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The civilian labor force decreased by 27.5 percent between 1994 and 2014; from 3,912 to 2,837
with a CAGR of -1.6 percent. In 1994, the unemployment rate in Grant County was 9.6 percent
and 5.4 percent in Oregon. In 2014, the unemployment rates were 10.8 percent and 6.8 for
Grant County and the State of Oregon, respectively.

During the past two decades, the unemployment rate in Grant County fluctuated with a CAGR of
-0.6 percent. It peaked in 1998 and 2012 at 14.2 and 14 percent respectively. Grant County’s
unemployment rate is higher than in the state of Oregon and the U.S, as shown on Figure 3-4.

More recently, sectors impacted by job losses in the county include manufacturing, leisure and
hospitability, and professional and business services. In 2015, state and local government

added 10 jobs while the only private sector industry to add jobs was mining and logging (+20
jobs) (Source: Oregon Employment Department).

FIGURE 3-4 — UNEMPLOYMENT RATE
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Grant@ounty 9.6 104 116 13.1 142 118 96 93 94 104 98 9.7 83 80 106 13.7 137 138 14.0 124 108

Source: Oregon Employment department
Grant County’s Per Capita Income

In 2014, the per capita personal income (PCPI) of Grant County was $36,392. The PCPI has
grown over the last 20 years (1994-2014) with a CAGR of 3.5 percent.
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The PCPI growth for Grant County is close to that of Oregon (3.3% CAGR) and of the U.S.
(3.6% CAGR) for the same time period. However, the level of the PCPI in Grant County remains
lower than that of Oregon and of the United States, as shown on Figure 3-5

FIGURE 3-5 — PER CAPITA PERSONAL INCOME
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Source: Oregon Employment Department

Grant County’s Industry Mix

The largest job industry in Grant County is governmental agencies including, federal, state and
local governments. The main private sector industries offering jobs in the service area include
Mining and Logging, Trade, Transportation, Utilities, Leisure and Hospitability, Educational and
Health Services, and Professional and Business Services.

In 2015, public jobs accounted for 45 percent of total employment in Grant County, Trade,
Transportation and Utilities accounted for 14 percent. Educational and Health Services, as well

as Leisure and Hospitality accounted for 7 percent each

Figure 3-6 shows the breakdown of the payroll jobs in Grant County in 2015.
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FIGURE 3-6 —PAYROLL JOBS
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3.2.3 NATIONAL AVIATION TRENDS

Historic and anticipated trends related to general aviation will be important considerations in
developing forecasts of demand for Grant County Regional Airport. National trends can provide
insight into the potential future of aviation activity and anticipated facility needs. The aviation
industry has experienced significant changes over the last 30 years. This section will briefly
discuss the tendencies and factors that have influenced those trends in the U.S.

National General Aviation Industry Trends

At the national level, fluctuating trends regarding general aviation usage and economic
upturns/downturns resulting from the nation’s business cycle have impacted general aviation
demand. Slow economic recovery and economic uncertainties will continue to impact demand
for general aviation at many airports throughout the U.S., including Grant County Regional
Airport for the next several years.
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% General Aviation Fleet Changes: While single-engine piston aircraft still account for
the majority (61%) of the U.S. general aviation aircraft fleet in 2015, the national
historic trends indicate that multi-engine turboprop and business jet fleets grew at a
faster rate than the single-engine piston fleet. The most active growth in the fleet size
has been in turbine aircraft and rotorcraft. According to the FAA General Aviation
and Air Taxi Activity Surveys, as a result of the recent recession, the total U.S.
general aviation aircraft fleet has declined 12.6% from 228,664 aircraft in 2008 to
199,927 in 2013. The general aviation industry began to show signs of recovery in
2014 and the aircraft fleet increased to 203,880 in 2015, with especially strong
growth in turbine aircraft (both rotorcraft and turbo jet) deliveries.

% Active Pilots: According to the FAA U.S. Civil Airmen Statistics, there were 435,309
active pilots in the United States at the end of 2015 (do not include airline transport
pilots). An active pilot is a person with a pilot certificate and a valid medical
certificate. There was a -1.4% CAGR in GA pilot population between 2010 and 2015.
Recreational and private pilot certificates accounted for the largest declines. On the
other hand, the number of sport and rotorcraft pilots has continuously increased over
the last 5 years.

% General Aviation Operations: According to FAA air traffic activity, between 2010 and
2015, general aviation operations experienced a -1.5% CAGR. In 2015, there were
approximately 33.3 million general aviation operations at 514 towered airports, 65%
of which were itinerant operations. General aviation operations at combined FAA and
contract towers were down 1.8% between 2014 and 2015.

National Projections of Demand

On an annual basis, the FAA publishes aerospace forecasts that summarize anticipated trends
in all components of aviation activity. Each published forecast revisits previous aerospace
forecasts and updates them after examining the previous year’s trends in aviation and economic
activity. Many factors are considered in the FAA’s development of aerospace forecasts, some of
the most important of which are U.S. and international economic forecasts and anticipated
trends in fuel costs. The recent projections found in FAA Aerospace Forecast Fiscal Years
2015-2035 are summarized below.

%+ Between 2016 and 2019, U.S. economic growth is projected to grow at a CAGR of
2.6%. For the remaining years of the forecast period, real Gross Domestic Product
(GDP) growth is assumed to slow to around 2.4% annually.

+ The FAA estimates that the U.S. general aviation aircraft fleet will grow from an
estimated 198,860 aircraft in 2014 to 214,260 aircraft in 2035. This is equal to a
CAGR of 0.4 percent. This growth is mainly driven by the growth of the turbine-
powered aircraft fleet, while the piston-powered aircraft fleet is expected to decrease
at a CAGR of 0.5 percent.
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% Strong growth is anticipated in the turbine-powered aircraft fleet (including rotorcraft),
estimated to grow at a CAGR of 2.4% between 2014 and 2035.

% General aviation hours flown are anticipated to increase at a CAGR of 1.4% between
2014 and 2035.

% It is anticipated that general aviation aircraft operations will grow at a CAGR of 0.5%
through 2035.

3.2.4 LocAL FACTORS AFFECTING DEMAND

There are other factors unique to Grant County Regional Airport that have the potential to
impact the forecasts developed in this chapter.

Fuel Price and Availability

The type and price of fuel available can play an important role in the development of the aviation
activity at the airport. Currently, GCD Airport has a self-service pump for AVGAS 100-LL. This
type of gasoline is used for piston-powered aircraft. Jet A fuel, used by turbine and jet aircraft, is
also available in self-service. This fuel availability has the potential to help develop aircraft
activity at the airport. Further needs in term of fuel services will be studied in the Facility
Requirements chapter of this report.

The retail fuel price is also a factor in the level of aviation activity at the airport. The most recent
fuel price available for the airport is $4.59 per gallon for AVGAS 100LL and $3.15 per gallon for
Jet A (Source: AOPA Airports - August 2016).

Variation of local fuel prices will be based on the fuel prices in the US and the local supply
chain. Figure 3-7 depicts the variation of AVGAS and JET A fuel prices in the U.S. between
2005 and 2014. Fuel prices at GCD are competitive with national averages and therefore are
not foreseen to be a limiting factor to aviation activity.
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FIGURE 3-7 —AVGAS/JET PRICES IN THE U.S. (2005-2014)

S/Gallon

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
JETEA 1.74 1.92 2.13 2.96 1.66 2.15 3.00 3.06 292 2.70
AVGAS 2.23 2.68 2.85 3.27 2.44 3.03 3.80 3.97 3.93 3.99

Source: U.S. Energy Information Administration

Proximity to Competing Airports

The proximity to competing airports is one of the key determinants of the demand and size of an
airport’s service or catchment area. For comparative purposes, only the airports equipped with
paved runways have been included hereafter. As depicted with Figure 3-8, there are 21 airports
within a radius of 100 nautical miles from GCD Airport.

GCD has the fifth longest runway after one primary airport, one non-primary airport, and two
general aviation airports those being: Robert’s Field, Eastern Oregon Regional, La
Grande/Union County, and Prineville respectively. Those airports are located at more than
50Nm from Grant County Regional Airport.

Within the same 100-Nm radius from the airport, there is a total of 822 based aircraft. With 17
based aircraft in 2015, GCD represents approximately 2 percent of the based GA fleet in the
area. According to the FAA 5010 Master Records, GCD Airport is the tenth busiest airport in
terms of annual operations, in this 100-Nm radius.

All these results show that Grant County Regional Airport has adequate airside facilities to
compete with other local airports but does not generate as much traffic as it could. Other more
active airports in the area are located in more populated and economically active zones.
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FIGURE 3-8 — AIRPORTS IN THE VICINITY

LEGEND
@ GCD Airport
Public Airports (Paved RWY)

Runway Dimensions sCla Annual Operations Based Aircraft

Airport Name

Airport ID

LEE WILLIAMS MEMORIAL 2,875' X 60 NONE 2
125 MONUMENT MUNICIPAL 2,104'x29' NONE 130 [}
358 CONDON STATE PAULING FIELD 3,500' X 60' GENERAL AVIATION 3,940 8
505 PARMA 2,700 X 50' NONE 3,795 a
8s4 ENTERPRISE MUNICIPAL 2,850 X 50 NONE 4,850 27
958 LEXINGTON 4,156' X 75' GENERAL AVIATION 4,432 12
BON BEND MUNICIPAL 5,200' X 75' GENERAL AVIATION 141,175 207
5,085' X100
BKE BAKER CITY MUNICIPAL 4,359'X75° GENERAL AVIATION 16,200 2
3,670' X140
BNO BURNS MUNICIPAL 4,600 X 60 GENERAL AVIATION 8,000 14
GRANT COUNTY REGIONAL 5,220 X 60'
6D LD Pelersiten] GENERAL AVIATION 9,064 17
HRI HERMISTON MINUCIPAL 4,500 X 75" GENERAL AVIATION 24,850 a1
157 JOSEPH STATE 5,200 X 60 GENERAL AVIATION 3,850 E}
6,260' X 100
16D LAGRANDE /UNION COUNTY 276 X 60 GENERAL AVIATION 16,000 62
M50 BOARDMAN 4,200 X100’ GENERAL AVIATION 1,500 [
ONO ONTARIO MUNICIPAL 5,011' X 100’ GENERAL AVIATION 12,930 65
EASTERN OREGON REGIONAL 6,301' X150 NOM PRIMARY
ror AT PENDLETON 5,581' X100 COMMERCIAL SERVICE H¥In 0
ROM ROBERT'S FIELD 5,751'X75' PRIMARY NON-HUE 43,260 74
s33 MADRA'S MUNICIPAL 5,089 X75' GENERAL AVIATION 10,735 a2
s39 PRINEVILLE 5,751'X75' GENERAL AVIATION 10,400 109
s49 MILLER MEMORIAL AIRPARK 3,872 X65' NONE 2,000 a
575 PAYETTE MUNICIPAL 3,000' X 50' NONE 5,500 15
a7 WETSER MUNICIPAL 4,000' X 60 GENERAL AVIATION 5,150 a8

AIRPORTS IN THE VICINITY

Source: ESRI ArcGIS, T-O Engineers
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Local Business and Tourism Usage

Grant County Regional Airport does not have any local businesses located directly on the
airfield. However, the industrial park located next to the airfield could facilitate potential business
development that requires the available infrastructure.

The main sector of employment in the County consists of public agencies (local, state, and
federal). This sector of activity does not typically generate aviation activity. However, as
explained in the next section, GCD Airport is a base of the USFS for air firefighting operations.

There is potential for tourism in the area surrounding the airport with the presence of the John
Day Fossil Beds National Monument and national forests. General aviation activity specifically
related to tourism is unknown but it is an asset that drives seasonal aviation activity at the
airport.

Aerial Firefighting

On GCD Airport, the USFS John Day fire base is home the Malheur Rappel Crew and has
become the national training center for all USFS rappel crews. The base generates significant
aircraft activity during the wildfire season (2,800 annual operations estimated based on USFS
2015 records). This activity is mainly helicopter and Single Engine Air Tanker (SEAT) operations
and requires temporary air traffic control. USFS and ODF contract all fire aircraft based at GCD
Airport, including helicopters and SEATS.

Aerial firefighting represents more than a quarter of the airport annual activity and is a main
service to the community. This activity is projected to increase and will require additional
facilities, especially for helicopter and air tanker operations.

UAS

Unmanned Aerospace Systems (UAS) do not currently operate at the airport. However, the
Grant County officials express interest in developing this type of activity by attracting UAS users
and industries. The proximity of the Pendleton UAS Range in neighboring Umatilla County is
also a source of potential UAS business development at the Airport.

UAS would provide additional activity on the airfield and help bring a new sector of activity in the
area. In addition, it could offer valuable support for wildfire detection and surveillance.

Other Activities
There is no flight school based on the airport and no development of this activity is foreseen for

the planning period. Even though the Airport expressed interest in developing passenger
service, at the time of this airport master plan, there is no commercial service and air taxi
operations are limited.
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Additional services GCD Airport provides to the community include medevac flights, disaster
relief, search and rescue facilities, as well as serving as an alternate or emergency landing
location for air carrier, cargo, charter, or federal agencies.

Summary of local factors

The use of Grant County Regional Airport for general aviation and aerial firefighting is
considered to be an important function of the airport during the 20-year planning horizon. The
USFS operations justify the important role the airport fulfills for the community. In addition, UAS
integration would allow GCD to embrace and participate in the development of new aviation
technologies while serving the community.

These activities represent both opportunities and challenges. The airport has potential to
develop and maintain aviation activity for the next 20 years and its development should
encompass the diverse operations. Future activity at the airport should be based on a quality
versus quantity basis in terms of accommodating future demand and the development of new
improvements.

Although the activities previously described have the potential to increase at GCD, it is difficult
to quantify how these activities will impact future demand. Recommended facilities and
strategies to address these potential impacts are considered in later chapters of this report.

3.3 PROJECTIONS OF AVIATION DEMAND

According to the FAA TAF, Grant County Regional Airport has experienced a general increase
in its number of operations (CAGR of 1.6%) over the past 10 years. It is anticipated that this
pattern will continue over the forecasted period.

Beginning in 2008, it is most likely that the firefighting activity at the airport helped maintain
aircraft operations during the following years of recession in the U.S. The airport will most likely
experience growth during the next 20-year forecast period. The rate of this growth will be
somewhat dependent on future facilities and services provided at the airport.

Various methodologies were used to develop projections of aviation demand at Grant County
Regional Airport for the 20-year planning period. The results of these different methodologies
are compared in order to select a preferred projection.

The following assumptions were made in developing the projections of aviation demand at
GCD:

2 The national and local economies will continue to grow through the overall forecast
period.
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%+ Economic disturbances may cause year-to-year traffic variations, but the long term
projections will likely be realized.

% Aviation at GCD Airport will generally reflect the national aviation industry. The FAA
projects growth in all aspects of aviation.

2 Airport facilities will keep pace with and meet the demand for aviation use and a lack
of facilities will not be a limiting factor to the number of based aircraft that can be

accommodated in the future.

% 2015 constitutes the base year for all forecasts of aircraft operations.

3.3.1 FORECASTING METHODOLOGIES

There are two basic approaches to forecasting: top-down or bottom-up. The top-down approach
forecasts aviation demand for the nation or for a region and allocates portions of the total
demand to geographic areas, based on historical shares or assumed growth rate. The bottom-
up approach consists in forecasting aviation demand for an airport using data for a specific
geographic area.

When forecasting aviation demand, it is assumed there is a relationship between historical
events and conditions, and that this relationship will continue into the future. The following
methods were used to predict future activity levels at GCD Airport.

Market Share (Top-Down)

This method of forecasting is relatively easy to use and the required data are often available in
the FAA’s Terminal Area Forecast (TAF). It assumes a top-down relationship between national,
regional, and local forecasts. It considers that local forecasts are a percentage (market share) of
regional or national forecasts. Historical market shares are calculated for a given time period
(often a 5- or 10-year period) and used as a basis for projecting future market shares.

Regression Analysis - Trend Analysis (Bottom-Up)

A regression analysis is a type of econometrics analysis, and uses mathematical and statistical
tools. The value being estimated or forecasted (here aviation activity) is called the dependent
variable, while the value used to prepare the forecast is called the independent variable. A
simple regression analysis uses one independent variable, while multiple regression analyses
use two or more independent variables.

A regression equation is computed with historical values and is used to project future values. It
is possible to use socioeconomic data as independent variables, such as population, per capita
income, or employment. It is also possible to use time as the independent variable to perform a
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Trend Analysis. This method is a basic technique, which can capture economic growth and
recession.

Compound Annual Growth Rate (Bottom-Up)

The Compound Annual Growth Rate (CAGR) can be defined as the year-over-year growth rate.
It is an imaginary number that describes the rate at which a data series would have grown if it
had grown at a steady rate.

It is computed with the following formula:

Ending Value 1

(number of years)

CAGR = -1+
(Be ginning Value

It is possible to forecast future values based on the CAGR of a data series, assuming that the
rate will remain the same in the future. As with every forecasting method, uncertainties remain.

Summary

These different methodologies can be used in an infinite number of ways, with several distinct
variables and historical time periods considered. The choice of the historical data and variables
is critical for the interpretation of the forecasts.

A 10-year historical period will capture the trends for the last 10 years, closer to the current
national, regional, and local situations. A greater historical time period would probably indicate
trends impacted by factors that are not relevant. Employment rate and PCPI are good economic
variables to indicate the general health of the local economy. Thus, they are most likely relevant
to evaluate aviation activity.

The following methodologies and variables were used to predict the number of based aircraft
and operations at Grant County Regional Airport:

% Linear Regression
o With Regional Employment as the independent variable (Based on 10-year
historical period)
o Trend Analysis (Based on 10-year historical period)

+ CAGR
o Historic Growth (Last 10 years)
o Projected Employment Growth (Last 10 years)
o Historic PCPI growth (Last 10 years)
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%+ Market Share
o Northwest Mountain Region (5-year average)
o Northwest Mountain Region (10-year average)
o State of Oregon (5-year average)
o State of Oregon (10-year average)

Only the most relevant and reasonable forecasts are presented in the following sections for:

Based Aircraft

Fleet Mix

Air Taxi Itinerant Operations

General Aviation Itinerant Operations
Military Itinerant Operations

Local General Aviation Operations
Local Military Operations

Critical Aircraft

R R Y

Not all methodologies described can apply to each of these forecasted elements because each
of them could be influenced by different parameters.

3.3.2 BASED AIRCRAFT

Based aircraft are aircraft permanently stored at the airport. Estimating the number and type of
aircraft expected to be based at Grant County Regional Airport over the next 20 years is crucial
to evaluate the need for future facility and infrastructure requirements.

As discussed in the Inventory chapter, there are 17 aircraft currently based at GCD. This
number will be used as the base year (2015) based aircraft number from which projections are
developed.

Based aircraft were projected using some of the methodologies previously described. A
summary of the methodologies yielding coherent and reasonable results is below:

% Scenario 1: Historic 5-Year Based Aircraft Growth. This scenario projects based
aircraft to change at an average annual rate of growth of -4.1 percent, equal to the
historic CAGR in based aircraft at GCD Airport between 2010 and 2015. A five-year
period reflects more significantly the historic trend in based aircraft at the airport.

% Scenario 2: Oregon Market Share (5 years). This scenario assumes that the market
share of GCD Airport for based aircraft in the state of Oregon will remain the same
over the planning period and be equal to the 5-year historic average (2010-2015).
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% Scenario 3: Projected Employment Growth in Oregon. This scenario assumes that
the number of based aircraft will increase at a CAGR of 2.25 percent equal to the
average of the projected growth rate of employment in Oregon for the next five years
(Oregon Economic and Revenue Forecast — March 2016).

The results of these forecasting methodologies were compared and are listed and depicted in
Table 3-3 and Figure 3-9.

TABLE 3-3 BASED AIRCRAFT PROJECTIONS

Year Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 FAA TAF
2015-Base Year 17 17 17 17
2020 14 21 19 20
2025 11 23 21 24
2035 7 25 27 34
CAGR -4.1% 2.0% 2.25% 3.2%
2020 Variation from TAF -31.2% 6.5% -5.0% -
2025 Variation from TAF -53.6% -5.9% -11.5% -
2035 Variation from TAF -78.5% -26.3% -22.0% -

Source: T-O Engineers, Inc., FAA TAF

FIGURE 3-9 — BASED AIRCRAFT PROJECTIONS

40

35

30 1\ -

'F.g 25 Scenario 1
(=)
:g 20 Scenario 2
3 \_ / Scenario 3
=
g 15 = Historic
2

10 e T AF

5

0 T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T 1

Source: T-O Engineers, Inc., FAA TAF
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The results of the three scenarios examined in this analysis were compared to the FAA’s
Terminal Area Forecast (TAF) for Grant County Regional Airport.

Scenario 2 and Scenario 3 remain close to the TAF forecast during the short-, and mid-terms (0-
10 years). For the long-term (10-20 years), the TAF increases significantly and ends with 34
based aircraft in 2035. Scenario 2 and Scenario 3 predict 25 and 27 based aircraft in 2035
respectively. Scenario 1 indicates a constant decrease of the number of based aircraft at GCD
and ends at 7 based aircraft in 2035.

With a waiting list for hangars at the airport, Scenario 1 is unrealistic. The airport in unlikely to
experience a decrease in based aircraft and should be able to maintain at least its existing level.
On the other hand, the TAF seems optimistic and would most likely lead to oversized
infrastructure.

Scenario 2 and Scenario 3 foresee similar results over the planning period and are both
coherent. However, aviation demand is considered to be a derived demand; one that depends
upon the level of business and leisure activity in the economy. The projected employment
growth as noted by the State of Oregon points to a better economy, which can correlate to an
increasing number of based aircraft at the airport.

Based on this analysis, as well as the consultant’s professional opinion, Scenario 3 is the
preferred forecast for based aircraft with a CAGR of 2.25 percent

3.3.3 AIRCRAFT OPERATIONS

Aircraft operations are divided into two types: local and itinerant. Local operations are classified
as operations by aircraft that:

% Operate in the local traffic pattern or within sight of the airport, or

% Are known to be departing for or arriving from flights in local practice areas within a 20-
mile radius of the airport, or

%+ Execute simulated approaches or low passes at the airport.

Itinerant operations are defined as:

%+ Operations performed by an aircraft that lands at an airport, arriving from outside the
airport area, or departs an airport and leaves the airport area.

The current ratio of local to itinerant aircraft operations at GCD is 28 percent local and 72
percent itinerant.
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Different factors impact the number of operations at an airport including but not limited to: the
total based aircraft, area demographics, activity and policies of neighboring airports and national
trends. These factors were examined and projections were developed for local and itinerant
operations as well as for the total number of operations.

Local Operations
Local operations at GCD Airport are GA operations only. There is currently no local military
activity and none is planned for the next 20 years.

A summary of the methodologies used to develop the projected GA aircraft local operations are
below and shown in Table 3-4 and Figure 3-10.

% Scenario 1: Trend Analysis. This scenario assumes that local operations at GCD wiill
continue to follow the same trend as of between 2005 and 2015. Trend analysis will
capture specific events that could have influenced the traffic during the historic
period used as a reference. A longer period of time would have most likely captured
events that are not relevant anymore.

% Scenario 2: Projected Employment Growth. This scenario projects local operations to
increase at a CAGR of 2.25 percent, equal to the projected CAGR of employment in
Oregon for the next 5 years.

% Scenario 3: Historic 10-year Local Operations Growth This scenario projects local
operations to continue growing at an average annual growth rate of 7.6 percent,
equal to the historic CAGR between 2005 and 2015.

TABLE 3-4 — GENERAL AVIATION LOCAL OPERATIONS PROJECTIONS

Year Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 FAA TAF
2015-Base Year 2,547 2,547 2,547 2,547
2020 3,781 2,847 3,671 2,799
2025 4,476 3,182 5,291 3,080
2035 5,866 3,975 10,993 3,752
CAGR 4.2% 2.25% 7.6% 1.9%
2020 Variation from TAF 35.1% 1.7% 31.2% -
2025 Variation from TAF 45.3% 3.3% 71.8% -
2035 Variation from TAF 56.3% 5.9% 193% -

Source: T-O Engineers, Inc. FAA TAF

E T-O0 ENGINEERS 595 Grant County Regional Airport-GCD




2018 Airport Master Plan Narrative Report-Aviation Activity Forecasts

FIGURE 3-10 — GENERAL AVIATION LOCAL OPERATIONS PROJECTIONS
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Scenario 1 and Scenario 3 exceed the tolerance for comparison to the FAA TAF of 10 percent
at 5 years and 15 percent at 10 years. They both forecast significantly more local operations
with Scenario 3 being the most optimistic.

Local GA operations are considered to be a derived demand that will depend upon local factors
and the local dynamic of the airport. The trend analysis presented in Scenario 1 forecasts a
CAGR of 4.2%. This analysis captures fluctuations in the historical data and provides a trend
that encompasses specific conditions and events that occurred during the last 10 years at the
airport. It is therefore most likely to capture the increase in USFS/ODF operations for firefighting
activity. Scenario 1 offers a plausible forecast on the high end that considers a continuous
growth of airport activity that considers the local dynamic.

Scenario 3 is based on the fact that local aircraft operations at GCD will continue to grow with
the same historic CAGR of 7.6 percent for the next 20 years. This assumptions leads to a high
forecast and seems unrealistic. It would most likely result in oversized infrastructure. This
analysis considers historic local evolution but does not encompass fluctuations over the years
like the trend analysis of Scenario 1.

Scenario 2 provides the forecast closest to the FAA TAF with a CAGR of 2.25 percent equal to
the projected growth rate of employment in Oregon. As mentioned in a previous section, the
evolution of the unemployment rate in Grant County tends to follow that of the State of Oregon.
It is therefore assumed that County employment will follow the same trend as the State. Local
aircraft operations are linked to the local economy and a better employment situation in the
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county would lead to more local activity at the airport. Local GA activity is also highly correlated
to the number of based aircraft on the Airport, which are forecasted to grow at a similar CAGR.

Based on this analysis, as well as the consultant’s professional opinion, Scenario 2 is the
preferred forecast for local GA operations with a CAGR of 2.25 percent.

Itinerant Operations
Itinerant operations at Grant County Regional Airport consist of Air Taxi, Military and GA

operations.

Military and Air Taxi Itinerant Operations

Because GA operations constitute the bulk of itinerant traffic at GCD, only one scenario is
presented in Table 3-5 for military itinerant operations and one for air taxi operations:

% Scenario 1: Oregon Market Share (5 years). For both kinds of aircraft operations, it is
assumed that GCD will have a constant market share of Oregon operations equal to
the historic average market share over the last 5 years: 1.10 percent for air taxi and
0.12 percent for military operations.

TABLE 3-5 - AIR TAXI & MILITARY ITINERANT OPERATIONS PREFERRED PROJECTIONS

v Military
ear
Scenario 1 FAA TAF

2015-Base Year 1,500 1,500 25 25
2020 1,288 1,500 55 25

2025 1,278 1,500 55 25

2035 1,448 1,500 55 25

CAGR -0.2% 0% 4% 0%
2020 Variation from TAF -14.2% - 119% -
2025 Variation from TAF -14.8% - 119% -
2035 Variation from TAF -3.4% - 119% -

Source: T-O Engineers, Inc., FAA TAF

Scenario 1 for air taxi operations forecasts slightly fewer operations than the FAA TAF, with
1,448 operations at the end of the planning period versus 1,500 for the TAF. Given this
comparison, the preferred forecast for air taxi operations at GCD Airport is the FAA TAF. Even
though the airport wishes to develop passenger and air taxi service, no signs currently point to
significant changes in these services at the airport.
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The forecast for military operations is doubled in comparison to the FAA TAF. Given the
absence of airport records and the difficulty in predicting military activity, the preferred forecast

is the FAA TAF.

General Aviation ltinerant Operations

A summary of the methodologies used to develop the projections for GA itinerant operations is
listed below and results are shown in Table 3-6 and Figure 3-11.

% Scenario 1: Oregon Market Share (5 years). This scenario projects GA itinerant

operations to match the same market share of 0.67 percent with that of the State of

Oregon between 2010 and 2015.

%4 Scenario 2: Projected Employment Growth. This scenario assumes that itinerant GA

operations will increase at a CAGR of 2.25 percent, equal to the projected
employment growth developed for Oregon.

%4 Scenario 3: Projected GA Activity Growth in the U.S. This scenario assumes that the

GA itinerant activity at GCD Airport will follow a CAGR of 0.4% equal to the projected
growth of the GA activity in the U.S. as shown in the FAA Aerospace Forecast-FY

2015-2035.

TABLE 3- 6— GENERAL AVIATION ITINERANT OPERATIONS PROJECTIONS

Year Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 FAA TAF
2015-Base Year 4,992 4,992 4,992 4,992
2020 5,284 5,579 5,093 5,483
2025 5,602 6,236 5,195 6,024
2035 6,319 7,790 5,407 7,281
CAGR 1.2% 2.2% 0.4% 1.8%
2020 Variation from TAF -3.6% 1.8% -7.1% -
2025 Variation from TAF -7.0% 3.5% -13.8% -
2035 Variation from TAF -13.2% 7.0% -25.7% -

Source: T-O Engineers, Inc., FAA TAF
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FIGURE 3-11 — GENERAL AVIATION ITINERANT OPERATIONS PROJECTIONS
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All three scenarios presented are within the tolerance for comparison to the FAA TAF. Scenario
3 predicts the lowest growth rate while Scenario 2 shows the highest growth rate for itinerant
GA activity at the airport.

Scenario 3 assumes that the CAGR at the airport will be the same as the projected CAGR in the
U.S for GA activity. This assumption is coherent but does not account for local parameters and
might underestimate the airport development, especially with the demand USFS/ODF places on
the infrastructure.

Scenario 2 links the airport activity to the projected employment growth in the State of Oregon. It
assumes that a better statewide economy will lead to an increase in aviation activity and that
GCD airport will be able to capture a portion of it and see its number of operations increase. A
better regional economy will also most likely lead to a better local economy with the
development of local businesses better able to attract traffic to the airport. This analysis results
in a forecast with the highest growth rate that leads to an estimated total of 7,790 annual
itinerant GA operations at the airport in 2035.

Scenario 1 ties the airport itinerant GA activity to the overall activity in Oregon and assumes a
constant market share for the planning period. Itinerant GA operations are a derived demand
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that will typically depend more upon regional than local factors and the trend of the State of
Oregon will play a significant role. However local factors specific to the airport, such as
firefighting activity or desire for UAS development, might trigger an increase in the market share
of the airport above that of the State of Oregon. In this context, Scenario 1 might underestimate
the airport development.

Based on this analysis, Scenario 2 is the preferred forecast for itinerant GA operations with a
CAGR of 2.2 percent between 2015 and 2035.

Table 3-7 summarizes the projection for all itinerant operations at Grant County Regional
Airport. It includes the preferred forecast for Air Taxi, Military and General Aviation itinerant
operations.

TABLE 3-7 =TOTAL ITINERANT OPERATIONS PREFERRED PROJECTION
Total

Air Taxi Military ltinerant FAA TAF
2015-Base Year 4,992 1,500 25 6,517 6,517
2020 5,579 1,500 25 7,104 7,008
2025 6,236 1,500 25 7,761 7,549
2035 7,790 1,500 25 9,315 8,806
CAGR 2.2% 0% 0% 1.8% 1.5%
2020 Variation from TAF 1.4% -
2025 Variation from TAF 2.8% -
2035 Variation from TAF 5.8% -

Source: T-O Engineers, Inc., FAA TAF

Total Operations

The total aircraft operations projection was derived by combining the local and itinerant
operations preferred forecasts. The total aircraft operations were also compared to the FAA
TAF, as shown in Table 3-8 and Figure 3-12.

This methodology results in an annual growth rate of 1.83 percent, which is slightly greater than
the FAA TAF annual growth rate of 1.56 percent, for total annual aircraft operations at Grant
County Regional Airport.
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TABLE 3-8 —TOTAL AIRCRAFT OPERATIONS PREFERRED PROJECTION

ltinerant Op;oattins FAA TAF
2015-Base Year 6,517 2,547 9,064 9,064
2020 7,104 2,847 9,951 9,807
2025 7,761 3,182 10,943 10,629
2035 9,315 3,975 13,031 12,558
CAGR 1.80% 2.25% 1.83% 1.64%
2020 Variation from TAF 1.46% -
2025 Variation from TAF 2.95% -
2035 Variation from TAF 5.50% -

Source: T-O Engineers, Inc., FAA TAF

FIGURE 3-12 — TOTAL AIRCRAFT OPERATIONS PREFERRED PROJECTION
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Source: T-O Engineers, Inc.

According to these projections, 13,031 aircraft operations are expected to occur at GCD Airport,
by the end of the forecast period in 2035. This is 3.8 percent more than the FAA TAF
projections with 12,558 total operations in 2035. The preferred aviation activity projections for
Grant County Regional Airport are carried forward in the master planning process and are used
to examine future airport facility needs.
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3.3.4 FLEET MiIx

The aircraft fleet mix using the airfield is important in determining the facilities required and in
evaluating the capacity of the airport.

Based Aircraft

Projected based aircraft were allocated to five aircraft categories — single-engine, multi-engine,
jet, helicopter and other — to develop a projection of the airport’s based aircraft fleet mix through
the planning period.

The fleet mix projections developed for GCD Airport were based on the preferred forecast for
based aircraft and on the fleet mix percentages exhibited at the airport and in the FAA
Aerospace Forecast, Fiscal Years 2015-2035 projection of active general aviation aircraft.

According to the waiting list for hangar space at GCD, the airport should gain at least one based
single engine aircraft in the next 5 years (short-term). However, the national trend indicates a
decrease in the fleet for this type of aircraft (CAGR of -0.6 percent). It is therefore assumed that
the airport will witness slight growth in based single-engine piston aircraft with an estimated total
of 18 aircraft in 2035.

The evolution of the national fleet mix will most likely lead to new types of based aircraft at
GCD. With the anticipated national growth in turbine aircraft through the forecast period (FAA
Aerospace Forecast), turboprop and jet aircraft are foreseen to be based at Grant County
Regional Airport. By 2035, it is anticipated that two of these will be twin turboprops and one a
turbojet.

Helicopters experience the largest national growth in their fleet with a CAGR of 2.5 percent
(FAA Aerospace Forecast). In addition, due to the high rotorcraft activity at GCD, it is assumed
that additional helicopters will be based at the airport over the 20-year planning period with an
estimated total of 3 based helicopters in 2035.

Other aircraft include experimental aircraft, sport aircraft, ultra-lights, military aircraft and gliders.
Sport and ultra-light aircraft are predicted to be based at the airport within 20 years with a total
of 3 additional aircraft in 2035. The preferred based aircraft fleet mix projections are shown in
Table 3-11.
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TABLE 3-11 — PROJECTED BASED AIRCRAFT FLEET MIX

Aircraft Type 2015 2020 2025 2035 CAGR
Single-Engine 16 17 17 18 0.6%

Multi-Engine 0 1 2 7.18%*
Jet 0 0 1 1 0%*

Helicopter 1 1 1 5.65%
Other 0 1 1 3 7.60%*
Total 17 19 21 27 2.25%

*Exclude years with 0 aircraft
Source: T-O Engineers, Inc.

Aircraft Operations

The aircraft mix using an airport is essential in determining its capacity. For the purposes of
determining the projections of the aircraft mix using Grant County Regional Airport, aircraft
operations were divided into four classes:

% Class A: Small Single-Engine (Gross Weight 12,500 Ibs. or less)
% Class B: Small Twin-Engine (Gross Weight 12,500 Ibs. or less)
% Class C: Large Aircraft (Gross Weight 12,500 to 300,000 Ibs.)

+ Class D: Heavy Aircraft (Gross Weight more than 300,000 Ibs.)

Based on the results presented in Section 3.1.8, Class A represents 78 percent of the aircraft
operations at the airport (including helicopters). Class B and Class C represent 10 percent and
12 percent of the aircraft operations respectively .There are no Class D operations at the airport.

As noted previously for the based aircraft mix and according to trends in the national GA fleet
presented in the FAA Aerospace Forecasts, the airport will most likely experience slow growth
in single-engine piston aircraft operations and greater growth for helicopter, turbine, and other
aircraft (sport and ultra-light aircraft) activities. This would lead to a change in the aircraft mix
with a higher percentage of helicopters (Class A), light multi-engine turboprops (Class B),
turbojets (Class C), and other aircraft (Class A) in comparison to single-engine piston (Class A).

Considering the preferred forecast of aviation activity at the airport, as well as the national fleet
mix evolution, the projected aircraft mix for GCD Airport is as summarized in Table 3-12. These
results are computed assuming that the percentage of Class C aircraft at GCD will follow the
same trend as for the national GA fleet (+1% / 5 years). The Class B percentage reflects a small
growth in the share of operations for these aircraft at the airport.
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TABLE 3-12 — PROJECTED AIRCRAFT FLEET MIX

Aircraft Type 2015 2020 2025 2035
Class A 78% 7% 75% 72%
Class B 10% 10% 11% 12%
Class C 12%* 13% 14% 16%
Class D 0% 0% 0% 0%

*Include turbojets (5%) and Air Tractor (7%)
Source: T-O Engineers, Inc.

3.4 PEAKING ANALYSIS

Another primary consideration for facility planning at airports relates to peak hour, also referred
to as design level activity. This operational characteristic is decisive because some facilities,
such as the aircraft apron, should be sized to accommodate the peaks in activity. Facility
requirements for GCD Airport are presented in the corresponding chapter.

In calculating the number of aircraft operations occurring during the peak hour, it was assumed
that the peak day was 20 percent higher than the average day and that the peak hour was 20
percent of the peak day operations. Table 3-13 presents peak factors for the 20-year planning
period.

TABLE 3-13 — OPERATIONS FORECASTS — PEAKING FACTORS
Total Annual Average Daily

. Peak Da Peak Hour
Operations Total y

2015

9,064 25 30 6

Base Year

2020 9,951 28 34 7
2025 10,943 30 36 8
2035 13,031 36 44 9

Source: T-O Engineers, Inc.

3.5 INSTRUMENT APPROACH OPERATIONS

Forecasts of annual instrument approaches are used by the FAA in evaluating an airport’s
requirements for navigational aid facilities. The FAA defines an instrument approach as an
approach to an airport with the intent to land an aircraft in accordance with an Instrument Flight
Rule (IFR) flight plan when visibility is less than three miles and/or when the ceiling is at or
below the minimum initial approach altitude.

Grant County Regional Airport is equipped with two RNAV-GPS procedures for Runway 9
(LNAV an LPV). Because of the absence of ATCT at GCD, there is no specific record of IFR
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activity readily accessible. Due to the lack of solid information about IFR activity at the airport no
forecasts for instrument approach operations were developed.

Data from the AWOS located on the airfield indicate that Instrument Meteorological Conditions
(IMC) represent an average of 3.2 percent of the usable observations over the last 10 years.
However, it is important to note that IFR flight plans can be filled for all meteorological

conditions.

It is believed that the procedure is used on an occasional basis for recreational/individual fliers,
flight training, aerial firefighting and medivac.

3.6 CRITICAL AIRCRAFT

3.6.1 AIRPLANE ACTIVITY

The development of airport facilities is impacted by both the demand and the type of aircraft
expected to make use of those facilities. Airport infrastructure is designed to accommodate the
most demanding aircraft (or combination of aircraft), which will utilize the facilities on a regular
basis, also referred to as the critical or design aircraft.

The factors used to determine the design aircraft are the Aircraft Approach Category (AAC) and
Airplane Design Group (ADG) of the most demanding class of aircraft anticipated to perform at
least 500 annual operations at the airport during the 20 year planning period.

The existing Airport Reference Code for Grant County Regional Airport is B-lI with the Cessna
406 as the critical aircraft. As presented in Section 3.1.8, the bulk of the aircraft using the airport
today include piston-driven single engine aircraft and helicopters. There is occasional use by
turbine aircraft (turboprops and jets).

According to USFS records and as described in Section 3.1.8, it appears that the USFS/ODF
Single Engine Air Tanker (SEAT) aircraft generates a significant amount of operations that
represent approximately 7 percent of the airport annual operations. It is currently the most
demanding aircraft having at least 500 annual operations at the airport. The SEAT had a total of
approximately 650 operations in 2015 (local and itinerant). USFS and ODF contract the SEATs
for 60 to 90 days annually. The aircraft is based at the airport during this time period.

Considering the current importance of firefighting activity at the airport and its continued
development, the SEATSs are foreseen to maintain activity above 500 annual operations over the
20-year planning period. SEATs are Air Tractor AT-802A models. They are B-1l (AAC-ADG)
aircraft with a MTOW greater than 12,500 pounds and a Taxiway Design Group (TDG) of 1A.
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There is currently no strong data indicating that aircraft larger than the SEAT are or will be
operating above the threshold of 500 annual operations. However, the airport should experience
a growth in turbine-driven aircraft operations with some of them ultimately based on the airfield.
Proactive planning encourages accounting for this type of traffic in the future design of the
airfield to ensure a safe and efficient development of the airport. Typical turbine aircraft include,
but or not limited to, Beechcraft turboprops (King Air series), Cessna turbojets (Citation series),
or Gulfstream turbojets. These airplanes typically require airport design standards defined for up
to ADG Il, AAC B, and TDG 2.

Based on this analysis, as well as the consultant’s professional opinion, the Air Tractor AT-
802A was chosen as the new critical aircraft for Grant County Regional Airport. However, it is
recommended that future taxiway designs follow TDG 2 standards to account for taxiing of
turbine-driven aircraft. Table 3-14 summarizes the characteristics of the selected critical aircraft.

TABLE 3-14 — CHARACTERISTICS OF DESIGN AIRCRAFT

Air Tractor AT-802A

Approach Speed 103 knots
Wing Span 59.2 feet
Length 35.7 feet
Tail Height n/a
Maximum Take Off Weight 16,000 lbs.
ADG Il
TDG 1A — Use 2 (Hybrid)
AAC B

.

Source: azaerophoto.com, T-O Engineers, Inc.
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Grant County Regional Airport should plan future airfield infrastructure development for an ARC
of B-lIl and remain in compliance with A/B-Il and TDG 2 design standards. Even if not
anticipated in the short-term, this ARC will also encompass any potential improvements
necessary to accommodate larger aircraft with respect to prudent and proactive planning
practices.

3.6.2 HELICOPTER ACTIVITY

Helicopter operations are an important part of airport activity. Helicopter facilities, including
helipads or parking pads, are designed based on the dimensions of the largest helicopter
planned to use them.

Helicopters regularly operated at GCD airport include Robinson R44, Airbus B-3 A-Star, Bell
210, Bell L4, Bell UH-1H and Sikorsky UH-60. The largest aircraft most likely to drive the design
of future helicopter facilities at GCD is the Sikorsky UH-60 whose dimensions are summarized
in Table 3-15.

TABLE 3-15 — CHARACTERISTICS OF DESIGN HELICOPTERS

Sikorsky UH-60

Maximum Take Off Weight 23,500 Ibs.
Overall Length 64.8 feet
Main Rotor diameter 53.7 feet
Fuselage Length 50.1 feet
Fuselage Width 7.75 feet
Main Rotor Blades 4
Height 16.8 feet
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Source T-O Englneers Inc., W|k|ped|a
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3.7 FORECAST SUMMARY

Aviation activity projections were developed using 2015 as a base year. The FAA TAF was used
as a reference for historic operation data at GCD Airport.

It is anticipated that Grant County Regional Airport will see some growth in all activity areas
during the 20-year planning period. By 2035, approximately 13,031 aircraft operations are
projected to occur and 27 aircraft are projected to be based at the airport. It was also identified
that the airport will need to follow design standards for ADG Il and TDG 2 within the 20-year
planning period.

Table 3-16 summarizes the projections made in this chapter.

TABLE 3-16 — SUMMARY OF AVIATION ACTIVITY FORECASTS 2015-2035

Itinerant Local Total Based
Operations Operations Operations Aircraft
2015 — Base Year 6,517 2,547 9,064 17
2020 7,104 2,847 9,951 19
2025 7,761 3,182 10,943 21
2035 9,315 3,975 13,031 27
CAGR 1.80% 2.25% 1.83% 2.25%
2020 Variation from TAF 1.4% 1.7% 1.5% -5.0%
2025 Variation from TAF 2.8% 3.3% 2.95% -11.5%
2035 Variation from TAF 5.8% 5.9% 3.8% -22.0%
Future Airport Reference Code B-ll
Future Taxiway Design Group 2

Source: T-O Engineers, Inc.
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4.0 FACILITIES REQUIREMENTS

4.1 INTRODUCTION

4.1.1 GENERAL

The purpose of this chapter of the Grant County Regional Airport (GCD) Master Plan is to
identify the needs for additional facilities, or improvements to existing facilities over the 20-year
planning horizon. Using the 20-year forecasts presented in Chapter 3, Aviation Activity
Forecasts, and validated by the FAA in September 2016, this chapter assesses the relationship
between the current and projected demand and the facility needs.

By comparing current demand to projected demand, it is possible to identify the need for new or
expanded facilities at the airport, as well as the ability for existing facilities to meet projected
demand for each planning horizon year (2020, 2025 and 2035).

Facilities improvements can be justified to meet FAA design standards, most of which relate to
airport safety, but also based on criteria set forth by the FAA in Advisory Circulars (AC). Specific
recommendations for improvements developed as part of the Oregon Aviation Plan (OAP) for
GCD in 2007 will also be taken into consideration.

The following operational areas are evaluated to determine existing and future facilities
requirements for Grant County Regional Airport; these include:

Airside Facilities (Capacity, Runways, Taxiway, Aircraft Parking Aprons, Design
Standards, Part 77 Surfaces, Navigational Aid, and Approaches)

Landside Facilities (Aircraft Storage, Terminal Building, FBO, Auto Parking, Fuel)
Support Facilities (Access Roads, Infrastructure/Utilities, Fencing and Security, Snow
Removal Equipment)

% Other Requirements (Airport Property)

ok

Unless dictated by design standards and safety, the identification of recommended
facilities does not constitute a requirement, but rather an option to resolve facility,
operational or safety inadequacies, or to make improvements to the airside or landside
components as aviation demand warrants.

4.1.2 OREGON AVIATION PLAN RECOMMENDATIONS

The Oregon Aviation Plan (OAP) was published by the Oregon Department of Aviation in 2007.
The 2007 OAP provides the state with a top-down analysis of its airports and recommendations

E T-O ENGINEERS Grand County Regional Airport - GCD



2018 Airport Master Plan Narrative Report-Facilities Requirements

to improve the overall airport system. The plan recommends facility improvements at each
public airport in Oregon, including Grant County Regional Airport. Whether or not recommended
improvements can be implemented at an airport must still be analyzed and justified during an
airport specific planning process.

The 2007 OAP recommends the following improvements for GCD:

Widen Runway to 75 feet

Install Medium Intensity Taxiway Lighting (MITL)

Improve runway line of sight

Provide a partial taxiway to Runway 9-27

Review local land use plans and coordinate development with local agencies
Extend runway to 5,000 feet

Develop precision approach to one runway end

Construct hangars

Mo e e e e e Mk

Some of these items have already been addressed since the publication of the plan, including:
line of sight improvement, partial taxiway to Runway 9-27, and a non-precision instrument
approach to Runway 9. Other items will be analyzed and considered based on the aircraft
demand and needs at the airport.

4.2 AIRSIDE FACILITY REQUIREMENTS

Like other small communities in Oregon, John Day and the towns around the airport are rural
communities. Transportation infrastructures, including airports, are essential because they
provide vital connectivity to the outside community. Airports sustain economic development and
support critical services that directly affect the well-being of the community it serves.

Examples of these services include:

¢ Emergency medical evacuation (Life Flight)
¢ Wildland firefighting

e Search and Rescue

e Recreation

The location and elevation of the airport also present significant challenges not common to
airfields at less remote locations and lower altitude. The cost to maintain and improve remote
airports at higher elevation is greater than at comparable sized airports throughout the country.
This increased cost is due to short construction season and higher construction prices as well
as weathering, oxidation and faster deterioration.
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When considering the needs of GCD over the next twenty years, the above dynamics are
important.

4.2.1 AIRFIELD CAPACITY ANALYSIS

A formal capacity analysis was conducted at GCD to assess the capacity of the airport. Primary
factors that affect capacity include:

Runway/Taxiway Configuration and Use
Aircraft Fleet Mix Index

Percentage of Touch & Go Operations
Weather Conditions

Arrival and Departure Percentage
Airspace

ok h k h

Airport capacity can be expressed by the maximum number of aircraft per hour or per year.
When capacity is provided on an annual basis, it is referred to as the airport’s Annual Service
Volume (ASV), defined as “a reasonable estimate of an airport’s annual capacity.” Methods to
determine airport capacity and delay are discussed in the FAA Advisory Circular (AC) 150/5060-
5, Airport Capacity and Delay. As part of this capacity analysis, the consultant used the long-
term range methodology presented in the AC to determine the ASV for GCD. This method uses
assumptions for the factors influencing capacity, as explained below.

Runway/Taxiway Configuration and Use

FAA AC 150/5060-5 categorizes runway configurations typical of those at airports throughout
the United States in order to determine the ASV. There are 19 runway-use configurations
available. The long-term range methodology assumes that the existing airport layout can be
approximate by one of these configurations. The configuration of GCD most closely reflects the
operational and physical characteristics of configuration Number 9, two crossing active
runways?, as depicted in AC 150/5060-5.

Other assumptions are made for the taxiway layout including: a full parallel taxiway, ample
runway entrance/exit taxiways and no taxiway crossing problems conflicts. It is assumed that
GCD taxiway layout assumptions are true for Runway 17-35 but not Runway 9-27. Thus, the
capacity will be reduced by 20 percent.

1 The two runways are not physically crossing but because the RSA are overlapping, they are considered intersecting
runways.
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Aircraft Mix Index
For capacity purposes, the aircraft mix is defined by four classes:

Class A: Small Single-Engine (Gross Weight 12,500 Ibs. or less)
Class B: Small Twin-Engine (Gross Weight 12,500 Ibs. or less)
Class C: Large Aircraft (Gross Weight 12,500 Ibs. to 300,000 Ibs.)
Class D: Heavy Aircraft (Gross Weight more than 300,000 Ibs.)

bk ke h

The Aircraft Mix Index is defined by %C+3*%D. The Aircraft Mix for GCD was determined in
Chapter 3 - Aviation Activity Forecasts and is summarized in Table 4-1.

TABLE 4-1 — GCD AIRCRAFT MiX INDEX

Aircraft Type 2015 2020 2025 2035
Class A 78% 77% 75% 2%
Class B 10% 10% 11% 12%
Class C 12% 13% 14% 16%
Class D 0% 0% 0% 0%
Aircraft Mix Index 12% 13% 14% 16%

Source: T-O Engineers, Inc., Chapter 3-Aviation Activity Forecasts

Percentage of Touch & Go Operations

The long-term range methodology assumes that the percentage of Touch & Go operations
represents between 0 and 50 percent of the airport operations for an aircraft mix index below 20
percent. GCD conforms with this assumption.

Arrival and Departure Percentage
The methodology assumes that there is an equal distribution between arrivals and departures,
which is believed to be true at GCD.

Airspace

There should not be any airspace limitations that could adversely impact flight operations. Also,
missed approach protection should be assured for all converging operations in Instrumental
Meteorological Conditions (IMC). This assumption is verified at GCD.

Weather Conditions

Wind speed and direction, cloud ceiling conditions and visibility are additional factors that affect
airport capacity, as they typically dictate which runway pilots can use or whether a pilot can
operate in Visual Flight Rules (VFR) or Instrument Flight Rules (IFR) conditions. IFR conditions
greatly impact airport capacity due to specialized aircraft and airspace procedures.

The long-term range methodology assumes that IMC only occur less than 10 percent of the time
and that at least one runway is equipped with an ILS. Also, Air Traffic control (ATC) facilities
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should carry out operations in a radar environment. As explained in Chapter 3 - Aviation
Activity Forecasts, Grant County Regional Airport currently experiences IMC 3.2 percent of the
time. Also, the airport has one non-precision approach with no ILS capabilities and no ATC, so
the IFR capacity will be reduced by 20 percent.

Existing Airfield Capacity

The existing capacity of GCD is summarized in Table 4-2.

TABLE 4-2 — GCD EXISTING CAPACITY

Capacity Normal* Adjustment** GCD***
VFR (Ops/Hr) 98 0.8 78
IFR (Ops/Hr) 59 0.64 37
ASV (Ops/Year) 230,000 0.74 170,200

*Runway-Use Configuration #9 in AC 150/5060-5, all assumptions verified and mix index < 20%
**Adjustment for differences from assumptions

***Estimated capacity for GCD

Source: T-O Engineers, Inc., FAA AC 150/5060-5

Future Capacity Requirements

The aircraft mix index is forecasted to stay under 20 percent during the 20-year planning period.
In this condition and assuming that the current airspace and airport layout will not be improved,
the estimated capacity at GCD will remain the same, as shown in Table 4-2, for the next 20
years.

Development projects can be justified for capacity reasons when the demand at the airport
exceeds 60 percent of the ASV. Table 4-3 summarizes the demand-ASV ratio for the planning

period.

TABLE 4-3 — GCD FUTURE CAPACITY REQUIREMENTS

Year Demand ASV Ratio Demand/ASV
2015 9,064 170,200 5.3%
2020 9,951 170,200 5.8%
2025 10,943 170,200 6.4%
2035 13,031 170,200 7.6%

Source: T-O Engineers, Inc., Chapter 3-Aviation Activity Forecasts

Aircraft operations at GCD are forecasted to grow at a constant compound annual growth rate
(CAGR) of 1.83 percent. Considering that this CAGR will remain constant after the 20-year
planning period, it is forecasted that GCD will reach 60 percent of its capacity in 2275.
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Recommendations: Since demand at the airport is not expected to reach 60 percent of the
ASV within the 20-year planning period, no airfield development projects are recommended for
capacity purposes.

Capacity Analysis for One-Runway Configuration

The purpose of this section is to evaluate the need of two runways for capacity purposes.
Considering only one runway at GCD, the configuration of the airport would be identical to
Configuration Number 1, single runway, depicted in AC 150/5060-5.

It is assumed that only Runway 9-27 would be available with its non-precision instrument
approach, for IFR operations. The same adjustments from the assumptions of the long-term
range methodology would apply.

Using the mix index as shown in Table 4-1, Table 4-4 summarizes the capacity considering
only Runway 9-27 at GCD. Table 4-5 shows the forecasted capacity in this configuration

assuming no change in layout.

TABLE 4-4 — ONE-RUNWAY CONFIGURATION CAPACITY

Capacity Normal* Adjustment** GCD***
VFR (Ops/Hr) 98 0.8 78
IFR (Ops/Hr) 59 0.64 37
ASV (Ops/Year) 230,000 0.74 170,200

*Runway-Use Configuration #1 in AC 150/5060-5, all assumptions verified and mix index between 0 and 20%
**Adjustment for differences from assumptions

***Estimated capacity for GCD in one-runway configuration

Source: T-O Engineers, Inc., FAA AC 150/5060-5

TABLE 4-5 — ONE-RUNWAY CONFIGURATION FUTURE CAPACITY REQUIREMENTS

Year Demand ASV Ratio Demand/ASV
2015 9,064 170,200 5.3%
2020 9,951 170,200 5.8%
2025 10,943 170,200 6.4%
2035 13,031 170,200 7.6%

Source: T-O Engineers, Inc., Chapter 3-Aviation Activity Forecasts

A one-runway configuration would not affect the overall capacity of the airport and GCD would
not reach 60 percent of its capacity before 2275. Therefore, a secondary runway, such as
Runway 17-35, is not required for capacity reasons, and thus will not be eligible for federal
funding, before this date. Runway requirements for wind coverage are described later in this
report.
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4.2.2 INSTRUMENT PROCEDURES

Instrument Approach Procedures

GCD currently has visual approach capabilities only to Runway 17-35. Non-precision
approaches are available to Runway 9-27. The instrument procedures already available at the
airport enable aircraft to operate in IMC with minima as low as 1 mile.

IMC occur 3.2 percent of the time at GCD (AWOS data). Considering that IFR flight plans can
be filled even in VMC (visual) and based on historical data for flight plans filled to and from GCD
(www.flightwise.com), it is assumed that IFR operations represent less than 5 percent of the
airport activity. Based on the forecasted operations at GCD, Table 4-6 shows the forecasted
number of IFR operations in comparison with the airport IFR capacity. Based on these results,
the development of additional instrument procedures is not required.

TABLE 4-6 — GCD IFR DEMAND AND CAPACITY

IFR Capacity IFR Demand IFR Demand
(Ops/Hr)* (Annual Ops)** (Ops/Hr)***
2015 37 453 0.06 0.16%
2020 37 498 0.06 0.16%
2025 37 548 0.07 0.19%
2035 37 652 0.08 0.22%

*Assume no change in airport configuration and instrument procedures

**506 of forecasted operations at GCD. Chapter 3 - Aviation Activity Forecasts
***Average hourly operations derivate from forecasts of annual operations
Source: T-O Engineers. Inc.

In addition, the FAA Flight Procedure Office (FPO) provided an evaluation for new instrument
procedures at the airport. The main conclusions are:

#+ Runway 17: For ILS, LPV, and LNAV/VNAV minima, the terrain in the final &
intermediate segments raise the required final approach angle to 4 degrees, limiting
the approach to CAT A & B aircraft only. The terrain in the Missed Approach controls
the minima:

= |LS or LPV minima: CAT A =500’ DA, CAT B =600’ DA
= LNAV/VNAV minima: CAT = A 400’ DA, CAT =B 500’ DA.

#+ Runway 27: ILS and LPV are not feasible due to terrain in the final segment raising
descent gradients above permissible values for all approach categories. Also, there
are potential environmental issues with the Strawberry Mountain Wilderness
LNAV/VNAV approaches appear feasible with a 15 degree offset toward the north,
and with a 4.1 degree approach angle. However, it limits the approach to CAT A and
B aircraft only.
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The terrain in the Missed Approach controls the minima:
= LNAV/VNAV Minima: CAT A and B = 500’ DA

+ Runway 35: ILS, LPV, and LNAV/VNAV approaches are not feasible due to terrain
in the final segment raising descent gradients above permissible values for all
approach categories.

2+ Runway 9: ILS or LPV (existing) minima are controlled by terrain in the Missed
Approach (MA). The existing MA climb gradient is standard but the existing minima
could be lowered with a higher MA climb gradient. However, a greater MA climb
gradient would generate minimum climbing requirements that could limit the type of
aircraft using the procedure.

The existing glidepath angle for the instrument approach exceeds 3.1 degrees and
prevents the publication of minima for CAT D aircraft. The published glidepath angle
for the Vertical Glide Slope Indicator (VGSI) is 3 degrees. With an appropriate survey
of obstacles, it would be possible to lower the approach glideslope angle to match
the VGSI glideslope angle and allow CAT D aircraft. In this case, the airport would
have to relocate the existing VGSI.

Recommendations: Based on capacity analysis, there is no need for additional instrument
approaches at the airport. As explained in Chapter 2 - Inventory of Existing Conditions, wind
coverage for Runway 9-27exceeds the minimum requirement of 95 percent during IMC. In
addition, the airspace surfaces and design standards associated with new procedures would
significantly increase impact to the surrounding environment of the airport.

Even though the development of a precision approach is possible, this is not recommended. It
would lead to the installation of ground equipment with associated costs and specific critical
areas. It is possible for the airport to improve the minima published for its existing RNAV-LPV
procedure to Runway 9 by increasing the MA climb gradient. The existing published minimum is
1 mile for CAT A, B, and C aircraft. Based on data from the AWOS located on the airport,
visibilities lower than 1 mile occur only in less than 1 percent of the time. Publishing a greater
MA climb gradient would put operational limitations on aircraft in order to fulfill the climbing
requirements, and therefore, lower minima are not recommended at GCD.

However, matching the approach glidepath angle with the VGSI glidepath angle would allow
CAT D aircraft to utilize the RNAV LPV approach to Runway 9. This would require a
modification/relocation of the VGSI as well as an obstacle obstruction survey. Also, any
modification of the existing procedure would require the airport to submit an amendment of the
procedure to the FAA FPO. However, the updated TERPS regulation (Order 8260.3C) mentions
that no new instrument procedure should be approved unless the runway meets the design
standards for the type of aircraft using the approach. Instrument approach procedure
alternatives are discussed in Chapter 6 - Alternative Analysis.
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Departure Procedures

Instrument departures are currently only available from Runway 27. Based on the results of a
preliminary analysis by the FAA FPO, a departure procedure from Runway 35 appears to be
feasible. Adding a departure procedure to this runway would provide longer take-off distance to
larger aircraft operating IFR at the airport.

Recommendations: It is recommended that consideration be given to the implementation of a
new instrument departure procedure from Runway 35. It is also recommended that a study be
performed on the impact of adding departure surface protection to this runway end. Any
penetrations of the departure surface would have to be noted or mitigated as recommended by
the FPO (See Section 4.2.10 for departure surface requirements).

4.2.3 DESIGN STANDARDS AND ACCOMMODATING FUTURE DESIGN AIRCRAFT

The FAA design standards are requirements to provide an acceptable level of safety at the
airport. The design standards include the runway protection standards and the runway
separation standards.

The existing Airport Reference Code (ARC) for GCD is B-l. Common aircraft using the airport
today include single-engine aircraft and helicopters with occasional use by multi-engine,
turboprop and jet aircraft. It is the policy of the FAA to meet design standards for the design
aircraft determined for the 20-year planning period. Table 4-7 summarizes the future design
requirements for GCD, as approved in Chapter 3 - Aviation Activity Forecasts. As explained
in the previous section, the development of new instrument approaches with lower minima is not
anticipated.

TABLE 4-7 — GCD FUTURE DESIGN REQUIREMENTS
Standard Requirements*

Airplane Design Group (ADG) 1]

Aircraft Approach Category (AAC) B
Pavement Strength 16,000 Ibs. or more
Taxiway Design Group (TDG) 2

Visual for RWY Ends 17 and 35
5000 for RWY Ends 9 and 27(circling)
ARC B-II

*Design Aircraft Air Tractor AT-802A and TDG approved by FAA on 9/26/2016
Source: T-O Engineers, Inc., Chapter 3-Aviation Activity Forecasts

Visibility
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It should be noted that actions taken to attract larger aircraft on a regular basis (over the
substantial use threshold of 500 annual operations) should not be pursued until Grant County
Regional Airport is ready to meet these more demanding FAA dimensional standards.

Accommodating ADG II/TDG 2 for taxiways and Runway Design Codes (RDC) B-II-VIS for
Runway 17-35 and Runway 27, as well as B-1I-5000 for Runway 9 will have little impact on
existing facilities. Future FAA design standards are described in Table 4-8. Alternatives that
address these new standards are included in Chapter 6 - Alternatives Analysis. New
configurations, timelines and general scale of the cost are also included in the analysis. Figure
4-1 depicts the application area of the proposed changes to design standards.
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TABLE 4-8 — GCD FUTURE DESIGN STANDARDS
Runway 9-27 Runway 17-35
Future

FAA
Standards

Existing

FAA Existing

Existing FAA Existing Future FAA

Standards Conditions Standards Standards  Conditions

Runway Design B-1-5000 (RWY 9) B-11-5000 (RWY 9) N mn
Code (RDC) B-I-VIS (RWY 27) Same B-1I-VIS (RWY 27) B--VIS Same B-IIVIS
Runway Width 60’ Same 75 60’ 0053ame 75
Shoulder Width , , , ,
(unpaved) 10 Same 10 10 Same 10
RSA Length
beyond each 240’ Same 300 240’ Same 300
Runway End
RSA Width 120° Same 150’ 120 Same 150’
ROFA Length
beyond each 240’ Same 300’ 240’ Same 300
Runway End
ROFA Width 400’ Same 500 400’ Same 500’
RPZ Length 1000’ Same 1000’ 1000’ Same 1000’
RPZ Inner and , , , ) , , ) )
Outer Width 500-700 Same 500’-700 500-700 Same 500-700
ROFZ Width 400’ Same 400° 400’ Same 400’
ROFZ Length 200 Same 200 200 Same 200

beyond runway end

Runway Centerline
to Partial Parallel 225’ 240’ 240’ 225’ 240’ 240
Taxiway Centerline

Runway Centerline

! e 200° 200 200 200 200 200
to Holding position
Runway Centerline
to Edge of Aircraft 200 200° 250° 200° 200° 250°
Parking
TDG/ADG -/l Same 2/
Taxiway Width 25 Same 35
Shoulders 10’ Same 15’
TSA Width 49’ Same 79
Taxiway OFA Width 89’ Same 131
Taxilane OFA , )
Width 79 Same 115
Parallel Taxiway
Separation 70 Same 162’/ 105

(180° / no 180°)
Source: FAA AC 150/5300-13A Change 1, T-O Engineers, Inc.
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FIGURE 4-1 — FUTURE DESIGN STANDARDS APPLICATION AREAS

B-11-5000 STANDARDS
B-1I-VIS

ADG Il / TDG 2 STANDARDS

DESIGN STANDARDS
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4.2.4 RUNWAY DESIGN

Runways are the single most important element of the airfield and have the most impact on
overall airport accessibility and safety. The Runway Design Code (RDC) is a coding system
signifying the design standards to which a runway is built. It has three components based on the
approach speed, the wingspan and tail height of the critical aircraft, and the designated or
planned visibility minimum. Further, the Airport Reference Code (ARC) is an airport designation
that signifies the airport’s highest RDC, minus the third component (visibility). The ARC is used
for planning and design only and does not limit the type of aircraft that may be able to operate
on the airport. The ARC and RDC are used during the airport planning process to design and
determine the dimensions of most airfield pavements.

The ARC planned for GCD over the 20-year planning period is B-1l with an RDC of B-II-VIS for
Runway 17-35 and Runway 27, and B-11-5000 for Runway 9. Future taxiway layout should follow
design standards for TDG 2 and ADG II.

Runway Length

Airport function, elevation, mean maximum temperature of the hottest month, aircraft take-off
weight, aircraft performance, runway gradient and runway surface condition are some of the
criteria used when calculating required runway length. These factors affect the performance of
departing aircraft and thus the length necessary to take-off. Aircraft manufacturer's performance
curves or calculations based on FAA Advisory Circulars are common methods of determining
runway length for airport planning purposes.

As previously discussed, GCD is predominately used by small propeller-driven aircraft (MTOW
12,500 Ibs or less), large propeller-driven aircraft (MTOW more than 12,500 Ibs), light jets, and
helicopters. The runway length requirement at Grant County Regional Airport was evaluated
following two methodologies:

%+ FAA AC 150/5325-4C methodology for small aircraft. This method covers runway
length requirements for small aircraft using the airport.

% Aircraft manufacturer’s performance manual for the forecasted designed aircraft at
GCD.

Runway Length for Small Propeller Driven Aircraft

The runway length requirement was determined for small propeller-driven airplanes with an
approach speed of 50 knots or more, using the runway length curves provided in the Advisory
Circular AC 150/5325-4C. Table 4-9 presents the results based on an airport elevation of
3,702.5 feet MSL and a mean maximum temperature of 90.5 degrees Fahrenheit for the hottest
month of the year (National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration).
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TABLE 4-9: RUNWAY LENGTHS RECOMMENDED FOR AIRPORT DESIGN

Airport and Runway Data Inputs
Airport Elevation 3,702.5’ MSL
Mean Maximum Temperature of the hottest month 90.5°F

Small airplanes with less than 10 passenger seats

95 percent of these small airplanes 5,000’

100 percent of these small airplanes 5,200’

Small airplanes with 10 or more passengers
Source: T-O Engineers Inc., FAA AC 150/5325-4C

Runway Length for Design Aircraft and Common Aircraft

As discussed in Chapter 3, Aviation Activity Forecasts, the approved design aircraft for is the
Air Tractor AT-802A. Table 4-10 presents the runway length requirements for this aircraft at
GCD.

TABLE 4-10: RUNWAY LENGTHS RECOMMENDED FOR DESIGN AIRCRAFT

Airport Elevation 3,702.5° MSL
Mean Maximum Temperature of the hottest month 90.5° F
Design Aircraft AT-802
MTOW 16,000 Ibs.
Take Off Distance 4,600’
Take Off Ground Roll 3,450°
Landing Distance 1,781
Landing Roll Distance 1,010
Accelerated Stop Distance n/a
Recommended Runway Length 4,600’

Source: T-O Engineers, Inc., Air Tractor Pilot’s Operational Handbook for Paved Runway and No Wind

Table 4-11 shows runway length requirements for typical aircraft operating at GCD.

Grant County Regional Airport - GCD
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TABLE 4-11: RUNWAY LENGTHS RECOMMENDED FOR TYPICAL AIRCRAFT

Data Runway Length
Air Tractor AT 802 4,600°
Beechcraft BE20 3,800’
Beechcraft BE58 4,100°
Cessna C182 2,200’
Pilatus PC 12 4,000’

Source: T-O Engineers, Pilot’s Operational Handbook

Runway 9-27 at GCD is 4,471-foot long and Runway 17-35 is 5,220-foot long, both without
declared distances. The full length of each runway is are available for takeoff, landing or
acceleration stop.

According to the previous analysis, Runway 17-35 can accommodate the design aircraft. All
small airplanes can use Runway 17-35 but some of them might be limited when using Runway
9-27 for take-off. Except for the critical aircraft, the most common aircraft using the airport can
use both runways.

At GCD, the Air Tractor (design aircraft) is used for firefighting activity as Single Engine Air
Tankers (SEAT). SEAT operators mentioned that their maximum temperature allowed for
operating at GCD was 42° C (108° F) for takeoff and 48° C (118° F) for landing. They typically
use Runway 17-35 because of its longer length. However, with more than 20 knots of
crosswind, they choose the shorter Runway 9-27. Their typical aircraft landing weight is
between 8,500 Ibs and 10,000 Ibs depending on fuel load and they do not allow loaded
landings. The Maximum Take Off Weight (MTOW) is 16,000 Ibs.

Recommendations: Between the two runways, GCD offers enough runway length to
accommodate the typical aircraft currently using the airport. The forecasted design aircraft for
the next 20 years is the Air Tractor AT-802. It is recommended to have runways long enough to
accommodate this critical aircraft. With a minimum take-off distance of 4,600 feet, the AT-802
can use Runway 17-35 at its current length without major restrictions. Also, the location of the
airfield and the property’s terrain does not offer easy options for runway extensions. Based on
these conditions, it is recommended to keep, at a minimum, the existing runways at their current
length.

However, for maximum operational flexibility and depending on future runway developments, it
is desirable to study the feasibility of extending Runway 9-27 to a minimum length of 4,600 feet.
Alternatives are discussed in Chapter 6 — Alternatives Analysis.

Grant County Regional Airport - GCD
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Runway and Shoulder Width

Per FAA airport design standards, runway width for RDC B-II-VIS and B-II-5000 is 75 feet. The
width of both runways at GCD is 60 feet. The existing unpaved shoulders are 10 feet in width
and meet future requirements.

Recommendation: Both runways need to be widened by 15 feet to meet new design standards
at 75 feet.

Runway Strength and Pavement

Current pavement strength is reported to be 20,500 pounds single wheel loading for both
runways with PCN 17/F/C/Y/T for Runway 9-27 and 7/F/C/Y/A for Runway 17-35 as published
on the FAA 5320 Form (T-O Engineers, Inc.)?. The critical aircraft for GCD, Air Tractor AT-802,
has a maximum gross weight of 16,000 Ibs.

Runway 9-27 was last reconstructed in 2014 and the pavement is in good condition. Runway
17-35 pavement is in satisfactory shape but will require maintenance in the near future.

Recommendation: It is recommended that the FAA 5010 master data record be updated to
report the pavement strength as shown in the FAA 5320 Form. Current pavement strength is
sufficient to accommodate existing as well as the forecasted aircraft activity expected to operate
at the airport on a regular basis throughout the planning period. Foreseeable conditions do not
indicate the need for additional runway pavement strength.

It is also recommended that pavement maintenance include at least one overlay and regular
crack maintenance (every 5 years) for each runway over the 20-year planning period.

Runway Markings

Runway 17-35 is a visual only runway with basic markings (with aiming points) in good
condition. Runway 9 has a non-precision approach markings and Runway 27 has a basic
marking, both in good condition. There is no change in the type of approaches to these runways
anticipated over the 20-year planning period.

According to the National Geophysical Data Center, the magnetic declination is changing by 7’
W per year at GCD, equating to a change of 133’ W (2°13’ W) at the end of the planning period.
The current declination is 14°32’ E (2016). In 2035 the new declination will be 12°19’ E. Table
4-12 summarizes the impact of magnetic declination shift on runway designation.

2 The FAA 5010 master data record indicates a strength of 12,500 Ibs single wheel for both runways.

Grant County Regional Airport - GCD
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TABLE 4-12 — RUNWAY DESIGNATOR

Iltem PAONKS) 2035*
True Orientation 002°-182° 110°-290° 002°-182° 110°-290°
Magnetic Declination 14°32’E 12°19’E
Magnetic Orientation 168°28’-347°28"  95°28-275°28 169°41°-349°41° 97°41°-277°471
Landing Designator 17-35 10-28 17-35 10-28

*End of 20-year Planning Period (2015-2035)
Source: T-O Engineers, Inc., National Geophysical Data Center 2016

Recommendation: The existing markings are appropriate for the type of existing and
forecasted approaches at GCD. It is recommended that the runway markings be re-painted as
needed during runway maintenance. The landing designators for Runway 9-27 do not match its
magnetic orientation and should be modified to 10-28 in the short term.

Runway Visual Aids

Runway visual aids give pilots awareness of their location on the airport and assistance for
landing. They include signs, marking, and lighting. Both Runways at GCD are equipped with
Medium Intensity Runway Lighting (MIRL). In addition Runway 9 and Runway 17 ends have
four-light PAPIs (Precision Approach Path Indicators) and standard holding position signs.
Requirements for runway markings are described in the previous section.

The PAPI at the Runway 9 end has slope of 3° with a Threshold Crossing Height (TCH) of 40
feet, while the PAPI at the Runway 17 end has a slope of 4° and a TCH of 52 feet.

Based on the siting criteria defined in AC 150/5340-30H, the Runway 9 PAPI appears to be
approximately 80 feet too close to the runway threshold. In addition, its glide path angle and
TCH does not match that of the instrument approach to Runway 9. The Runway 17 PAPI also
appears to be too close to the runway threshold by 60 feet.

Figure 4-2 depicts the existing Obstacle Clearance Surfaces (OCS) and shows no obstruction.
Future design standards will not affect these OCS. A new study will be required if the PAPIs are
relocated. The slope of the OCS equals the PAPI’s slope minus one degree.

Runway 9 and Runway 17 ends also have Runway End Identifier Lights (REIL). REILs improve
the runway visibility for pilots and must be installed when there is a circling approach to a
runway end.

Recommendation: The marking and main lighting system for both runways are adequate and
no improvements are recommended. However, it is recommended to add REILs to the Runway
27 end due to the circling approach available. If feasible with the surrounding terrain, a PAPI

Grant County Regional Airport - GCD
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should also be added to the future Runway 27 end. Alternatives are shown in Chapter 6 -
Alternative Analysis.

It is recommended to adjust the location of both existing PAPIs according to their current slopes
and TCH. Another alternative would be to adjust their TCH and slope to match their current
location. It is highly recommended to match the TCH and Slope of Runway 9 PAPI to that of the
instrument approach. Also, the OCS should be reevaluated if the PAPIs are relocated.

Grant County Regional Airport - GCD
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FIGURE 4-2 — PAPI OCS

PAP| OCS

Source: Google Earth , T-O Engineers
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Wind Coverage and Crosswind Analysis

The wind coverage is the percentage of time when the crosswind component does not exceed
the limit for the design aircraft using the runway. FAA criteria recommend a minimum of 95
percent wind coverage for all airports. The wind coverage is also used to justify the need for a
secondary runway when the primary runway does not have the appropriate wind coverage.

Wind data from the Automated Weather Observing System (AWOS) located at the airport were
reviewed and used to evaluate the wind coverage at GCD. Table 4-13 summarizes the wind
coverage for the existing B-I standards and the future B-Il standards.

TABLE 4-13 — WIND COVERAGE
Crosswind Component Wind Coverage

Runway B-1/B-Il B-1/B-II

9-27 10.5/ 13 Knots 93.86% / 96.41%
17-35 10.5/ 13 Knots 94.45% / 96.9%
Combined 10.5/ 13 Knots 99.11% / 99.79%
9-27 10.5/ 13 Knots 97.76% / 98.38%
17-35 10.5/ 13 Knots 90.79% / 94.09%
Combined 10.5/ 13 Knots 99.35% / 99.82%

Source: AWOS NOAA 2005-2015, FAA AGIS Wind Rose Tool

In all weather conditions, both runways must meet the 95% wind coverage required by the FAA
for B-l standards. Considering B-IlI standards, each runway offers the minimum required wind
coverage. In IMC, Runway 9-27 alone provides wind coverage requirements for both B-I and B-
Il standards.

Recommendation: Even though the future RDC of B-Il for each runway leads to better wind
coverage because of a less restrictive crosswind component, it is recommended to retain both
runways to ensure the wind coverage for smaller A/B-I aircraft that constitute the bulk of the
traffic at GCD (over 60 percent®).

Runway Configuration

As noted, GCD Airport is currently equipped with two runways: Runway 9-27 and Runway 17-
35. Both runways have distinct advantages and are complementary to one another.

3 See Chapter 3 - Aviation Activity Forecasts.
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Runway 17-35 is the longest runway at the airport. Due to the location of the airport and to the
general terrain of the property, an extension of Runway 9-27 would be limited and is not
recommended. Runway 9-27 is the only one usable for instrument operations (approaches and
departures). The development of instrument procedures to Runway 17-35 is very limited and not
recommended. Furthermore, both runways are required to offer the minimum wind coverage for
A/B-| aircraft that constitute at least 60 percent of the operations at the airport.

Recommendation: Terrain around the airport contributes to a limited length for Runway 9-27
and no instrument procedures for Runway 17-35. Also, the combination of both runways offers
the appropriate wind coverage for smaller aircraft. In these conditions, it is recommended to
retain both runways at GCD.

4.2.5 TAXIWAY DESIGN

Airfield taxiways provide the primary connection route between airside and landside facilities. As
an important airfield feature, most taxiway geometry is defined by FAA design guidance.
Improvements to an airport taxiway system are generally undertaken to increase runway
capacity or to improve safety and efficiency. An efficient taxiway system increases the ability of
an airport to handle arriving and departing aircraft and to expedite aircraft ground movement.

Taxiway and Taxilane Layout

The taxiway system at GCD was analyzed to determine potential deficiencies. As depicted on
Figure 2-4 in Chapter 2 - Inventory of Existing Conditions, this system consists of a full
parallel taxiway (Taxiway A) along Runway 17-35 with a total of six connectors, including two
entrances at each runway end. One connector crosses Runway 17-35 in the middle and
provides access to Runway 9-27 through Taxiway B. One connector taxiway is aligned taxiway
with the Runway 27 end. Two taxiways to Runway 17-35 do not connect with the runway at the
recommended 90-degree angle. Taxilanes serve the existing aprons and hangars on the
airfield.

Recommendations: A full-length parallel taxiway, parallel to Runway 17-35, contributes to an
increased level of safety by reducing the need for back-taxi operations on the runway. It is
recommended to retain the parallel taxiway.

The existing airfield configuration exhibits deficiencies including a runway crossing in the middle
portion of Runway 17-35. This is a high-energy zone for the runway and crossing in the middle
third of a runway is not recommended by the FAA. A study of alternatives to relocate and
provide another crossing option to access Runway 9-27 is recommended. In addition, the
aligned taxiway access to the Runway 27 end should be removed to improve safety. Access to
Runway 9-27 should be improved, and building a full parallel taxiway along this runway is
recommended. This would limit backtaxiing on the runway, especially during IMC. This is a
critical improvement, as only Runway 9-27 has instrument capabilities.

Grant County Regional Airport - GCD
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As appropriate, new taxiway/taxilane centerline markings should be considered to provide
access to existing facilities and future new development. Alternatives that address these issues
are presented in Chapter 6 - Alternatives Analysis.

Taxiway Geometry

Taxiway and taxilane geometry, including width and the design of pavement fillets at
intersections, must consider aircraft undercarriage dimensions and is based on the Taxiway
Design Group (TDG), a coding system based on the Main Gear Width (MGW) and the Cockpit
to Main Gear Distance (CMG). The approved TDG for the design of taxiways and taxilanes at
GCD is TDG 2. All the associated design standards are shown in Table 4-8.

The existing taxiway system was designed before the new FAA guidance for taxiway fillet
design, published in AC 150/5300-13A-Change 1 (AC). The current width of Taxiway A, B and
associated connectors is 35 feet except for the central portion of Taxiway A at width 25-feet.
The minimum width for TDG 2 is 35 feet. Also, all taxiways should have unpaved shoulders with
a 10-foot width.

Recommendation: It is recommended that Taxiway A be widen to 35 feet for its entire length.
Existing taxiway fillets should also be redesigned in accordance with FAA standards. This
geometry adjustment could occur during the next taxiway reconstruction or rehabilitation project.
All new taxiways/taxilanes should meet design geometry as defined in the latest AC including
the appropriate shoulders.

Taxiway Strength and Pavement Condition

The current strength of Taxiway A, Taxiway B and associated connectors is 20,500 lbs for
Single-Wheel loading. These taxiway pavements accommodate the activities of existing general
aviation aircraft using the facility on a regular basis, as well as the forecasted aircraft activity
expected to operate at GCD throughout the planning period. Additionally, these taxiway
pavement strengths match the pavement strength of both runways. Foreseeable conditions do
not indicate the need for additional taxiway pavement strength.

As shown on Figure 2-5 in Chapter 2 - Inventory of Existing Conditions, Taxiway A and
Taxiway B pavements are in in good condition with the exception of the central portion of
Taxiway A that is in satisfactory shape.

Recommendation: It is recommended that future taxiways continue to match the existing
runway strength. Based on the latest Pavement Condition report published in 2014 for GCD,
major rehabilitation of the central portion of Taxiway A is recommended within the next 5 years.
Taxiway B and the remaining part of Taxiway A should be rehabilitated within 10 years. It is also
recommended that the structural integrity of existing and future taxiway pavement sections
correlate with the strength of the aprons and runways throughout the planning period.

Grant County Regional Airport - GCD
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Taxiway Visual Aids

Taxiway visual aids include marking, lighting, and signs. Taxiway A and Taxiway B are properly
marked with adequate signs and blue reflectors at their edges. One connector on Taxiway A is
aligned with the Runway 27 end and is indicated by Runway Guard Lights (RGL) and holding
position signs and markings on Taxiway A. The marking on Taxiway B and end connectors of
Taxiway A are in good condition. The remaining marking on Taxiway A is weathered and faded.

Recommendation: It is recommended to maintain the appropriate marking and signs on all
taxiways to ensure pilot awareness and improve safety. Marking maintenance should be
included with pavement maintenance projects. Installation of a medium-intensity taxiway lighting
system to match the lighting system of the runway is recommended in order to improve safety
during night operations.

4.2.6 PROTECTION AND SEPARATION STANDARDS

Design standards include not only the geometry of the pavement at the airport but also
protection and separation requirements between runways, taxiways, taxilanes, aprons,
buildings, and objects. This section details the requirements for the following standards:

e Runway Safety Area (RSA)

e Runway Obiject Free Area (ROFA)

e Runway Obstacle Free Zone (ROFZ)

e Runway Protection Zones (RPZ)

e Runway Centerline to Taxiway Centerline Separation

¢ Runway Centerline to Taxiway Holding Position

e Runway Centerline to Edge of Aircraft Parking Separation
e Taxiway Safety Area (TSA)

e Taxiway and Taxilane OFA (TOFA)

These separations and protection standards will drive the location of facilities, aids, signs and
markings at GCD. Recommendations for runway protection and separation requirements to
accommodate RDC B-1I-VIS for Runway 17-35 and Runway 27, RDC B-II-5000 for Runway 9,
as well as ADG Il standards for taxiways and taxilanes, are included below. Standard
dimensions associated with these protections are summarized in Table 4-8. It is important to
note that the exact location of the future runway protection zones and areas will depend on the
future location of the runway ends, if change is needed.

Runway Protection Standards

The runway protection standards include the Runway Safety Area (RSA), Runway Object Free
Area (ROFA), Runway Obstacle Free Zone (OFZ) and the Runway Protection Zone (RPZ).

Grant County Regional Airport - GCD
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Runway Safety Area (RSA)

The RSA dimensions for runways accommodating B-Il aircraft with visual approaches and
minima greater than 1 mile are the same. This area extends 300 feet beyond the departure end
and prior to the landing threshold at a width of 150 feet. The existing RSA beyond the Runway
27 end overlaps with the RSA and ROFA of Runway 17-35. With larger RSA dimensions
associated with a B-II arc, this issue will persist, as shown on Figure 4-3.

The FAA AC 150/5300-13A states that “if possible, safety areas should not overlap since work
in the overlapping area would affect both runways. In addition, operations on one runway may
violate the critical area of a NAVAID on the other runway. This condition should exist only at
existing constrained airports where non-overlapping safety areas are impracticable.
Configurations where runway thresholds are close together, should be avoided, as they can be
confusing to pilots, resulting in wrong-runway takeoffs. If the RSA of one runway overlaps onto
the full-strength pavement of a second runway or taxiway, the chance of runway/taxiway
incursion incident is increased.”

Recommendations: It is recommended that the existing dimensions of the RSA be increased
to meet B-Il standards at the airport and that the RSA be cleared of unauthorized penetrations.
In addition, it is essential to decouple both runways and to avoid overlapping RSAs. The
extended RSAs do not require any modification of existing facilities.

Runway Object Free Area (ROFA)

The future ROFA for B-1I-VIS/5000 runways is 500-foot wide and extends 300 feet beyond
departure end and prior to the landing threshold. Figure 4-3.depicts the new ROFA at the
airport.

Recommendations: It is recommended that the existing dimensions of the ROFA be increased
to meet B-ll standards and that the ROFA be cleared of unauthorized penetrations. The
extended ROFA is penetrated by roads and the airport fence at both ends of Runway 17-35.
Also, part of a private property along the airport is impacted by the future ROFA. Alternatives to
mitigate these penetrations are discusses in Chapter 6 - Alternative Analysis.

Runway Obstacle Free Zone (ROFZ)

The current ROFZ extends 200 feet beyond each end of the runways and is 400 feet wide for
operations by large aircraft (MTOW > 12,500Ibs), with an approach speed of 50 knots or more.
The future standards at GCD do not modify the ROFZ dimensions. as shown on Figure 4-3.

Recommendations: It is recommended that the existing ROFZ be maintained. The ROFZ is
clear of any penetration for both runways and does not impact existing infrastructure. It is
recommended that the ROFZ be kept clear of future development.

Grant County Regional Airport - GCD
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Runway Protection Zone (RPZ)

For both runways at GCD, arrival and departure RPZs have identical dimensions. The total area
of the existing RPZs at each end of the runways is currently 13.77 acres. The new design
standards have similar dimensions for RPZs.

As depicted on Figure 4-3, the RPZs for Runway 17-35 and the Runway 27 end are penetrated
by Airport Road. The FAA considers this an incompatible land use within an RPZ.

Recommendations: It is recommended that the dimensions of existing RPZs be maintained to
meet future B-Il design standards. It is also recommended that any incompatible land use within
the RPZs be avoided. When possible, the portions of the RPZs not currently under the airport
control should be acquired via fee simple acquisition or protected by an avigation easement.
Disposition of RPZ penetrations and dimensions are discussed in Chapter 6, Alternatives
Analysis.

Runway Separation Standards

Runway separation standards ensure operational safety at the airport. They are based on the
Runway Design Code. The runway separation standards include the runway centerline to
parallel taxiway centerline separation, the runway centerline to holdline separation and the
runway centerline to edge of aircraft parking separation.

Runway/Taxiway Separation

The current separation distance between Runway 17-35 and parallel Taxiway A is 250 feet. The
future required separation between any runway at GCD and a parallel taxiway is 240 feet. This
separation prevents any part of an aircraft from penetrating the ROFZ.

Recommendations: It is recommended that the existing separation between Taxiway A and
Runway 17-35 be maintained. All future parallel taxiway should be built at a minimum of 240
feet from the runway centerline.

Runway Centerline to Holding Position Distance

The current runway centerline to holding position distance is 200 feet for all runways at GCD. It
meets the future requirements of 200 feet for RDC B-II-VIS and RDC B-11-5000.

Recommendations: It is recommended that the existing separation between the holding lines
and runway centerlines at GCD be maintained. All future holding position markings should be
located a minimum of 200 feet form a runway centerline.

Grant County Regional Airport - GCD
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Runway Centerline to Edge of Aircraft Parking Distance

The required separation distance between the runway centerline and the edge of parked aircraft
is 250 feet for the future RDC at GCD. The current Runway/Edge of Aircraft Parking is 260 feet
or more.

Recommendations: The existing separation distance between the runway centerline and the
edge of the aircraft parking is greater than the minimum required. Future apron areas should not
be located less than 250 feet from the runway centerlines.

Runway Decoupling, RVZ, LOS

Runway Visibility Zone (RVZ) criteria applies to intersecting runways. The existing RVZ at GCD
is not obstructed and meet line-of-sight (LOS) requirements. Each runway individually meets
LOS requirements along their centerlines. In the proposed configuration, both runways at GCD
will not cross anymore.

Recommendation: As mentioned earlier, it is recommended to decouple the runways and
remove the overlapping RSAs. This will also remove the requirement for a RVZ, as there is no
RVZ between non-intersecting runways. Alternatives for decoupling these runways are
discussed in Chapter 6, Alternatives Analysis. Relocation of a runway end or threshold may
affect the location of protection zones and areas. This may, in turn, impact both on and off
airport facilities.

Taxiway/Taxilane Protection Standards

Taxiway/taxilane protections include the Taxiway and Taxilane Object Free Area (TOFA) and
the Taxiway and Taxilane Safety Area (TSA). At GCD, the standard dimensions for these
protections are driven by an ADG Il design standard for all taxiways.

Taxiway/Taxilane Object Free Area (TOFA)

The TOFA standard dimensions for ADG Il are 131 feet for taxiways and 115 for taxilanes. All
existing TOFAs at GCD are clear of unauthorized obstructions. The future TOFA is also clear of
obstructions.

Recommendation: It is recommended that the existing and future TOFA be kept clear of all
future airport development.

Taxiway/Taxilane Safety Area (TSA)

The TSA standard dimension for ADG Il is 79 feet for both taxiways and taxilanes. There are no
obstructions of the TSAs at GCD that would impact future standards.

Recommendation: It is recommended that the existing and future TSA be kept clear of all
future airport development.

Grant County Regional Airport - GCD
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FIGURE 4-3 — FUTURE RUNWAY PROTECTIONS
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4.2.7 HOTSPOTS

There are no official hotspots identified at GCD. However, the aligned taxiway serving the
Runway 27 end presents a real safety issue at the airport. Also, the intersection to Taxiway B is
located in the high-energy segment of Runway 17-35.

Recommendation: It is recommended that alternate geometry, marking and/or signage be
evaluated in these two areas, to identify solutions to potential safety issues. Alternatives will be
discussed in Chapter 6 - Alternatives Analysis.

S8

Hot Spot 1 Hot Spot 2
Source: Google Earth, 2016 Source: Google Earth, 2016

4.2.8 NAVIGATIONAL AIDS

Navigational Aids (NAVAIDS) are defined as any kind of aids used for air navigation. They
include navigational beacons, weather stations and any visual aids. Visual aids requirements
including runway and taxiway lighting, marking, and signage, are presented in the previous
sections. This section explains the requirements for the weather station, navigational beacons,
windcone, rotating beacon and segmented circle.

Automated Weather

GCD is equipped with an AWOS 3 weather station. This station provides weather information to
pilots using the airport, independent of the runway. For AWOS siting criteria, Runway 9, having
the lowest minima, is considered the primary runway. The AWOS is located 800 feet from the
runway centerline and approximately 3,200 feet from the threshold of Runway 9. This exceeds
the maximum distance of 3,000 feet recommended in the FAA Order 6560.20B for AWOS Siting
Criteria. The AWOS critical area consists of a 500-foot radius. All obstacles within this radius
should be at least 15 feet lower than the wind sensor. No obstacle 10-foot higher than the
sensor should be located within the 1,000 foot radius.

Recommendations: There is no need to upgrade the weather reporting system. Its current
location on the airfield does not meet requirements as defined by the FAA and might limit airport
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development in this area. It is recommended to relocate the AWOS closer to the Runway 9 end
in an area compatible with future airport development. Alternatives are discussed in Chapter 6 -
Alternatives Analysis.

Navigational Beacons

There is currently no navigational beacon on the airport and there is no forecasted need for it in
the next 20 years.

Rotating Beacon, Windcone and Segmented Circle

The windcone and segmented circle at GCD are located between the two runways, north of the
intersection. Both the windcone and segmented circle are lighted and in good condition, and can
be seen by pilots using either runway. An additional lighted windcone is located on the GA
apron.

The rotating beacon is located approximately 560 feet east of Runway 17-35’s centerline near
the airport’s hangars.

Recommendations: No improvement is recommended for either the rotating beacon or the
segmented circle. Relocation will be evaluated as needed in Chapter 6 - Alternative Analysis.
It is recommended that windcones and segmented circles be kept out of the protection zones
and areas associated with the runways, taxiways and taxilanes.

4.2.9 AIRCRAFT APRON

GCD has three main aircraft aprons used by itinerant General Aviation aircraft, as well as the
US Forest Service and the Oregon Department of Forestry (DOF). Tie-downs and apron space
are available for based and transient aircraft. The development of this area should allow
general aviation (GA) aircraft access to both runways. Design standards for the apron area
should be compatible with ADG Il and TDG 2 standards, similar to those of the taxiway system.

Apron Configuration

As shown in Figure 4-4, there are three apron areas available to aircraft at GCD with a total of
16 tie-down spaces and a total area of approximately 82,000 square feet.

Recommendation: It is recommended that the apron be reconfigured to accommodate ADG Il
and TDG 2 aircraft in accordance with the existing and future hangar layout, as well as the
number of apron spaces and tie-downs needed. Alternatives for future apron layouts are
discussed in Chapter 6 - Alternative Analysis.
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Apron Condition and Strength

The terminal apron is in good condition and has a strength of 20,500 Ibs for single-wheel (SW)
loading. The main apron is in fair condition and has a strength of 20,500 lbs SW. The corporate
apron has a lower strength of 18,000 Ibs SW and is also in fair condition.

Recommendation: It is recommended that future aprons match the existing strength of 20,500
Ibs SW similar to that of the taxiway system and the runways. Major rehabilitation is
recommended in the short-term period for the main and corporate aprons. Major rehabilitation is
also recommended for the terminal apron within the mid-term period. Regular maintenance of
cracks and markings should be done on a periodic basis all over the 20-year planning period.
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Based Aircraft Apron Requirements

It is usually assumed, for planning purposes, that approximately 80 percent of based aircraft are
stored in hangars. However, based on historical trends at GCD and due to specific climate
conditions, as well as recommendation of the 2007 OAP*, it was assumed that 100 percent of
based aircraft would be stored in hangars through the planning period.

Recommendation: Because 100 percent of the based aircraft will be stored in hangars, no tie-
downs or apron spaces should be designed for based aircraft.

Transient Aircraft Apron Requirements

When determining the capacity of aircraft tie-downs a distinction must be made between those
aircraft departing from, or returning to, the airport and those temporarily visiting. A transient
operation originates at another airport and temporarily requires tie-down space. This distinction
is defined as transient versus itinerant operations.

Transient operations are a subset of itinerant operations. It is typically assumed that transient
aircraft operations are conducted by larger aircraft and that they are unfamiliar with the airport.
Thus it is prudent to provide extra space for these aircraft to operate.

The following assumptions were made to evaluate the number of tie-downs required for
transient GA aircraft:

Space should be provided for 80% of the peak day transient aircraft.

Transient operations represent approximately 50% of the operations, and thus peak
day operations, at the airport®.

The tie-down spaces will be used by all types of airplanes using GCD, including
Class A, Class B, and Class C aircraft®.

The percentage of tie-downs for small single-engine aircraft with ADG | is equal to
the percentage of Class A aircraft.

The percentage of tie-downs for twin-engine aircraft with ADG Il is equal to the
percentage of Class B and Class C aircraft.

3 extra Tie-Downs for contracted firefighter aircraft operating at GCD including SEAT
(ADG Il) and light single-engine aircraft (ADG 1).

M

4 The 2007 OAP recommends storing 100% of the based aircraft in hangars on Category Il airports in Oregon.
5 As shown by the approved forecasts of aviation activity, itinerant operations represent an average of 71% of the

total operations (including peak hour operations) at GCD, over the planning period. Transient operations are also
assumed to be 70% of the itinerant operations.

6 As defined in Table 4-1. Class A gathers small single-engine aircraft. Class B groups small twin-engine aircraft. and
Class C includes large aircraft.
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Recommendations: It is recommended that the airport provide the number of tie-down spaces
as summarized in Table 4-14. The size and location of these tie-downs are discussed in
Chapter 6 - Alternative Analysis.

TABLE 4-14: AIRCRAFT APRON REQUIREMENTS

Iltems 2015* 2020 2025 2035
Existing Number of Tie-Downs 16 16 16 16
Peak Day Operations at GCD 30 34 36 44
Transient Tie-Downs Required** 15 17 18 21
Tie-Down Surplus (+)/Shortfall (-) +1 -1 -2 -5
Percentage of Class A, Aircraft 78% 7% 75% 72%
Single-Engine Tie-Downs (ADG l)*** 10 12 12 14
Zﬁggpttage of Class B and Class C 2204 23% 2506 28%
Multi-Engine Tie-Downs (ADG [[)**** 5 5 6 7

To accommodate all tie downs and Meet ADG I

Apron Space Required and TDG 2 standards

*Base Year

**Provide tie-downs to 80% of transient aircraft. Transient operations represent 50% of peak day itinerant operations
at GCD. Include 3 extra tie-downs.

***|nclude 1 extra tie-down.

***|nclude 2 extra tie-downs.

Source: TO Engineers, Inc.

Helicopter Parking

The USFS and ODF contract five helicopters for firefighting activity at GCD. These aircraft are
temporarily based at the airport for an extended period of time during the wildfire season. This
period typically extends from 120 to 150 days. USFS/ODF currently lease three paved helipads
at the airport. One additional helicopter is based permanently at the airport.

A significant amount of debris is generated from the helicopter downwash, which introduces the
potential for adverse impacts from these debris on fixed wing aircraft located on the ramp and
other adjacent areas of the airfield. It is preferable to operate helicopters in a separate area that
will minimize impact on fixed wing aircraft.

Local and itinerant helicopter activities at GCD justify the need for an area dedicated to
helicopter operations. Currently, helicopters operating at GCD can use the helipads located
south of the terminal building. Helicopter operations are forecasted to increase at a average
annual growth of 6% with 3 helicopters based permanently at GCD’ by the end of the 20-year
planning period.

7 See Chapter 3 —Aviation Activity Forecasts
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Recommendations: It is recommended that at least six paved helipad locations be reserved at
the airport to accommodate helicopter activity within the next 10 years (mid-term). These
helipads should be separate from fixed wing aircraft, due to the generally incompatible nature of
helicopters and fixed wing aircraft. Also, at least two more helipads should be built in the long-
term if the demand warrants. The helipad dimensions should be based on the design helicopter,
as defined in Chapter 3 —Aviation Activity Forecasts, and common helicopter using the
airport. Dimensions and location of helipads are discussed in Chapter 6 - Alternative Analysis.

4.2.10 AIRSPACE AND OBSTRUCTIONS

Airspace can be defined as a volume of air surrounding the airport in which aircraft have to
follow specific rules for communication and separations. Those rules depend on the
classification of the airspace. Several factors can affect airspace, such as special use airspaces,
obstacle constraints, and other operational constraints.

Special use airspaces, also known as special area of operations (SAO), accommodate
particular activities that may require limitations on aircraft not involved in these activities. Special
area of operations includes prohibited areas: restricted areas, warning areas, military operation
areas (MOAs), alert areas and controlled firing areas (CFAs). CFR Part 77 defines imaginary
surfaces to restrict the height of objects in the airport’s airspace so that these objects do not
affect aircraft operations. Additional surfaces such as the Threshold Siting Surface (TSS) and
Departure Surface also further restrict object heights in the vicinity of the airport.

It is important to remember that the exact location of the airspace surfaces are based on the
future location of the runway ends and threshold. If existing airport configuration changes, the
airspace surfaces will also change.

Airspace Analysis

GCD currently has uncontrolled Class G airspace from the ground to a height of 700 feet Above
Ground Level (AGL), and Class E above and up to 18,000 feet Above Mean Sea Level (AMSL).
There are currently no restrictions to the airspace that could affect operations at the airport. A
temporary Airport Traffic Control Tower (ATCT) is used during the wildfire season to
accommodate the operations by USFS/ODT.

Recommendations: Changes to the surrounding airspace are not anticipated during the 20-
year planning period.
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Obstructions

The following section summarizes requirements for obstructions on and around the airfield.

Threshold Siting Requirements

FAA AC 150/5300-13A-Change 1 (AC) states that the threshold should be located at the
beginning of the full-strength runway pavement or surface. Displacement of the threshold may
be required when an object that obstructs the airspace required for landing airplanes is beyond
the airport owner’s power to remove, relocate or lower. Thresholds may also be displaced for
environmental considerations, such as noise abatement, or to provide the standard RPZ, RSA
and ROFA lengths. When a hazard to air navigation exists, threshhold displacement length
should be based on the operational requirements of the most demanding aircraft using the
facility.

Displacement of a threshold reduces the length of the runway available for landings in a given
direction. Depending on the reason for displacement of the threshold, the portion of the runway
behind a displaced threshold may be available for takeoffs in either direction or landings from
the opposite direction using declared distances.

These standards are not meant to take the place of identifying objects affecting navigable
airspace (CFR Part 77) or zoning. The standard shape, dimensions, and slope of the Threshold
Siting Surface (TSS) used for locating a threshold is dependent upon the type of instrumentation
available or planned for that runway. Table 3-2 of the AC, identifies the runway end/threshold
siting requirements.

The new Runway Design Codes for both runways at GCD do not affect the sizing of the TSS as
shown in Chapter 2 — Inventory of Existing Conditions. Also, development of additional
instrument approaches at GCD is not expected, nor is improvement the minima that would
necessitate a change in TSS dimensions (see Section 4.2.2).

Future TSS requirements for RDC B-1I-VIS (Runway 17-35 and Runway 27) and B-11/5000
(Runway 9) are similar to those that currently exist at GDC. Future TSS requirements are
summarized in Table 4-15.

Grant County Regional Airport - GCD
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TABLE 4-15. FUTURE TSS REQUIREMENTS

ltem RWY 9 RWY 17-35 and RWY 27
RDC B-11-5000 B-1I-VIS
Type 5:
Approach end of runways expected Type 3:
TSS Type to support instrument night Approach end of runways expected to serve
operations serving greater than large airplanes (Visual day/night)

approach Category B aircraft

Inner Width 800" 400’

Outer Width 1000’ 1000’

Total Length 10,000’ 10,000’
Slope 20:1 20:1
Starting Point 200’ from Runway Threshold Runway Threshold

*The surface defined in TERPS and used by the FAA Flight Procedure Office to evaluate obstacles in the approach is
400’ wide.
Source: TO Engineers, AC 150/5300-13A Change 1

Recommendation: The airport already meets the threshold siting requirements for Runway 9,
Runway 27, and Runway 17. The TSS for Runway 35 is penetrated by terrain as explained in
Section 2.7.4 of Chapter 2 — Inventory of Existing Conditions. The exact amount of
penetration should be evaluated to determine the impact on the threshold location of Runway
35. In addition, re-evaluation of a TSS is recommended if the associated threshold is moved as
part of airfield improvements. The TSS should remain clear of all future development at the
airport.

During construction, a displaced threshold may be required if construction equipment penetrates
the TSS and/or RSA and ROFA. Displaced thresholds might also be necessary to meet RSA
and ROFA requirements after runway decoupling. Alternatives for threshold locations at GCD
are explained in Chapter 6 — Alternatives Analysis.

Glide Path Qualification Surface (GQS)

The GQS only applies to Runway 9 end due to its vertically guided instrument approach. As
presented in Chapter 2 — Inventory of Existing Conditions, the standard GQS is defined as a
trapezoid defined with an inner width of 260 feet and outer width is 1,520 feet, extending
10,000 feet from the runway threshold at a slope of 30:1.

Recommendation: The airport meets GQS requirements with no penetrations for Runway 9.
Because additional vertically guided instrument procedures are not anticipated for other
runways at GCD, no new GQS will be evaluated. Re-evaluation of the GQS for Runway 9 at
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GCD is recommended if the threshold is moved. The surface should remain clear of all future
development at the airport.

Departure Surface

The only runway with a departure surface at GCD is Runway 27. The departure surface is a
trapezoid with inner and outer widths are respectively 1,000 feet and 6,466 feet, respectively,
extending 10,2000 feet from the end of the TODA at a slope of 30:1.

The potential development of an instrument departure from Runway 35 would require to protect
the departure surface from the departure end of the runway.

Recommendation: There is no penetration of the existing departure surface for Runway 27.
There is a potential for penetration of the departure surface from Runway 35 by vehicles using
Airport Road. If development of a departure surface from Runway 35 is pursued, penetrations
should be addressed in accordance with the FPO recommendations.

There is no change of dimensions in the departure surface for the future standards. Re-
evaluation of departure surfaces is recommended if the runway dimensions are modified. It is
important to note that any penetration of a departure surface may affect the take-off run
distance available for the associated runway. The departure surface should remain clear of all
future development at the airport.

CFR Part 77 Imaginary Surfaces

The dimensions for the CFR Part 77 Imaginary Surfaces associated with the future RDC B-II-
5000 for Runway 9 and B-II-VIS for Runway 17-35 and Runway 27 are summarized in Table 4-
16.

TABLE 4-16: FUTURE PART 77 DIMENSIONAL STANDARDS

Iltem RWY 9 RWY 17-35 & RWY 27
Part 77 Runway

Classification Other than Utility-NPI Other than Utility -VIS
Primary Surface 500’ wide starting 200’ from runway ends
Aoproach Surface 500’ x 10,000’ x 3.500° 500’ x 5,000’ x 1,500’
i 34:1 Slope 20:1 Slope
7:1 Slope

RSl SUEEE Reach Horizontal Surface from Primary Surface edges

10,000’ arc radius from Primary
Horizontal Surface* Surface ends
Elevation = 3,852.5’

5,000’ arc radius from Primary Surface ends
Elevation = 3,852.5’

20:1 Slope
Extends 4,000’ form Horizontal Surface
*Greatest radius applies to both ends of a same runway
Source: CFR Part 77

Conical
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The future CFR Part 77 Imaginary Surfaces are similar in shape and dimension to the existing
ones depicted in Chapter 2 — Inventory of Existing Conditions. The Conical Surface is
penetrated by terrain south of the airport. The approach surface for Runway 9 is penetrated by
the airport fence.

Recommendations: Enforcement CFR Part 77 Imaginary Surfaces in the land use and zoning
guidance for the City and County properties around the airport is recommended. It is not
mandatory to mitigate existing penetrations of CFR Part 77 surfaces, but it is recommended to
evaluate alternatives to eliminate them if possible.

4.3 LANDSIDE FACILITY REQUIREMENTS

As part of this airport master plan, requirements and needs for the following landside facilities
were evaluated:

Aircraft Hangars

FBO Facilities

Airport Terminal

Automobile Parking and Ground Transportation
Airport Roadside Access

Perimeter Fencing and Perimeter Road

Airport Traffic Control Tower (ATCT)

U.S. Forest Services (USFS)®

Industrial Park

e e e kA

4.3.1 AIRCRAFT HANGARS

As presented in Chapter 2 — Inventory of Existing Conditions, there are currently 17
privately-owned hangars on the airport. These hangars are located north of the main apron.
Most of these structures are more than 20 years old but are still in satisfactory condition. The
latest hangar was built in 2016.

It should be noted that construction of new hangars is demand driven and should only be
considered when and if demand at the airport warrants. Actual demand can and should dictate
need. The current hangar utilization rate is 100 percent at GCD and two new hangars are
planned for construction within the next 10 years.

Recommendations: Based on historical trends at GCD and due to specific climate conditions,
as well as recommendation of the 2007 OAPS®, it is recommended that 100 percent of based

8 Infrastructure for USFS will not be eligible for AIP funding. Future USFS development needs to be considered for
better integration into overall airport development.
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aircraft be stored in hangars through the planning period. Prudent and proactive planning
dictates the need to protect areas for the construction of potential new hangars. Table 4-17
summarizes hangar need at the airport. It is further recommended that future hangars, and
associated hangar access taxilanes, be developed for ADG II/TDG 2 aircraft. Alternatives for
hangar development are presented in Chapter 6 - Alternative Analysis.

TABLE 4-17. AIRCRAFT HANGAR REQUIREMENTS

Iltems 2015* 2020 2025 2035
Based Aircraft** 17 19 21 27
Hangars Requirement*** 17 19 21 27
Current Hangars 17 17 17 17

Hangar Requirement

Surplus (+)/Shortfall (-) Y 2 = 0
*Base Year

**See Chapter 3 - Aviation Activity Forecasts
*** 100% of the Based Aircraft at GCD

Source: T-O Engineers, Inc.
4.3.2 FIXeED BASED OPERATOR (FBO)

There is currently no full service FBO at GCD, but the 2007 OAP recommends it for category 3
Airports in Oregon (including GCD). FBO facility requirements are driven primarily by market
conditions and the particular needs of the FBO and its customers. Because future FBO facility
demand is difficult to quantify, the best planning approach is to identify and reserve an area that
could accommodate new FBO facilities. General areas for expanded operations, maintenance
hangar, vehicle parking and apron should also be reserved.

Recommendations: Prudent and proactive planning dictates reservation of at least a 20,000-
square-foot area to accommodate a new FBO at GCD. Economic factors for both the FBO and
the airport will largely determine the type of facilities that are ultimately developed. Alternatives
are presented in Chapter 6 -Alternatives Analysis.

4.3.3 GENERAL AVIATION TERMINAL BUILDING

As explained in Chapter 2 - Inventory of Existing Conditions, the existing GA terminal
building was built in 2010 per specifications for Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design
(LEED). 1t is in good condition and includes multiple facilities, such as offices, conference
rooms, pilot’'s lounge, public lounge, common space areas, and restrooms. The total building
area is 17,752 square feet, with 2,580 being used by the airport. The remaining space is used
by the USFS and the City or County.

9 The 2007 OAP recommends that 100% of the based aircraft on Category lll airports in Oregon be stored in hangars
(including GCD).
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General Aviation terminal space is required to meet users’ needs, including pilots, passengers
and visitors. Also, space is needed for administrative and operational uses. Basic criterion
published by the FAA requires 49 square-feet per design hour passenger. For modern GA
terminals it is recommended to have 80 square feet per design hour passenger. Table 4-18
summarizes the space requirements for the GA terminal building at GCD.

TABLE 4-18: GA TERMINAL SPACE REQUIREMENT

Items 2015* 2020 2025 2035

Peak Hour Operations** 6 7 8 9
People per Peak Hour

. 3 3 3 3
Operation***
Total Peak Hour People 18 21 24 27
Planning Parameter (SF) 80 80 80 80
GA Terminal Space 1,440 1,680 1,920 2,160
Required (SF) : ' ' '
Existing Area (SF) 2,580 2,580 2,580 2,580
Facility Requirement (SF) AL 946 +600 +660 +420
Surplus (+) / Shortfall (-) !

*Base Year

**See Chapter 3 - Aviation Activity Forecasts
*** Include 1 pilot, 1 passenger and 1 visitor
Source: T-O Engineers, Inc.

Recommendations: The existing terminal building facilities are in good condition and adequate
to meet the needs of the airport, based on current and foreseeable activity. Recommended
improvements could include restaurant space or other food service facilities as desired. Future
expansion and improvements should be considered when demand warrants them.

4.3.4 AUTOMOBILE PARKING AND GROUND TRANSPORTATION

As presented in Chapter 2 - Inventory of Existing Conditions, GCD Airport has a total of 12
dedicated paved automobile parking spaces north of the Terminal Building. Even though the
airport is not served by public transportation, three courtesy cars are available at no cost to
airport users. Specific amenities are also available in the terminal building to encourage the use
of bicycles. Additional spaces are available for the USFS south of the terminal building but are
not accessible to the public.

Parking space requirements for general aviation areas vary depending on the specific needs of
airport users. The following assumptions where made for GCD to determine parking space
requirements:

Grant County Regional Airport - GCD
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% 1 parking space required for each peak hour person near the terminal building

% 3 people per peak hour operation, including one pilot, one passenger, and one visitor
% 1 parking space for each conventional hangar

+ 400 square feet per parking space.

Recommendations: It is recommended that the airport provide the number of automobile
parking spaces as presented in Table 4-19. Additionally, any new hangars built in the planned
future hangar area should be easily accessible to, and integrated with, the current roadway
infrastructures.

TABLE 4-19: FUTURE AUTOMOBILE PARKING REQUIREMENTS

Iltems 2015* 2020 2025 2035
Peak Hour Operations at GCD** 6 7 8 9
People per Peak Hour Operation*** 3 3 3 3
Total People at Peak Hour 18 21 24 27

Parking Space Terminal/
Total Area (SF)

Existing Parking Space Terminal 12 12 12 12

Parking Space Terminal Requirement
Surplus (+) / Shortfall (-)

Hangar Requirement 17 19 21 27

Parking Space Hangars /
Total Area (SF)

18/7,200 21/8,400 24/9,600 27/10,800

-6 =9 -12 -15

17/6,800 19/7,600 21/8,400 SF 27/10,800

*Base Year

**See Chapter 3 - Aviation Activity Forecasts
*** |Include 1 pilot, 1 passenger and 1 visitor
Source: T-O Engineers. Inc.

4.3.5 AIRPORT ROADSIDE ACCESS

The existing roadside access infrastructure at GCD consists of a paved road, “Airport Road”.
Airport Road provides access to all airport facilities.

Recommendations: The existing roadside access at GCD appears to be adequate for current
activity at the airport. It is recommended that the road infrastructure around the airport be
improved to provide access to all future infrastructures. Alternatives are discussed in Chapter 6
- Alternative Analysis.

4.3.6 PERIMETER FENCING AND PERIMETER ROAD

The existing fence surrounding the airport property is 6.5-foot tall and is a mixture of chain link
and with woven wire fabric. Some sections of the fence are damaged and leaning, contributing
to wildlife intrusion. In addition, this fence is lower than the minimum height of 11 feet
recommended by the FAA.

Grant County Regional Airport - GCD
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GCD has a full unpaved perimeter road, whose conditions are not passable after a rain or snow
event. Moreover, the profile of the road requires a vehicle with high ground clearance and all-
wheel drive.

Recommendations: The existing fence should, at a minimum, be repaired in the short-term
period (within 5 years). It is recommended that a new wildlife fence with a minimum height of
11 feet be installed. In addition, the perimeter road should be paved and its geometry improved
and updated based on existing and future airfield development.

4.3.7 AIRPORT TRAFFIC CONTROL TOWER (ATCT)

The airport does not have a permanent ATCT and a temporary facility is put in place during the
wildfire season to manage USFS/ODF operations. There is currently no specific threshold
triggering the construction of an ATCT at an airport. FAA approval is based on several
characteristics including, but not limited to:

Number of operations

Complexity of the airport

Complexity of the airspace

Specific activities

Integration of the airport in the National Plan of Integrated Airport System (NPIAS)
Airport of public use

Cost efficiency of the ATCT

Mo e e e e e e

An ATCT can either be Federal, part of the FAA Federal Contract Tower (FCT) program, or non-
federal. Funding by the FAA for such facilities is limited.

Recommendations: Considering the current activity at the airport, there is no need for a
permanent ATCT within the 20-year planning period. It is recommended that the use of a
temporary facility operated by USFS for firefighting operations continue on an as-needed basis.

4.3.8 USFS/ODF FACILITIES

As mentioned in Chapter 2 - Inventory of Existing Conditions, USFS and ODF use
approximately 39 percent of the terminal building for firefighting operations at GCD, including
operations rooms, offices and hangar space. In addition, they use an old apron adjacent to the
terminal for vehicle parking. USFS owns two storage building south of the terminal building.
USFS and ODF also use and maintain a Single Engine Air Tanker (SEAT) base located at the
northeast corner of the corporate apron

Grant County Regional Airport - GCD
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Management is in the process of designing and financing a new
SEAT base on the airport. This SEAT base will be similar in size
and shape to existing SEAT bases in the area. It should be able
to handle and store three SEAT during the wildfire season.

SEAT Base - Burns Airport, OR
Source: USFS

USFS/ODF also makes extensive use of helicopters on the airport. Considerations for helipad
development at the airport are discussed in Section 4.2.9.

Recommendations: USFS and ODF conduct a large number of operations at the airport. Given
their specific nature, it is essential to consider these operations and their impact on airport
safety as well as other activities at the airport. For this reason, a study of potential locations for
the new SEAT base is recommended in order to integrate the new facility as much as possible
into the future development at the airport. Alternatives are studied in Chapter 6 - Alternative
Analysis. It is also recommended that the USFS/ODF facilities are kept out of any protection
zones or areas associated with the runways, taxiways and airspace.

4.4 SUPPORT FACILITY REQUIREMENTS

Requirements for the support facilities were evaluated for:

2 Fuel Facilities

2+ Utilities

%+ Emergency Response
% Airport Maintenance

441 FUEL FACILITIES

The current fuel facilities at GCD supply AVGAS 100LL and Jet A stored in two 4,000-gallon
underground tanks. A new dispenser and pump for the AVGAS 100LL was installed in 2015.
The airport expressed concerns about the access to the fuel island due to its location on the
main apron.

The following assumptions were made to determine the minimum fuel storage capacity required
at the airport:

% Class A aircraft consume an average of 8 gallons per flight hour.
% Class B aircraft consume an average of 20 gallons per flight hour.
% Class C Aircraft consume an average of 120 gallons per flight hour.

Grant County Regional Airport - GCD
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2 The average flight time per operation at GCD is 1 hour.
# Class C aircraft use Jet A fuel.

% .Class A and B aircraft use AVGAS 100 LL fuel.

% The airport should be able to store one month of fuel.

Recommendations: It is recommended that the fuel island be relocated as needed and to
provide the best access to fuel according to existing and future airport development.
Alternatives are shown in Chapter 6 - Alternative Analysis.

It is recommended that the airport acquire tanks with enough capacity to store the required
amount of fuel, as summarized in Table 4-20. Also, the airport should be able to store a
minimum of 12,000 gallons of Jet A in the short-term. This amount corresponds to the capacity
of a fully loaded fuel delivery truck and would avoid the necessity of buying partial loads. It will
also provide the airport with a greater capacity for jet and firefighting activities. It is also
recommended that the airport acquire an AVGAS tank with a minimum capacity of 6,000
gallons.

TABLE 4-20: FUEL STORAGE REQUIREMENTS

Iltems 2015* 2020 2025 2035
Annual Operations at GCD** 9,064 9,951 10,943 13,031
Percentage of Class A Aircraft** 78% 77% 75% 72%
Annual AVGAS Consumption of Class A 56,560 61,304 65,656 75,064
Percentage of Class B Aircraft** 10% 10% 11% 12%
Annual AVGAS Consumption of Class B 18,128 19,902 24,075 31,275
Requirements (Gallons/Month) 6224 6767 7478 8,861
Percentage Class C Aircraft** 12% 13% 14% 16%
Annual Jet A Consumption of Class C 130,522 143,295 183,842 250,195
(T(g;ﬁ'oi]estlao':n”tﬁ') Requirements 10,876 11,942 15,320 20,850

*Base Year

**See Chapter 3 - Aviation Activity Forecasts
*** |Include 1 pilot, 1 passenger and 1 visitor
Source: T-O Engineers. Inc.

4.4.2 UTILITIES

As explained in Chapter 2 - Inventory of Existing Conditions, the airport has all the common
utilities necessary to serve the airport's needs. No specific improvements are currently
necessary. It is recommended that all utilities be updated and expanded in accordance with
future development at GCD.
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Depending on the location and scope of future airport development, it will be necessary to
provide adequate water flow and pressure as required by fire flow demands.

4.4.3 EMERGENCY RESPONSE

Because GCD does not offer regular commercial operations, it is not required to have specific
emergency response services on the airport. Emergency services at the airport as well as
Search And Rescue (SAR) services are offered by local volunteers Grant County. There is no
need, in the foreseeable future, of providing dedicated emergency services on the airport, such
as an Aircraft Rescue Fire Fighting (ARFF) station.

4.4.4 AIRPORT MAINTENANCE AND SNOW REMOVAL EQUIPMENT (SRE)

As presented in Chapter 2 - Inventory of Existing Conditions, GCD has two pieces of
equipment, one for airport maintenance and one for snow removal. There is an airport
maintenance shop that only accommodates the maintenance truck. The 50-year-old snow
removal truck is parked outside.

Recommendations: It is recommended that a multi-utility piece of equipment be acquired. This
is typically a front-end loader or multi-directional tractor with attachments. A new SRE building
with a minimum area of 5,240 square feet is also recommended. AC 150/5220-18A provides
guidance for the site selection and design of SRE buildings.

4.5 OTHER REQUIREMENTS

451 PAVEMENT MAINTENANCE

It is recommended that all airport pavements be monitored closely for deterioration and
maintenance performed accordingly. The higher elevation of the airport combined with seasonal
harsh weather conditions leads to faster pavement deterioration. Therefore, the airport needs to
be proactive in pavement maintenance practices. A routine of crack seal and seal coat
treatment every three to five years will significantly extend life of the airport pavements. For
more significant maintenance and repairs, nominal overlays will likely be required on various
airport pavements to ensure pavement integrity and quality throughout the planning period.

4.5.2 INDUSTRIAL PARK AND LAND USE

As presented in Chapter 2 - Inventory of Existing Conditions, there is an industrial park located
northwest of the airport adjacent to the airport property. Several lots are available for acquisition
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and are zoned for industrial and commercial use. Grant County, the primary owner of the
airport, has expressed interest in attracting new airport related businesses to the area. It is
important to ensure that all future development of the industrial park be compatible with airport
activities as well as existing and the airspace protections.

Zoning ordinances that limit airspace obstructions at GCD are in place. It is necessary to ensure

that the land use of properties surrounding the airport is not incompatible with operations of the
airport. Further guidance on land use is provided in Chapter 8.

4.5.3 WILDLIFE AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS

The airport should follow the recommendations published in the Wildlife Hazard Site Visit Report
shown in Appendix B for all wildlife mitigation measures. Also, it is important to minimize the
impact of future development on the environment. Chapter 5 - Environmental Overview
summarizes all environmental concerns at GCD.
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5.0 ENVIRONMENTAL OVERVIEW

5.1 INTRODUCTION

Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) guidance encourages environmental factors in airport
master planning to “help the sponsor thoroughly evaluate airport development alternatives and
to provide information that will help expedite subsequent environmental processing.” However,
it is not the intent of a Master Plan to complete the federal environmental review processes or
double as a National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) approval. This review lays the baseline
conditions for understanding the need for future environmental studies. Chapter 5.0 provides an
overview of environmental resources considered during the development of in accordance with
the Master Plan update. Environmental resources addressed in this chapter are coincident to
those reviewed in the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Implementing Instructions for
Airport Actions and FAA Order 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures. The
cursory analysis does not constitute an environmental evaluation satisfactory to NEPA; instead,
it recommends potential NEPA actions which may be required by the FAA during
implementation of the Master Plan alternatives.

Grant County Regional Airport is located in Grant County near the city of John Day, Oregon.
John Day is at the intersection of US Hwy 26 and US Hwy 395 connecting from Portland to the
east and from Spokane Washington south to California.  The airport is located ¥ mile
southwest of downtown John Day and is elevated on a low butte, sitting approximately 500 feet
higher than the center of town.

5.2 AIR QUALITY

The federal Clean Air Act, as amended, required the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) to establish National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for principle air pollutants
considered harmful to public health and the environment. Grant County is in attainment, which
means the county meets all NAAQS air quality standards set by the EPA for emissions.

Sources of emissions include aircraft engines, support equipment, auxiliary power units, motor
vehicles, construction equipment, and various stationary sources. Stationary sources include
back-up power generators and fuel storage tanks. Future airport development projects that
require NEPA review will consider the project’s effect on air quality, however, routine operations
are likely to be exempt from air quality requirements, and unlikely to affect air quality or cause a
raise in pollutants that exceeds NAAQS.
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5.3 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

FAA Order 1050.1F identifies factors which determine impacts on biological resources such as
plant communities, wildlife and protected species and their habitat. These include:

A long-term or permanent loss of unlisted plant or wildlife species.

Adverse impacts to special status species or their habitats.

Substantial loss, reduction, degradation, disturbance, or fragmentation of native species’
habitats or their populations.

Adverse impacts on a species’ reproductive success rates, natural mortality rates,
unnatural mortality, or ability to sustain the minimum population levels required for
population maintenance.

M

In addition to assessing impacts under NEPA, airport development projects are subject to other
federal and state laws associated with wildlife and protected species. Most notable is the federal
Endangered Species Act, which protects and recovers imperiled species and the ecosystems
upon which they depend. In Oregon, if a project might impact a species that the state has listed
as threatened or endangered, the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) and/or the
Oregon Department of Agriculture (ODA) must be consulted. ODFW regulates state- listed fish
and wildlife species through ORS 496.171 to 496.192. ODA regulates state- listed plants
through ORS 564.100 to 564.135.

Two Endangered species are found in Grant County Oregon, the Grey Wolf and the Bull Trout.
The Grey Wolf is endangered in the western 2/3rds of the state, defined as west of Hwy 395
which puts the airport less than one mile inside the area of listing. The Bull Trout has potential
to spawn in Canyon Creek (1 mile east of airport) and the John Day River (1 mile north of the
airport). (FWS, 2016)

FWS,2016
https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/location/XJG3XYSRZFCW3EHHTFX64GIBRA/resources#endangered
-species s this a footnote?

No federal ESA- listed wildlife species or species proposed for ESA listing are documented
within the ownership of the Grant County Airport. Land uses in the majority of the study area are
urban and modified-mixed habitats. Commercial and residential land uses with buildings,
pavement, ornamental gardens, lawns, and scattered trees do not provide suitable habitat for
listed wildlife species. Wildlife habitat in the study area is generally limited to the riparian areas
along Canyon Creek east of the airport, yet outside of the airport project area. Drainhage from
the airport is contained to swales and settling ponds before leaving the site, therefore it is
unlikely that sediment or other pollutants would affect water quality in either waterway or
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“unlikely to affect” Bull Trout. The complete Wildlife Hazard Site Visit report is available in
Appendix B.

5.4 CLIMATE

The Green House Gas (GHG) emissions at the Airport are primarily linked to fuel burn
associated with aircraft operations. An increase in operations would, therefore, result in an
increase in emissions. Additionally, short-term increases in GHGs would result from
construction activities (i.e., vehicular activity in support of construction, movement of
construction vehicles along haul routes and construction worker commuting). There are no
significance thresholds for aviation GHG emissions, nor has the FAA identified specific factors
to consider in making a significance determination for GHG emissions. Aircraft use increase is
only anticipated during firefighting activities and would be inconsequential in the regional or
statewide increases to GHG. Acquisition of property would not contribute to GHG emissions.

5.5 COASTAL RESOURCES

John Day is located approximately 500 miles inland from the Pacific Ocean, however; Steelhead
Trout, an anadromous fish (ocean spawning) can be found in the John Day River and are
protected under the National Marine Sanctuaries Act. As the FAA project would not change or
contribute to water quality discharges into the John Day River or Canyon Creek, Coastal
Resources would not be affected.

5.6 DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION ACT: SECTION 4(F) AND
OTHER ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE PUBLIC LANDS

Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 (re-codified and renumbered as
Section 303(c) of 49 United States Code) states that the Secretary of Transportation will not
approve any program or project that requires the use of publicly-owned land of a public park,
recreation area; or wildlife and waterfowl refuge of national, state, or local significance; or land
of an historic site of national, state, or local significance as determined by the officials having
jurisdiction thereof, unless:

% There is no feasible and prudent alternative to use of such land and such program, and
%+ The program or project includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the park,
recreation area, wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or historic site resulting from the use.
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There are no Section 4(f) resources located on the Grant County Airport property. U.S. Park
Service (NPS), ODFW, and city of John Day data were reviewed. NPS National Register of
Historic Places(NRPH) inquiries shows historic resources listed on the NRHP within the vicinity
of the airport. There are no wildlife and waterfowl refuges located on or in the immediate vicinity
of John Day, Oregon. Section 4(f) resources located within one-half mile of the airport property
are depicted on Figure 5-1. Six resources of note are shown on the Figure, with the Old
Humbolt Diggings, a retired gold mine cut, being the closest to the airport. The remaining NHRP
listed properties are not “used” nor have “constructive use” as defined by Section 4(f) regulation.

N GREAT SANDY
OESERT

/
N HARNEY BASIN
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5.7 FARMLANDS

The Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) addresses all farmlands converted from agriculture
to another use as well as state, unique, or prime farmland soils. The Natural Resource
Conservation Service has not mapped this area of Grant County as it is not actively farmed for
row or production crops. A review of soils in the area show a range of stony, silty clay soils
which are not prime, unique or of statewide importance, therefore it is unlikely that airport
development projects are subject to the FPPA.

5.8 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS AND WASTE MANAGEMENT

5.8.1 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Federal, state, and local laws regulate hazardous materials use, storage, transport, or disposal.
Major laws and issue areas include:

%+ Resources Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) - hazardous waste management.

%4 Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments Act - hazardous waste management.

%+ Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act - cleanup of
contamination. National Priority List (NPL) sites, also referred to as “Superfund” sites,
are considered by EPA to have the most significant public health and environmental
risks to neighboring areas.

%+ Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA) - cleanup of contamination.

% Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know (SARA Title 111) - business
inventories and emergency response planning.

According to the US EPA Envirofacts multi-system search (EPA, 2016), there are three sites
reporting waste management within ¥ mile of the airport. The Grant County Airport itself is a
hazardous materials waste generator with a storage facility in the industrial park located north of
the airport and west of county road 80. There are no superfund sites in Grant County and no
active cleanup of contamination sites within ¥2 mile of the airport.

(EPA,2016)
http://iaspub.epa.gov/enviro/efservice/multisystem/minLatitude/44.408121/maxLatitude/44.4240
1/minLongitude/-119.1051/maxLongitude/-118.94344/rows/1:500 footnote?
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5.8.2 WASTE MANAGEMENT

The FAA Modernization and Reform Act of 2012 included a new requirement for airport master
plans to address recycling by:

Assessing the feasibility of solid waste recycling at the airport;

Minimizing the generation of waste at the airport;

Identifying operations and maintenance requirements;

Reviewing waste management contracts; and

Identifying the potential for cost savings or generation of revenue.

The Grant County and the City of John Day municipal waste is serviced by Clark’s
Transfer Station in John Day. These services include sanitary and recyclable waste
which is transferred to the sanitary landfill outside of Baker City, Oregon. All waste is
controlled and permitted by the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality.

Onsite initiatives for the airport to consider would include:

Formalize and broaden the recycling program including incentivizing waste diversion and
recycling and formally tracking key performance indicators.

Develop an awareness campaign to educate passengers and employees about proper
recycling practices.

Periodic monitoring of the waste reduction and recycling program.

RSTR TR RTY

O T ETY

5.9 HISTORICAL, ARCHITECTURAL, ARCHAEOLOGICAL, AND
CULTURAL RESOURCES

The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA) was enacted to preserve historical and
archaeological sites. Section 106 of the NHPA requires Federal agencies to consider the effects
of their actions on properties on or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic
Places (NRHP). Compliance with Section 106 requires consultation with the Advisory Council
on Historic Preservation (ACHP), the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and/or and the
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (THPO) if there is a potential adverse effect to historic
properties on or eligible for listing on the NRHP. These and numerous other statutes listed in
FAA Order 1050.1F require that impacts to historical, architectural, archaeological, and cultural
resources be considered.

Historic, architectural, archaeological, and cultural resources may include archaeological sites,
buildings, structures, objects, districts, works of art, architecture, and natural features that were
important in past human events. They may consist of physical remains, but also may include
areas where significant human events occurred, even though evidence of the events no longer
exists. An Archaeological and Historic Resource Survey was conducted; known sites are
shown in Table 5-1. Mapped sites are also shown above in Section 5.5, Section 4(f).
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An additional intensive ground survey was conducted for the four parcels considered for
acquisition and for future development at the Grant County Regional Airport. The background
research found no evidence of Traditional Cultural Properties, (Native American). No historic-
period structures, archaeological resources, or high-probability areas for buried archaeological
resources were identified. Based on the negative results of the pedestrian survey and the
extent of previous ground alteration for most of the Area of Potential Effect, a recommendation
of a finding of “No Historic Properties Affected” was recommended.

TABLE 5-1 - CULTURAL RESOURCE INVESTIGATION

TABLE 1
CULTURAL RESOURCE INVESTIGATIONS

PREVIOUSLY PERFORMED WITHIN ONE MILE OF THE APE

REFERENCE

DESCRIPTION

LOCATION
(Township, Range,
Section)

Goheen and
Hosford 1982

Archaeological Survey of the Proposed John Day/
Canyon City Community Expansion Project

T138,R31E,§28;
T13S,R31E,§26,35

O’Grady 2005

Region 5: US 26 Grant County Line- Malheur County
Line, Grant, Baker, and Malheur Counties

T13S,R31E,§21,22

Patterson 1979*

Cultural Resources Survey, John Day Airport
(no cultural resources were identified)

T13S,R31E,§27,34

Ramirez, Butler,
and Schlenker
2007*

Cultural Resources Inventory for the Grant County
Regional Airport Expansion
(no cultural resources were identified)

T138,R31E,§27,34

Schablitsky 2002

Archaeological Survey of Region 5, WCL Mt. Vernon-
John Day Section, US 26: MP 153.79 to 161.50

T13S,R31E,§21,22

Schablitsky and
Connolly 2005

Archaeological Inventory of the
Kam Wah Chung State Heritage Site

T13S,R31E,§23

cnnsnj?m:zlfémz Exploratory Archaeological Study of the T13S.R31E 823
v, Kam Wah Chung State Heritage Site ' 8
2006

Cm_ifi};l!ﬂ::;ld{yéuiz Archaeological Testing at the T13S.R31E 82
2}60? Kam Wah Chung State Heritage Site 3S,R31E,§23

Swanson 1976

Archaeological Reconnaissance of Proposed Sewage
Facilities at John Day and Canyon City

T13S,R31E,§23,26

Zancanella 1998

Cultural Resources Survey for the
Northeast Oregon Assembled Land Exchange

T13S,R31E,§28;
T14S,R31E,83

*Covers portions of APE.

The full cultural Resource Survey report is available in Appendix B.
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5.10 LAND USE

Existing land use patterns typically follow an established zoning code, with the exception of
those areas that are currently vacant and for which future development is contemplated under
the existing zoning. According to the City of John Day Zoning Map shown in Figure 5-2, the
airport is zoned separate as an airport district. South and west are large lot county residential
uses. East of the Airport are medium-density general residential and general commercial land
uses along US 395. Grant County properties are regulated by the Grant County Comprehensive
Land Use Plan, which protects airports from incompatible development, in section XI
Transportation.

All development would need to be reviewed by the county board and in cooperation with
annexations through the city of John Day. All existing land uses are compatible, with the
exception of isolated residential located along Meadowlark Lane south of the Airport. However,
these uses are also largely isolated by topography as the airport sits above the city on a
plateau.

FIGURE 5-2 —EXISTING ZONING - CITY OF JOHN DAY
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5.11 NATURAL RESOURCES AND ENERGY SUPPLY

Natural resources and energy supply discussions provide an evaluation of a project’s
consumption of natural resources (such as water, asphalt, aggregate, wood, etc.) and use of
energy supplies (such as coal for electricity; natural gas for heating; and fuel for aircraft,
commercial space launch vehicles, or other ground vehicles). Limited Federal guidance exists to
guide evaluation of this category of impacts. Most are directed towards maximizing energy
efficiency and minimizing natural resource consumption in Federal facilities. Oregon Trail
Electric Co-op provides the electrical, primarily from the hydroelectric facilities on the Columbia
River Basin, delivered by the Bonneville Power Association.

Although a threshold has not been specifically identified by the FAA, it is not anticipated that the
airport improvements or development projects being considered would have a significant impact
on natural resources and energy supplies. Since the hydroelectric facilities are renewable, there
would be adequate supply for future demands.

5.12 NOISE AND NOISE-COMPATIBLE LAND USES

Airport noise is among the most controversial environmental impact at airports. The FAA
examines airport development actions that would change airport runway configurations, aircraft
operations and/or movements, aircraft types using the airport or aircraft flight characteristics.
The noise analysis conducted by the FAA primarily focuses on how proposed airports actions
would change the cumulative noise exposure of individuals to aircraft noise in areas surrounding
the airport.

Per FAA Order 1050.1F Appendix B, Section B-1:

“No noise analysis is needed for projects involving Design Group | and Il airplanes (wingspan
less than 79 feet) in Approach Categories A through D (landing speed less than 166 knots)
operating at airports whose forecast operations in the period covered by the NEPA document do
not exceed 90,000 annual propeller operations (247 average daily operations) or 700 annual jet
operations (2 average daily operations). Also, no noise analysis is heeded for projects involving
existing heliports or airports whose forecast helicopter operations in the period covered by the
NEPA document do not exceed 10 annual daily average operations with hover times not
exceeding 2 minutes.”

Grant County Regional Airport falls into this category and no noise analysis will be conducted as
part of this Airport Master Plan.
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5.13 SOCIOECONOMICS, ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE, AND
CHILDRENS HEALTH AND SAFETY RISKS

5.13.1 SOCIOECONOMICS AND CHILDRENS HEALTH AND SAFETY RISKS

Social impacts must be evaluated by the FAA and include the effects on health and safety risks
to children and socioeconomic impacts. Social impacts encompass:

% Moving home or businesses,

% Dividing or disrupting established communities,
%+ Disrupting orderly, planned development,

% Or creating a notable change in employment.

The area surrounding the Grant County Airport is sparsely populated, as previously mentioned
in the Section 5-10 - Land Use. No reasonably foreseeable actions at the airport will require
moving home or business, dividing established communities, disrupting orderly or planned
development or will create a notable negative change in employment.

5.13.2 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

Environmental justice is a public policy goal of promoting the fair treatment and meaningful
involvement of all people in the decision-making process. Satisfying this goal means ensuring
that minority and low-income communities receive an equitable distribution of the benefits of a
project without suffering disproportionate adverse impacts. According to the U.S. Census
Bureau (2010), Grant County airport is located within census tract 960200, census blocks 3004
and 3030.

Census data shows a total of 93 persons located in these blocks which make up over 1110
acres. Populations are centered to the north along Phillips Lane, a large lot executive density
subdivision located on a bench below the airport and along Meadow Lark Lane, a rural
subdivision in Grant County. There are no known concentrations of low-income or minority
groups within these census blocks. Properties identified for acquisition are vacant land with no
residents.

5.14 VISUAL IMPACTS

Although there are no special purpose laws for light emissions and visual impacts, FAA Order
1050.1F recommends that consideration to these factors be given. Airport facilities and
operations cause light emissions that can affect light sensitive land uses such as homes, parks,
or recreational areas near an airport. Typical sources of disturbing light emissions include
airfield and apron lighting, visual navigational aids, terminal lighting, employee/customer parking
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lighting, airborne and ground-based aircraft operations, and roadway lighting. Sources of light at
the Grant County Regional Airport include the following:

Rotating beacon

Lighted wind cone and segmented circle

Pilot-controlled Medium Intensity Runway Lighting—

Precision Approach Path Indicator

Runway End Identifier Light System

Various security lights and interior lights at the Airport terminal and hangars

e e e e e e

Visual effects deal with the extent to which airport development contrasts with the existing
environment, architecture, historic or cultural setting, or land use planning. Visually sensitive
resources (Traditional, cultural, or unique biologic) are not present in the vicinity of the airport,
zoning for industrial and very low density residential also reduce the visual receptors. As the
airport sits above most receptors, a natural buffer and shielding occurs, further reducing
potential for visual effects.

5.15 WATER RESOURCES

An environmental survey was completed for the presence of water resources in the vicinity of
the airport, specifically wetlands to satisfy both EO 11990- Protection of Wetlands and EO
11988- Floodplain Management, the Clean Water Act under the authority of the Army Corps of
Engineers, and FAA Orders 1050.1F and 5050.4B

5.15.1 WETLANDS

The airport is located over 500 feet above the city of John Day, Oregon. It is a dry area
characterized by steep gradients on the eastern, southern, and western boundaries of the Site,
and additional plateau land is present to the north. Numerous ravines and canyons are present
at the base of the plateau and due to the topography and soil characteristics most precipitation
is either absorbed into the soil profile or runs off with very little ponding. No existing wetlands
are present on the Site or within the study areas targeted for future potential development.
None of the three wetland components (i.e., hydric vegetation, hydric soil, or site hydrology)
occur within the areas examined. The complete Wetland Assessment report is presented in
Appendix B.

5.15.2 FLOODPLAINS

Department of Transportation Order 5650.2, Floodplain Management and Protection, and FAA
Orders 1050.1F and 5050.4B contain policies and procedures for implementing the Executive
Order and evaluating potential floodplain impacts.
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As the airport property and properties considered for acquisition are located above all
waterways and outside of flood prone areas. The airport is located on a plateau above the John
Day River and Canyon Creek, as the site also includes stormwater management facilities, no
effects to floodplains would occur.

5.16 SECONDARY (INDUCED) IMPACTS

Secondary impacts are impacts that occur in a community as a response to major
developments. Examples include shifts in patterns of population growth and movement, public
service demands, and changes in business and economic activity influenced by airport
development.

Induced impacts are not normally significant except where there are significant impacts to other
categories, particularly noise, land use, or direct social impacts. No reasonably foreseeable
actions at the airport will lead to shifts in patterns of population movement and growth, negative
changes in business and economic activities, or affect public service demand.
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6.0 ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS

The Alternative Analysis section of the airport master plan identifies options to meet the
projected facility requirements at Grant County Regional Airport (GCD) It assesses each
alternative to select a preferred development plan that accommodates the demand, facilities
requirements, and recommendations previously identified as part of tis study.

Multiple options for both airside and landside alternatives were considered by the planning team
and the airport to determine the preferred alternatives. These preferred alternatives serve as the
basis for the Airport Layout Plan (ALP) drawing set shown in Chapter 9 - Airport Layout Plan.

6.1 AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT ASSUMPTIONS

Chapter 3 - Aviation Activity Forecasts, and Chapter 4 - Facilities Requirements identified
the future demand and the need for improvements at the airport. This chapter will take the
process a step further and outline specific development alternatives as well as the rationale
behind the selection of specific alternatives.

The following sections describe specific considerations for development of the selected
alternatives.

6.1.1 AIRPORT USERS

Currently, single-engine piston aircraft and helicopters are the primary users of the airport, with
occasional use by twin-engine turboprops and light jets. Although single-engine piston aircraft
will continue to dominate the demographic of the airport during the planning period, the forecast
predicts a slight increase in multi-engine, including turbine aircratft.

Also, the airport is base of the US Forest Services (USFS) and the Oregon Department of
Forestry (ODF) for firefighting activity during the wildfire season. This specific activity drives the
number of operations by aircraft such as the Air Tractor AT802 that was identified as the design
aircraft for the next 20 years.

6.1.2 ACTIVITY LEVELS

The level of activity at GCD is predicted to slowly increase during the planning period. The
growth of both based aircraft and total number of operations reflects national and state trends in
aviation activity. Details of projected growth are reflected in Chapter 3 - Aviation Activity
Forecasts.
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6.1.3 FACILITIES CONFIGURATION

The configuration of existing facilities at GCD was also a determining factor when analyzing the
potential layout of future facilities. The layout of new aprons, taxiways and hangars must be
complementary to existing facilities to provide useable and cost effective options to the airport.
This airport master plan seeks to make use of existing facilities to the greatest extent possible
and enhance them for future development.

6.2 AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT GOALS

Realistic goals for development, which reflect the role of Grant County Regional Airport in the
community, have been identified in this planning effort. These goals were developed with
consideration of both the short-term and long-term needs of the airport including interest of
airport users, compatibility with the surrounding land use, safety, noise, financial and economic
conditions.

These goals include:

% Preparation of a logical development program for the airport that provides a realistic
vision for the future.

Analysis that provides financially feasible projects that enhance the self-sustaining
capability of the airport.

Adherence to minimum design standards, rules and regulations.

Preservation of existing private and public investment in the airport and related facilities
through land use compatibility.

Minimize environmental impacts of future development.

TR TY

It is understood that the need for full build-out of the airport as depicted on the ALP drawing set
will be driven by the actual demand at the airport at the time of the projects. Nevertheless,
recommendations and alternatives have been developed based on a proactive planning
approach to assist the airport in facilitating logical and orderly development over the planning
period, and beyond.

When such a plan does not exist, it is not uncommon to make development decisions based on
what is most convenient and expedient at the time. For example, a new tenant may wish to build
a hangar at a certain location at the airport. In the short-term, this location may work fine and be
expedient. In the long-term, however, this location might have been better suited for other future
development. The alternatives and plan presented provide the roadmap and guidance to GCD
to avoid falling into this trap. Further, it is understood that inclusion of the identified projects on
the ALP do not indicate a commitment on the part of the FAA or the State of Oregon to provide
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funding for any or all of the projects. This said projects are not eligible if not shown on the
airport’s approved ALP.

As previously stated, many of the recommendations contained in this planning study are
demand driven and will only be considered when and if demand at the airport warrants.

6.3 EVALUATION CRITERIA

In order to assess and evaluate the different alternatives, several evaluation criteria were used:

+ Operational

% Environmental

%+ Feasibility

% Compatibility with future needs
% Cost

Operational and Safety

The operational criterion assesses the ability to accommodate current and forecast demand in a
safe and efficient manner.

Environmental

This criterion assesses the preliminary level of environmental impacts and environmental
disruptions needed for a project. The type of environmental documentations required to meet
NEPA (National Environmental Policy Act) regulation will be determined by the FAA before the
beginning of each project.

Feasibility
The feasibility criterion assesses the construction feasibility of each alternative, with special
attention given to the wetlands and farmlands.

Compatibility with future needs

This criterion assesses the compatibility with future short- and long-term needs.

Cost

This evaluation criterion provides an estimation of the project expenses and assesses the ability
to answer the needs costs-effectively.

In order to evaluate all alternatives and pick a preferred one, each criteria will be graded on a
scale of 5.
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6.4 AIRPORT FACILITIES REQUIREMENTS

Table 5-1 lists all the facilities and actions recommended at the airport, as previously identified

in Chapter 4 - Facility Requirements.

Facility

Runway Design Code (RDC)

Runway Length
Runway Width
Taxiway

Tiedowns

Helicopter Parking Pad

Terminal/pilot’s lounge
Hangars

Fuel Facility
FBO

Access Road and Automobile Parking

Utilities Extension
Seat Base (US Forest Services)

Automated Weather

REILs

Precision Approach Path Indicator (PAPI)

Lighting System

Segmented Circle

Wind Cone

Airport Beacon

SRE and Maintenance

Renumber Runways

Perimeter Fence

Runway Object Free Area (ROFA)
Runway Safety Area (RSA)
Runway Protection Zone (RPZ)

TABLE 5-1: SUMMARY OF FACILITY REQUIREMENTS

Existing

17-35 9-27

B-1-5000
B-I-VIS
4,471

B-I-VIS

5,220’
60’
Full Parallel Connector
16

3 Paved - 2 unpaved

2,500 SF
17

4,000 Gallons 100LL
4,000 Gallons Jet A
None
Paved

12 for Terminal
37 for USFS

No

AWOS 3

RWY 17 RWY 9

RWY 17
4-Light
MIRL
Yes
Lighted
Yes
Yes

RWY 9
4-Light

Yes
Road and Fence Penetrations
Overlap
Incompatible Land Use

Recommended
17-35 9-27
B-11-5000
B-1I-VIS B11VIS
Same 4,600’
75’
Full Parallel - 35’ with MITL
21
6 Paved
Same
27

6,000 Gallons 100LL
12,000 Gallons Jet A
Yes - 20,000 SF
Paved
27 for Hangars
27 for Terminal
37 for USFS

As necessary
Yes

Relocate

RWY 9
RWY 27
Relocate
RWY 9.
Install RWY 27

MIRL
Relocate
Relocate

Same

New SRE Building
17-35 10-28
11-Foot Wildlife Fence

Clear

Decouple Runway

Clear
Source: T-O Engineers, Inc.

Same

Relocate
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The facilities and actions that will be detailed in the following sections of this Airport Master Plan
are:

%+ Airside
o Meet B-Il Standards: B-11-5000 for Runway 9-27 and B-II-VIS for Runway 17-35
Runway Protection Zones (RPZ)

o Decouple Runways
o Taxiway System
o Relocate Wind cone and segmented circle
o Relocate Automated Weather (AWOS)
+ Landside
Fuel Facility
o Aircraft Apron, Hangars and FBO
o Automobile Parking
o US Forest Services Seat Base

Other facilities, not listed above, do not require a detailed analysis of alternatives. However,
they will be listed and depicted on the ALP as appropriate.

6.5 AIRSPACE AND OBSTRUCTIONS

6.5.1 CFR PART 77 IMAGINARY SURFACES

CFR Part 77 Imaginary Surfaces are surfaces defined by law to identify obstructions to air
navigation on and around airports. It is not mandatory to mitigate such obstructions but it is
recommended to remove or light obstructions when feasible, as shown on the Airport Layout
Plan - Airspace Drawing.

When feasible, all future alternatives presented in this chapter were developed so that future
infrastructures do not constitute an obstruction to air navigation by Part 77 standards for the
ultimate imaginary surfaces. A 10-foot clearance for private roads, and 15-foot clearance for
public roads, as well as differences in terrain elevation were used to determine optimal location
or relocation of infrastructures.

6.5.2 THRESHOLD SITING SURFACE (TSS)

The Threshold Siting Surface (TSS) dictates the location of the runway threshold based on
existing obstructions. When feasible, all future alternatives presented in this chapter were

E T-O ENGINEERS 6 Grand County Regional Airport - GCD



2018 Airport Master Plan Narrative Report-Alternatives Analysis

developed so that future infrastructures do not constitute an obstruction to the ultimate TSS. All
existing and future TSS are depicted on the Airport Layout Plan Set.

Runway 35

As presented in Chapter 4 - Facilities Requirements, the existing TSS for Runway 35 is
penetrated by a hill located approximately 8,700 feet south of the airport. The amount of
penetration is over 200 feet, which would require displacing the Runway 35 threshold by over
4,000 feet. Considering this value, it was deemed unpractical to implement a reduced Landing
Distance Available (LDA) on Runway 35. Refer to Appendix C for a more detailed analysis.

Other Runways

There is not any existing penetration of the TSS for Runway 17, Runway 9, and Runway 27. All
future threshold locations will ensure that the associated TSS remain clear.

6.5.3 GLIDE PATH QUALIFICATION SURFACE (GOS)

The GQS only applies to Runway 9 because of it vertically-guided approach. Because additional
vertically guided instrument procedures are not anticipated for other runways at GCD, no new
GQS will be evaluated. Future alternatives for Runway 9 will ensure that the GQS remains clear
of obstacles. The existing and future GQS are depicted on the Airport Layout Plan Set.

6.5.4 DEPARTURE SURFACE

The only existing departure surface applies to Runway 27 departure end. It is currently clear of
any penetration and future alternatives will ensure it stays this way.

The need for an instrument departure from Runway 35 was identified in Chapter 4 - Facilities
Requirements. Future alternatives for this runway will ensure that the associated departure
surface is cleared of obstacles. More details about the departure surfaces at GCD can be found
on the Airport Layout Plan - Departure Surface drawing
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6.6 AIRSIDE ALTERNATIVES

Primary airside facilities recommendations include:

Protect Runways to Meet B-II Standards as Defined in the FAA AC 150/5300-13A
Decouple Runways

Clear RPZs of all Incompatible Land Uses

Provide an Optimized Apron Layout to Accommodate Future Needs

Provide a more Efficient Taxiway System

Mo e e e e

This section summarizes the various airside development alternatives considered and describes
the selected alternative in each case. When analyzing and developing the various alternatives,
several basic development principles and goals were considered to guide the process:

+ Future development will be planned in a manner whereby phased development is
possible over the planning period thus providing flexibility to the County to accommodate
growth as demand warrants.

% The need for full build-out of the airport as depicted on the ALP drawing set should be
achieved if demand warrants.

% Future development should take into consideration and be mindful of environmental
issues at the airport, including the presence of wetlands, historic resources and
farmlands in the vicinity of the airport and on airport property. In addition, future
development should minimize potential effect on the environment.

Figure 5-1 depicts the consequences of implementing B-ll standards at GCD considering the
existing runway configuration. Any change in runway length will shift the protections. In this
case, the alternative chosen will ensure that all protections and surfaces are cleared. The
change of ARC will not impact the protections for existing taxiways.
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FIGURE 5-1: FUTURE RUNWAY PROTECTIONS
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6.6.1 RUNWAY DECOUPLING

Safety is a primary concern on every airport. The runway configuration at GCD presents a
safety issue due to the overlapping Runway Safety Areas (RSA) of the two runways, as shown
on Figure 5-1. The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) recommends decoupling the two
runways to avoid this situation.

The current configuration at GCD consists of two converging runways with an aligned taxiway to
Runway 27 end that makes for crossing pavement. In addition to the RSA issue, the aligned
taxiway is also considered a safety concern that should be mitigated.

Runway Decoupling Alternatives

Considering the existing airfield developments, the ground profile around the airport, and the
limited space available to the east side of the airport, only two alternatives were evaluated to
decouple the runways:

2 No-Action Alternative
2 Alternative 1: Shift the end of Runway 27 to the west

No-Action Alternative

This alternative consists of doing nothing. This is not considered as a viable alternative nor is it
desirable to the airport considering the poor safety of the current runway configuration. The goal
of this planning study is to provide the airport’'s sponsors with options for necessary
improvements and for future development. A “No-action” alternative does not meet this goal.

Alternative 1

Alternative 1 is depicted on Figure 5-2. It involves shifting the Runway 27 end 370 feet west of
its existing position to remove the overlap of the two RSAs having a width of 150 feet (B-II
dimensions). The aligned taxiway to Runway 27 end is also removed, which eliminates all
crossing pavement and the requirements for a Runway Visibility Zone (RVZ). Unless
extraordinary circumstances arise, this alternative does not appear to lead to any environmental
impacts.

Preferred Alternative

Table 5-1 summarizes the evaluation of each alternative based on the criteria defined earlier.
According to this evaluation, Alternative 1 was chosen as the preferred alternative for the
decoupling of both runways at GCD.
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: RUNWAY DECOUPLING ALTERNATIVE 1
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TABLE 5-1: RUNWAY DECOUPLING ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION

Criteria

“No-Action” Alternative

Alternative 1
West Shift of Runway 27 End

Poor safety due to the overlapping RSAs and
aligned taxiway.

0

Operational
and Safety

No additional environmental impacts.
Environmental
5

No Action
Feasibility
5

Does not meet safety needs.
Compatibility with future needs

0
No additional costs.
Costs
5
Total Score 15

Reduces the length of runway 9-27 by 370 feet and might
require compensation. Improve the overall runway
configuration and provides for safer operations..

4

No additional environmental impacts. Additional
environmental evaluation might be required.

4

Move the Runway 27 end. and remove exisitng pavement.
Publish new runway length
and update runway marking and lighting, as well as
associated visual aids.
3
A shorter length may limit the type of aircraft using Runway
9-27 that is the only one with an instrument approach.
2
Costs Estimate: $300,000
4
17

Source: T-O Engineers, Inc.
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6.6.2 RUNWAY 17-35

Requirements identified for Runway 17-35 include:

Clear Runway Object Free Area for B-Il Standards

Remove Incompatible Land Use within the Runway Protection Zones
Widen Runway to 75 feet

Develop an Instrument Departure for Runway 35

Relocate PAPI Runway 17

NEEVEERIVETY

Runway Object Free Area (ROFA) / Runway Safety Area (RSA)
As shown on Figure 5-1, there are several unauthorized penetrations in the future ROFA:

%+ Roads: Alternatives to mitigate road penetrations are addressed and include the
relocation of the roads, or implement declared distances for the runways.

% Eence: Alternatives to address fence penetrations include the relocation of the fence as
needed or the implementation of declared distances for the runways. The final fence
layout is depicted on the ALP.

The overlap between the RSA of the two runways will be mitigated after having decoupled both
runways, as explained in the previous section. No other significant impacts on the ROFA and
RSA are expected from meeting B-Il design standards.

Runway Protection Zone (RP2)

The change in the ARC at GCD from B-I to B-Il will trigger a review of the land use in the RPZ
by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA). Roads are considered incompatible land use
within an RPZ.

Both RPZs for Runway 17 and Runway 35 ends are penetrated by public roads located in the
immediate vicinity of the airport. Alternatives to mitigate this incompatible land use include
declared distances or road relocation.

Also, it is recommended that the airport controls all the land within the RPZ limits by acquiring it
or having an avigation easement.

Runway 17-35 Alternatives
Three alternatives were evaluated for Runway 17-35:

E T-O ENGINEERS Grand County Regional Airport - GCD
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%4 No-Action Alternative
% Alternative 1: Declared Distances
4 Alternative 2: Road Relocation

All the alternatives presented for Runway 17-35 consider the implementation of the preferred
alternative for decoupling both runways and as depicted on Figure 5-2. They ensure that the
airspace and surfaces associated with the runway are cleared of obstacles. They also assume
full control of the RPZs by avigation easements or fee simple acquisition.

No-Action Alternative

This alternative consists of doing nothing and let Runway 17-35 in its current configuration. This
is not considered as a viable alternative nor is it desirable to the airport. The goal of this
planning study is to provide the airport’s sponsors with options for necessary improvements and
for future development. A “No-action” alternative does not meet this goal.

Alternative 1

Alternative 1 is depicted on Figure 5-3. It uses declared distances to offset RPZs and the ROFA
in order to avoid penetrations and incompatible land uses. This alternative should lead to
minimal environmental impacts.

Table 5-2 summarizes the impact on declared distances to clear the ROFA and RPZs for
Runway 17-35.

TABLE 5-2: ALTERNATIVE 1 DECLARED DISTANCES

Runway End TORA TODA LDA ASDA
RWY 17 5,220’ 5,220’ 5,220’ 5,220’
RWY 35 5,220° 5,220° 5,220’ 5,220’
RWY 17 3,920’ 5,220’ 3,860’ 4,880°
RWY 35 4,200° 4,740°* 3,845 5,145

*Reduced TODA to remove road obstruction to proposed Departure Surface
Source: T-O Engineers, Inc.

Note: Based on ground data available, the road off the end of Runway 17 would be a 12-foot
obstruction to the departure surface, which will reduce the TODA by 480 feet to mitigate the
obstruction. In addition, if a 11-foot high wildlife fence is added as recommended, the fence
would also be a 8-foot obstruction, reducing the TODA for Runway 35 by 320 feet. A dedicated
survey should be conducted to refine these values if this alternative is chosen and the
instrument departure is implemented.
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Alternative 2

Alternative 2 is depicted on Figure 5-4. It considers the relocation of the roads and fence
identified as obstructions and incompatible land uses. And it does not impact the existing usable
length of the runway. The relocation of the roads also considers clearing ultimate Part 77
Imaginary surfaces and Departure Surfaces.

This alternative might require a more extensive environmental study due to the road relocation
outside of the airport property.

Note: A survey should be conducted before any relocation of the roads and fence in order to
optimize the future location of these items.

Preferred Runway 17-35 Alternative

Table 5-3 summarizes the evaluation of each alternative based on the criteria defined earlier.
Based on this evaluation, Alternative 2 was chosen as the preferred alternative for Runway 17-
35.
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FIGURE 5-3: RUNWAY 17-35 ALTERNATIVE 1
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FIGURE 5-4: RUNWAY 17-35 ALTERNATIVE 2
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TABLE 5-3: RUNWAY 17-35 ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION

I . » . Alternative 1
Noseetionsaliennatvo Declared Distances

Criteria

Alternative 2

Relocation
c aM:E)ri]lti?ig]sS %(cl)setsmr?o?[r)r?ézttlggzt Reduces the declared distances for Runway
setandards. T y 17-35. Limits the runway use for bigger Maintains existing operational capabilities
land uses in RPZ and FFe)OFA aircraft and may limit SEAT* operations in and add an instrument departure from
Operational T ey summer. Add arll?{Tr]sth;;nfgt departure from Runway 35.
] S REEE nostt?nedez;r(?s_" ety Meets safety and design standards.
No instrument departure. Meets safety and design standards. .
1 3
The road relocation might require additional
No additional environmental - ) . environmental documents to evaluate the
Envi | impacts. No additional environmental impacts. potential impact on the environment. Area
nvironmenta 5 not surveyed for wetlands and cultural
5 resources
3
Publish new declared distances, Requires the relocation of several local
) and update Runway marking and lighting, as  roads on public lands and acquiring lands
. No Action well as associated visual aids. Acquire land to control RPZs and ROFA as needed.
Feasibility to control RPZ and ROFA as needed. Widen ~ Widen runway to 75 feet and rehabilitate
S runway to 75 feet and rehabilitate pavement. pavement.
3 2
May limit the type of aircraft using the airport Meet all th ) is for the fut
. , Does not meet safetv needs. (especially jet aircraft and multi-engine eet all the requirements for the future
Compatibility with y aircraft) as well as SEAT operations in demand at the airport.
future needs 0 Summer. .
2
o No additional costs. Costs Estimate: $5,200,000 Cost Estimates: $7,400,000
osts
5 3

2

*Single Engine Air Tanker- Air Tractor Contracted for Firefighting Activity

Source: T-O Engineers, Inc.
E T-O0 ENGINEERS 6 Grand County Regional Airport - GCD
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6.6.3 RUNWAY 9-27

Considering the preferred alternative for runway decoupling presented in Section 6.5.1, the
remaining requirements identified for Runway 9-27 include:

Extend the Runway 9-27

Widen Runway to 75 feet

Clear Runway Object Free Area for B-Il Standards

Remove Incompatible Land Use within the Runway Protection Zones

Relocate PAPI of Runway 9 as needed and Update the Instrument Approach and
Departure

NESVEERVETY

Runway Extension

It was identified in Chapter 4 - Facilities Requirements that Runway 9-27 should be
lengthened to 4,600 feet to provide a better operational flexibility to the airport, especially in the
summer. In addition, the preferred alternative for decoupling the runways reduces the existing
length by 370 feet from 4,471 feet to 4,101 feet.

Considering operational restrictions and the need to balance the runway length reduction
because of the runway decoupling, the alternatives for Runway 9-27 will consider an extension
to a total length of 4,600 feet and an extension back to its current length of 4,471 feet.

Runway Object Free Area (ROFA) / Runway Safety Area (RSA)

As shown on Figure 5-1 and with the existing layout, the penetrations of the future ROFA (B-ll
standards) are limited to the west fence, In the case of a runway extension, new penetrations
will likely occur and will need to be mitigated as part of the alternatives.

As explained earlier, the overlap between the RSA of the two runways will be mitigated after
having decoupled both runways.

Runway Protection Zone (RP2)

The change in the ARC at GCD from B-I to B-Il will trigger a review of the land use in the RPZ
by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA). Roads are considered incompatible land use
within an RPZ.

With the current layout and as shown on Figure 5-1, the RPZ for Runway 27 end is penetrated
by a public road east of the airport. The decoupling of both runways will trigger a shift of the
Runway 27 and the associated RPZ to the west. As depicted on Figure 5-2, this shift is not
enough to mitigate the RPZ penetration.

E T-O ENGINEERS Grand County Regional Airport - GCD
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Alternatives to mitigate this incompatible land use include declared distances or road relocation.
Considering the shorter length of Runway 9-27, the implementation of declared distances is not
realistic. Only the road relocation will be evaluated in the following Runway 9-27 alternatives.

Also, it is recommended that the airport controls all the land within the RPZ limits by acquiring it
or with an avigation easement.

Runway 9-27 Alternatives
Three alternatives were evaluated for Runway 9-27:

2 No-Action Alternative
2 Alternative 1: Extend Runway 9-27 to 4,471 Feet
% Alternative 2: Extend Runway 9-27 to 4,600 Feet

All the alternatives presented for Runway 9-27 consider the implementation of the preferred
alternative for decoupling both runways and as depicted on Figure 5-2. They ensure that the
airspace and surfaces associated with the runway are cleared of obstacles. They also assume
full control of the RPZs by avigation easements or fee simple acquisition.

No-Action Alternative

This alternative consists of doing nothing and let Runway 9-27 in the configuration obtained
after runway decoupling as shown on Figure 5-2. This is not considered as a viable alternative
nor is it desirable to the airport. This configuration does not consider any improvement in the
dimensions of the runway and provides a runway shorter than its existing length.

Alternative 1

Alternative 1 is depicted on Figure 5-5. It includes a shift of Runway 9-27 back at its current
length of 4,471 feet. All future runway protections and surfaces are cleared of any obstacles.
After appropriate road relocations, the RPZs associated with each runway ends do not have
incompatible land uses within their limits.

E T-O ENGINEERS Grand County Regional Airport - GCD
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Alternative 2

Alternative 2 is depicted on Figure 5-6. It considers extending Runway 9-27 to 4,600 feet for
better operational capabilities. All future runway protections and surfaces are cleared of any
obstacles. After appropriate road relocations, the RPZs associated with each runway ends do
not have incompatible land uses within their limits.

Preferred Runway 9-27 Alternative

Table 5-4 summarizes the evaluation of each alternative based on the criteria defined earlier.
Based on this evaluation, Alternative 2 was chosen as the preferred alternative for Runway 9-
27.

E T-O ENGINEERS Grand County Regional Airport - GCD
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FIGURE 5-5: RUNWAY 9-27 ALTERNATIVE 1
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TABLE 5-4: RUNWAY 9-27 ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION
Alternative 1 Alternative 2

criteria UL L ETEIE Shift Runway at 4,471’ Extend Runway to 4,600

Does not meet safety standards
due to incompatible land uses in
RPZ and ROFA obstructions

Meets safety and B-Il design standards.

. Meets safety and B-Il design standards.  Extend the runway to an optimal length
Operational fiEnee), _ Brings back the runway to its current for desian aircraft operation*
and Safety Does not meet B-Il design g p .

) length.
standards for width. 5
Shorter runway length. 4
0

No additional environmental The area impacted was not evaluated ~ The area impacted was not evaluated for

Environmental Impacts. for wetlands or cultural resources wetlands or cultural resources
5 2 2
Shift runway 370 feet with important Extend runway 500 feet with important
grading work to the west. Widen runway to grading work to the west. Widen
75 feet. Update runway marking and Runway to 75 feet. Update runway
No Action lighting, as well as associated visual aids. marking and lighting, as well as
el Modify existing Instrument procedures. _ associated visual aids.
y - Requires the relocation of a public road Modify existing Instrument procedures.
and the acquisition of more airport Requires the relocation of several
property. public roads and the acquisition of more
airport property.
3 2

The length may limit the type of aircraft
using the runway, as well as SEAT*
operations, especially in summer.

Meet all the requirements for the future
demand at the airport.

Does not meet safety and
Compatibility with operational needs.
future needs

0 5
2
No additional costs. Cost Estimate: $3,550,000 Cost Estimates: $4,550,000
Costs
5 3 2

*Single Engine Air Tanker- Air Tractor Contracted for Firefighting Activity
Source: T-O Engineers, Inc.

E T-O0 ENGINEERS Grand County Regional Airport - GCD

6-23



2018 Airport Master Plan Narrative Report-Alternatives Analysis

6.6.4 TAXIWAY SYSTEM

GCD has currently one full parallel taxiway (Taxiway A) to Runway 17-35 with five connectors.
There is also one taxiway (Taxiway B) accessing Runway 9-27 approximately 700 feet form
Runway 27 threshold.

Principal recommendations made for the taxiway system include:

3 Protect and Build Taxiways and Taxilanes for Airplane Design Group (ADG) Il and
Taxiway Design Group (TDG) 2 Standards

2 Widen Existing Taxiways to 35 Feet and Install a Medium Intensity Taxiway Lighting
(MITL) System

+ Remove “Hot Spots”

2 Build a Parallel Taxiway to Runway 9-27

% Build Additional Taxiways/Taxilanes to Access Future Developments

“Hot Spots”

Two taxiway locations on the airport were identified as hazardous. They do not meet FAA
recommendations for safe and efficient design:

2 Crossing of Taxiway B in the Middle Third of Runway 17-35
3 Aligned Taxiway to Runway 27 End

The aligned taxiway is removed as part of the preferred alternative for runway decoupling. The
proposed taxiway layout at the airport will address the crossing of Taxiway B.

s Intersection
Source: Google Earth 2017 Source: Google Earth 2017

Aligned Taxiway

E T-O ENGINEERS o Grand County Regional Airport - GCD
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Taxiway Alternatives

The airport has expressed interest in expanding infrastructures to the west side of Runway 17-
35, along the industrial park. Also, the existing private properties south of Runway 9-27 limit
potential development of airport infrastructures in this area, unless major land acquisitions are
made.

For these reasons, only two alternatives were evaluated for future taxiways at the GCD:

2 No-Action Alternative
2 Alternative 1: Northwest Development

No-Action Alternative

This alternative consists of doing nothing and keeps the existing taxiway layout. This is not
considered as a viable alternative as it does not offer a better taxiway system to improve the
efficiency and safety of aircraft ground operations.

Alternative 1

Alternative 1 is depicted on Figure 5-7 and shows a full parallel taxiway to the north side of
Runway 9-27 to access the ultimate locations of the runway ends as defined in the preferred
alternative for Runway 9-27. Alternative 1 includes the removal of existing Taxiway B to avoid
the dangerous crossing in the middle of Runway 17-35. This alternative also anticipates
development to the north side of Runway 17-35 to access potential aeronautical development
on this part of the airport.

The location of the proposed connectors is flexible and the construction of the parallel taxiways
can be phased out in different portions, starting with partial taxiways for instance. Also, the
existing lighted windcone and segmented circle will be relocated out of the Taxiway Object Free
Area (TOFA) of the ultimate taxiways as shown on the Airport Layout Plan drawing. This
alternative also includes the installation of a MITL system. The development area was not
evaluated for cultural resources and the project could require additional environmental study if
extraordinary circumstances arise.

Preferred Alternative

Table 5-5 summarizes the evaluation of each alternative based on the criteria defined earlier.
Based on this evaluation, Alternative 1 was chosen as the preferred alternative for taxiway
layout at GCD.

E T-O ENGINEERS Grand County Regional Airport - GCD
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FIGURE 5-7: TAXIWAY ALTERNATIVE 1
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TABLE 5-5. TAXIWAY ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION

Criteria

“No-Action” Alternative

Alternative 1
Northwest Development

Does not meet design standards for taxiway
width. Dangerous runway crossing and limited
access to Runway 9-27.

0

Operational
and Safety

No additional environmental impacts.
Environmental
5

No Action
Feasibility
5

Does not meet safety and operational needs.
Does not provide access to potential

Compatibility with future needs development area at the airport

0
No additional costs.
Costs
5

Total Score

Meet recommended future design standards. Provides
better access for an optimal use of Runway 9-27 and
potential developments west of Runway 17-35.

5

No wetlands were identified on the airport property.
Dewelop an area of the airport (northeast) not
evaluated in the cultural resource survey and might
require additional environmental study.

3

Widen exisitng taxiways and build new taxiways based on
ADG Il and TDG 2 standards on airport property with
MITL. Construction would not present
challenges.Relocate windcone and segmented circle.

3
Answers to all future needs in terms of safe and optimal
aircraft operations at the airport. Allows for additional
dewvelopments in all areas of the airport.

5
Costs Estimate: $5,600,000

1

Source: T-O Engineers, Inc
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6.6.5 AUTOMATED WEATHER OBSERVING SYSTEM (AWOS)

As mentioned in Chapter 4 - Facility Requirements, the existing location of the AWOS at GCD
does not meet requirements as defined but he FAA Order 6560.20C. The preferred location for
the AWOS is depicted on the Airport Layout Plan drawing.

In accordance with the FAA Order 6560.20C, Siting Criteria for Automated Weather Observing
Systems, the AWOS has a 500-foot radius critical area, which needs to be protected to provide
accurate wind and weather information.

The proposed location is 1,000 feet from the threshold of Runway 09 and 500 feet from the
runway centerline. In this case, Runway 9 is considered to be the primary runway because it
has the lowest minima. This location considers the future instrument procedures available at
GCD and the preferred alternative for Runway 9-27 extension. Based on the proposed location

the airport will have to acquire some property (approximately 18 acres), as shown on Figure 5-
8.

FIGURE 5-8: AWOS

PAVEMENT TO BE REMOVED

CRITICAL AREA
Y
’

PROPOSED AWOS RELOCATION

RECOMMENDED AREA TO CONTROL

DRAWING NOT TO SCALE

>
E AWOS RELOCATION O
Source: Google Earth , T-O Engineers
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6.7 LANDSIDE ALTERNATIVES

The following section discusses the alternatives considered during the landside development
alternatives process.

Landside facilities development at GCD includes:

NSV NY

Fuel Facility

Aircraft Apron, Hangars and FBO
Automobile Parking

US Forest Services Seat Base
Paved Helipads

This section summarizes the various landside development alternatives considered and
describes the selected alternative in each case. When analyzing and developing the various
landside alternatives, several basic development principles and goals were considered to guide
the process:

P

Future development will be planned in a manner whereby phased development is
possible over the planning period thus providing flexibility to the County to accommodate
growth as demand warrants.

The need for full build-out of the airport as depicted on the ALP drawing set should be
achieved if demand warrants.

Future development of the airport should be mindful of various aircraft and activity types:
o Uses such as helicopter traffic should be located in areas that ensure
compatibility with other surrounding aviation uses (due to the potential of foreign

object debris (FOD)).
o Orderly development of hangar areas to ensure compatibility with FAA design
standards based on current and anticipated aircraft use (i.e. aircraft design

groups)

Future development of the airport should be done in a manner that best optimizes
access to public infrastructure including:

o Vehicle/road access

o Utilities

o Available land/surrounding uses

Future development should take into consideration and be mindful of environmental
issues at the airport, including the presence of wetlands, historic resources and

T-O ENGINEERS Grand County Regional Airport - GCD
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farmlands in the vicinity of the airport and on airport property. In addition, future
development should minimize potential effect on the environment.

6.7.1 FUEL FACILITY

The airport currently has two 4,000-gallon tanks for 100LL and Jet A fuels. The fueling station is
located on the existing apron near the terminal building, between the taxiway and the tie-downs.
The current location does not provide for an easy access by the fuel truck during delivery.

Chapter 4 - Facilities Requirements identified the need for two bigger tanks:

4 6,000 Gallons for 100L
%+ 12,000 Gallons for Jet A

For safety and environmental issues, the future tanks will have to be above the ground.

Fuel Facility Alternatives

The airport is currently in charge of fuel sales and has expressed interest in keeping the fuel
station close to the terminal building.

For this reason, only two alternatives were evaluated for future a fuel facility at GCD:

2 No-Action Alternative
% Alternative 1: Terminal Apron

No-Action Alternative

This alternative consists of doing nothing and keeps the existing location for the fuel pump. This
is not considered as a viable alternative as it does not provide for more fuel capacity at the
airport.

Alternative 1

Alternative 1 is depicted on Figure 5-9. It shows a relocation of the fuel pump and associated
new tanks at the edge of the terminal apron on the existing car parking area. This location
ensures an easy access for fuel delivery and provides for more apron space for a new layout.

Preferred Alternative

Table 5-6 summarizes the evaluation of each alternative based on the criteria defined earlier.
Based on this evaluation, Alternative 1 was chosen as the preferred alternative.

E T-O ENGINEERS Grand County Regional Airport - GCD
6-30



Narrative Report-Alternatives Analysis

2018 Airport Master Plan
FIGURE 5-8: FUEL FACILITY ALTERNATIVE 1
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TABLE 5-6. FUEL FACILITY ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION

Alternative 1
Terminal Apron

Criteria “No-Action” Alternative

The current fuel pump location limits apron

expansion and requires fuel delivery trucks to Provides the most fiexibility for fuel delivery and space for

Operational enter the airport. new fuel tanks.
and Safety
5
2
No additional environmental impacts. No environmental impacts. Would require minimal
Environmental environmental study.
5 4
No Action Requires new tanks and :r:;ocanon of the car parking

Feasibility :

5 3

Does not meet fuel capacity required for the Answers to all future needs in terms of fuel storage for the
Compatibility with future needs airport within the 20-year planning period airport.
0 5
No additional costs. Costs Estimate: $3,000,000
Costs
5 2

Total Score

Source: T-O Engineers, Inc
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6.7.2 APRON AND AIRCRAFT HANGARS

This section presents combined alternatives for aircraft aprons that are part of the airside, as
well as hangars, a Fixed Base Operator (FBO), and Snow Removal Equipment Building (SRE)
that are part of the landside. It was chosen to study combined alternatives for these facilities
because they are highly dependent on each other.

The existing aircraft apron area at GCD is divided into two distinct areas and configured to
accommodate a total of 16 apron tie-down positions. As identified in Chapter 4 - Facilities
Requirements, the apron should at least accommodate 21 tie-downs at the end of the planning
period.

The airport currently has 17 hangars located in a common area north of the terminal building. It
was identified that GCD will need 27 hangars by the end of the planning period. It was also
determined that an SRE building should be built, and some space should be reserved for an
FBO if demand warrants.

Three areas were studied for development opportunities at Grant County Regional Airport:

2 Terminal Apron
2 Northeast Part of the Airport
% Northwest Part of the Airport

Except for the northwest area, all areas are located in the vicinity of existing taxiways.
Development to the northwest of the airport would require additional taxiway access, as
considered in the preferred alternative for taxiways, shown on Figure 5-7.

Apron and Hangars Alternatives

All the alternatives proposed remain on airport property and most of the future buildings are
located beyond the 25-foot Building Restriction Line (BRL), when possible. If buildings are
located within the BRL, they might be limited in height based on the actual ground elevation.
Coordination with the FAA, using the Form 7460-1, will have to be made prior to construction. A
total of three alternatives were evaluated for future apron and hangars at the airport:

2 No Action Alternative
% Alternative 1: Northeast Developments
2 Alternative 2: Northwest Developments

All the alternatives consider a common new layout for the terminal apron encompassing the
preferred alternative for the future fuel facility at the airport. They could be easily phased in
several stages to answer demand if and when needs warrant.

E T-O ENGINEERS Grand County Regional Airport - GCD
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No-Action Alternative

This alternative consists of doing nothing and keeps the existing apron layout and number of
hangars at the airport. This is not recommended as it will not prepare the airport for its future
growth as identified in Chapter 3 — Forecasts of Aviation Activity.

Alternative 1

Alternative 1 is depicted on Figure 5-9. It shows a new development and extension of the
terminal apron in front of the terminal building. It also considers the development of a new apron
northeast of the airport with a new building for an FBO. Additional hangars are planned on the
northeast side of the airport. The total number of tie-downs and hangars match the
requirements for the next 20 years. Proposed developments are located in the developed
portion of the airport.

Not wetlands or cultural resources were identified in the development areas proposed by this
alternative. Hence, no major environmental impacts are expected.

Alternative 2

Alternative 2 is depicted on Figure 5-10. It proposes a similar development of the terminal
apron as the one shown for alternative 1. Future hangars and FBO with an additional apron are
proposed on the northwest side of the airport, near the industrial park owned by the City of John
Day, OR. The total number of tie-downs and hangars match the requirements for the next 20
years.

Because this alternative offers to develop an area not surveyed for cultural resources, a more
comprehensive environmental study might be necessary if anything is found in the area.

Preferred Alternative

Table 5-7 summarizes the evaluation of the proposed alternatives based on the different criteria
chosen. Based on this evaluation, Alternative 1 is the preferred alternative for hangars and
aprons at GCD.
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2018 Airport Master Plan
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2018 Airport Master Plan
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TABLE 5-7: APRON AND HANGAR ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION

Criteria

“No-Action” Alternative

Alternative 1
Northeast

Alternative 2
Northwest

Does not provide for safer and
more operational operations. Does
not meet new design standards

0

Operational
and Safety

No additional environmental

Environmental impacts.
5
No Action
Feasibility
5

Does not meet requirements for
hangars and tie-downs for the

Compatibility with planning period.

future needs
0
No additional costs.

Costs
5

Total Score

Meets future design standards for the
airport. Offers a safe and operational
environment.

5

No environmental impacts expected.
Would require minimal environmental
study
4

All developments on airport property
and in an already developped
area.Important fill and grading might be
reuigred for the new apron northeast of
the airport.

3
Answers to all future needs in terms of
hangars and tie-downs.

5

Costs Estimate: $2,000,000%*

3

Meets future design standards for the
airport. Offers a safe and operational
environment.

5

Dewelopments in an area not surveyed
for cultural resources. Might require
additional environmental study before
implementation.

3
All developments on airport
property.Limited ground work for
construction but would require additional
taxiways to access future developments*
and new access road.

2

Answers to all future needs in terms of
hangars and tie-downs.

5
Costs Estimate: $2,000,000**

3

*The preferred alternative for taxiway includes accessto the northwestpartof the airport for potential developments.
**Costs ofaccess roads to private hangars and costs ofapron immediatelyadjacentto private hangars are at the charge of owners. These costs onlyinclude the
developmentofa new apron with tie-downs for airportneed.

Source: T-O Engineers, Inc
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6.7.3 AUTOMOBILE PARKING

Chapter 4 - Facilities Requirements identified the need for additional car parking at GCD:

2+ 27 spaces for the terminal area
2 27 spaces for the hangars area
3 37 spaces for the US Forest Services (USFS)

The proposed extension of the terminal apron south of the terminal would trigger the need for an
inside-the-gate parking area to replace the area currently in used. The proposed car parking
areas are shown on the ALP-ALP Sheet and match the preferred development areas for all
landside and airside facilities at GCD.

All proposed development stay on airport property and will have limited impact on environment
and cultural resources.

6.7.4 US FOREST SERVICE (USFS) SEAT BASE

The USFS are a primary user of the airport. They contract Air Tractor AT 802F as Single Engine
Air Tanker (SEAT) for firefighting activity during the wildfire season. The USFS are in the
process of designing and building a dedicated SEAT Base at GCD, for aircraft storage, refueling
and loading with retardant products.

SEAT Base Alternatives

The USFS and the airport expressed interest in two potential locations at the airport. For this
reason, only three alternatives were evaluated:

24 No-Action Alternative
% Alternative 1: Northwest Location
%4 Alternative 2: Southeast Location

The design and construction of the SEAT Base will be financed by the USFS, that will also be in
charge of conducted the appropriate environmental studies, if needed.

No-Action Alternative

This alternative consists of not providing the USFS with an optimal location for their future SEAT
Base. The goal of this airport master plan is to provide the County with optimal solutions for
future developments of the airport. Therefore, it is highly recommended to guide the USFS and
County by providing them with a preferred location for the future SEAT Base.

Alternative 1

E T-O ENGINEERS Grand County Regional Airport - GCD
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Alternative 1 is depicted on Figure 5-12. It shows the proposed SEAT Base located on the west
side of Runway 17-35 along the industrial park. This location offers an easy access to existing
utilities in the industrial park, as well as ample room for off-airport parking and access by trucks
for fuel and retardant delivery. In this scenario, the USFS would need to find an agreement with
the City of John Day, OR for leasing a lot in the industrial park, and with the airport for through-
the-fence operations.

The proposed SEAT Base is located next to the corner lots of the industrial park owned by the
airport. These lots are kept unused for potential airport infrastructures development. Also, it
would require a new taxiway access. The preferred alternative for taxiways shows a new
parallel taxiway west of Runway 17-35. The construction can be phased to provide initial access
to the proposed SEAT Base and it is assumed that the USFS would provide funds for a partial
access to their base from the existing taxiway system.

Alternative 2

Alternative 2 is drawn on Figure 5-13. It considers locating the SEAT Base at the southeast
corner of the airport, just south of the Runway 27 approach. The main advantage of this location
is the fact that all USFS faclilities would remain together, on the same side of the airport. On the
other hand, the southeast part of the airport has limited space for development and utilities are
not readily available.

Building the base close to the main parallel taxiway to Runway 17-35 could lead to safety issues
considering the type and number of the USFS operations and the regular use of Taxiway A.
Regular penetrations of the Taxiway Object free Area is an example of incidents that could
occur if the base is too close to the existing taxiway.

Preferred Alternative

Table 5-8 summarizes the evaluation of the proposed alternatives based on the different criteria
chosen. Based on this evaluation, Alternative 1 was chosen as the preferred alternative for a
SEAT Base at GCD.

E T-O ENGINEERS Grand County Regional Airport - GCD
6-39



2018 Airport Master Plan Narrative Report-Alternatives Analysis

FIGURE 5-12: SEAT BASE ALTERNATIVE 1
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FIGURE 5-13: SEAT BASE ALTERNATIVE 2
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TABLE 5-8: SEAT BASE ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION

Criteria

“No-Action” Alternative

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

. Does not provide for a safe area
Operational

and Safety 0

No additional environmental

Environmental impacts.
5
No Action
Feasibility
5

Does not provide for SEAT
facilities as recommended by this

Compatibility with study

future needs
0

No additional costs.
Costs
5

Total Score

for SEAT operations at the airport.

Northwest Location

Provides with the safest isolated and
dedicated location on the airport.
Segregate SEAT operations from

normal activity at the airport.

5

Dewelop an area not surveyed for
cultural resources. Might need
additional environmental study .
3

Would require a through-the-fence
agreement between the USFS and the
airport USFS would need to lease a lot

in the industrial park. Utilities readily
available and easy access.
3
Provides an appropriate location for a
SEAT Base and compatible with future
airport dewvelopments.

5
USFS will finance design and
construction.

5

Southeast Location

Proposed located might be constrained
for future expansion due to the limited
space. Would likely generate safety
issues

3

No impact on environment or cultural
resources anticipated.
4

All developments on airport
property.Limited ground work for
construction. No utilities available.

4

Provide the airport with a dedicated area
for SEAT operations but with limited
extension potential.

4
USFS will finance design and
construction.

5

Source: T-O Engineers, Inc
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6.7.5 HELIPADS

Grant County Regional Airport has a significant amount of helicopter operations (See Chapter 3
- Forecasts of Aviation Activity), most of which are for firefighting activities by the USFS. The
airport currently has 3 paved and 2 unpaved helipads. It was identified in Chapter 4 - Facilities
Requirements that the airport would need 6 paved helipads by the end of the planning period.

Helipad Alternatives

It is recommended to put helipads away from aircraft apron areas because of foreign object
damage (FOD) risks. Also, because of the high number of USFS helicopter operations, it is
recommended to locate the helipads near USFS facilities. For these reasons, three alternatives
were evaluated for helipads at GCD:

%4 No-Action Alternative
24 Alternative 1: Southeast Location
%+ Alternative 2: Northwest Location

No-Action Alternative
This alternative consists of not building any new helipads at GCD. This is not recommended as
it would compromise the safety of all users at the airport.

Alternative 1

Alternative 1 is depicted on Figure 5-14. It shows the proposed helipads south of the terminal
building. It keeps all helicopter operations away form the General Aviation apron and hangars.
Also, it allows for the USFS smoke jumpers to park their contracted helicopters next to their
headquarters and operational hangar located in the terminal building. The future construction of
helipads in the proposed area should not impact significantly the environment.

Alternative 2

Alternative 2 is shown on Figure 5-15. It considers locating the helipads on the northwest side
of the airport, along Runway 9-27. This provides for an isolated and safe location for helicopter
operations but quit far from the existing terminal for transient aircraft. Also, the helipads would
be located away from the USFS smoke jumper base. The future construction of helipads in the
proposed area should not impact significantly the environment.

Preferred Alternative

Table 5-9 shows the results of the evaluation of the proposed alternatives based on the different
criteria presented earlier. Based on this evaluation, Alternative 1 was chosen as the preferred
alternative for helipads at GCD.
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FIGURE 5-14: HELIPADS ALTERNATIVE 1
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FIGURE 5-15: HELIPADS ALTERNATIVE 2
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TABLE 5-9: HELIPADS ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION

Criteria

“No-Action” Alternative

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Does not provide for a safe area
for growing helicopter operations
at the airport. The proposed
expansion of the terminal apron
impact existing helipads.

0

Operational
and Safety

No additional environmental

Environmental Impacts.
5
No Action
Feasibility
5

Does not provide the airport with
enough helipads for the planning

Compatibility with period

future needs
0
No additional costs.

Costs
5

Total Score

Southeast Location

Provides with a safe isolated and
dedicated location on the airport.
Segregate helicopter operations from
normal activity at the airport. Keeps
helicopters close to the Smoke Jumper
base.

5

No impact on environment or cultural
resources anticipated.

4

All developments on airport property
Limited ground work for implementation
and close to existing developed area.

4

Answers the future needs for helipads
at the airport but limited potential for
expansion.

4
Estimated Costs $500,000

3

Northwest Location

Provides with the safest isolated and
dedicated location on the airport.
Completely segregate helicopter

operations from normal activity at the

airport. Separates helicopters from the
Smoke Jumper base.

4

No impact on environment or cultural
resources anticipated.

4

All developments on airport
property.Limited ground work for
construction. Far from existing
developments

3

Answers the future needs for helipads at
the airport. Good potential for expansion.

5
Estimated Costs $600,000

3

Source: T-O Engineers, Inc
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6.8 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS AND PERMITTING PRIOR
TODEVELOPMENT

A detailed overview of the environmental setting and potential environmental consequences at
GCD is provided in Chapter 4 - Environmental Overview; additional details on the wetlands in
the vicinity of the airport are provided in Appendix B.

A more detailed environmental analysis will be required before proceeding with actual
construction. This should include coordination with agencies such as FAA, United States Army
Corps of Engineers, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, State Historical Preservation Office and
others as deemed necessary.

The FAA will determine the level of environmental study needed for each project before
construction. Detailed impact on wetlands, farmlands, historic resources or Section 4f resources
will be evaluated at this time. In addition, before any hangar construction, the form 7460-1,
Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration, must be submitted to the FAA and an
environmental clearance for development must be obtained.

A determination on the necessary action will be completed at the appropriate time to best

facilitate the proposed project(s). The majority of new development at the airport is expected to
be demand driven and will only be considered when, and if, demand at the airport warrants.

6.8.1 CLEAN WATER ACT PERMITTING

According to the USFWS online wetlands mapper tool, there are no wetlands in the vicinity of
the airport and in the proposed development areas. This result is confirmed by the Wetland
Determination Memo (Appendix B) conducted in May 2016 as part of this airport master plan.

Prior to construction and development in areas not covered by the Wetland Determination
Report, a wetland delineation should be performed to determine if wetlands are present in the
project area.

A Clean Water Act Section 404 permit might be necessary and a wetland mitigation might be
required if wetlands are impacted by development or construction. It is unlikely that such
permitting will be necessary, for most projects.

Lastly, construction activities that disturb one acre or more of land (including clearing, grading,
and excavating) require coverage by a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) stormwater permit. Future projects at GCD that impact more than 1 acre of land, will
require a NPDES permit. In addition, and a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) will
be required to describe the site controls.
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6.8.2 STATELEGISLATION

If wtelands happen to be impacted by any of the proposed projects at GCD, the state of Oregon
has it own legislature defined by the Oregon Removal-Fill Law (ORS 196.600-605). An Oregon
Division of state Lands (DSL) permit is required for any proposals that involve more than 50
cubic yards of fill, or removal from “waters of the state of Oregon”.

6.8.3 LOCAL BUILDING PERMIT

A building permit has to be obtained, prior to the construction of any structure, throughout Grant
County.
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7.0 DEVELOPMENT PLAN/FINANCIAL OVERVIEW

7.1 INTRODUCTION

Previous sections of this airport master plan reviewed the requirements and alternatives
necessary for Grant county Regional Airport (GCD) to meet the identified current and future
demand. The next step is to analyze the financial commitment needed to implement the
recommendations over the next 20 years. This chapter:

% Outlines the Grant County Regional Airport development plan (or capital improvement
program)

% Discusses the potential sources of funding for implementing the projects outlined in the
development plan

% Presents an evaluation of the airport’s current financial operating environment

%+ And recommends enhancements to increase airport revenue

The Oregon Aviation Plan, initiated by the Oregon Department of Aviation (ODA), in 2007,
evaluated the economic impact of GCD. The economic benefits related to the-airport was
evaluated in terms of number of jobs, wages generated, and related business sales. The overall
economic impact of GCD in eastern Oregon is summarized in Table 7-1.

TABLE 7-1: GCD ECONOMIC IMPACT

Airport Jobs Wages Business Sales

GCD 77 $1,647,000 $5,174,000

Source: Oregon Aviation Plan 2007

When considering the financial implications of implementing this master plan and the possible
increases or new fees needed to support development, it is important to discuss the inherent
value of the airport to the community and the airport’s economic contribution. The airport’s
economic value should be articulated to airport users, county decision-makers, and the general
public to help understand why such fees and investment are justified and necessary.

E T-O ENGINEERS - Grand County Regional Airport - GCD



2018 Airport Master Plan Narrative Report-CIP

7.2 DEVELOPMENT PLAN AND COST ESTIMATES

A list of capital improvement projects has been assembled based on the preferred development
alternatives established in Chapter 6 - Alternatives Analysis. This project list has been
coordinated with the Airport Layout Plan (ALP) drawing set and the development plan used to
create the airport’s Capital Improvements Program (CIP). The airport’s CIP should be routinely
updated by airport management and submitted to the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)
through ODA. In addition to identifying improvement projects, this CIP also presents a
reasonable order of implementation along with estimated total costs and anticipated funding
sources of the projects.

The plan was developed utilizing a phased approach rather than assigning projects to a specific
year. Due to the fluid nature of FAA funding, ODA and the Seattle Airport District Office (SEA-
ADO) cannot accurately determine where each of the projects identified in the “phases” will
eventually fit into the Federal CIP. Proposed projects from this development plan are generally
prioritized by project and timeframe.

When formulating the following development plan, only FAA and Local funding sources were
considered. At this time, no private or other revenue sources have been identified to assist with
any airport development. Although State funding sources are available through the
ConnectOregon Program and the Critical Oregon Airport Relief (COAR) program, these
programs are attributed on a competitive basis and cannot be guaranteed. Thus, they were not
included in the cost shares showed in the CIP.

All FAA cost shares are based on the current 90 percent Federal participation for eligible
projects, with local funding making up the difference. Cost estimates were prepared using 2017
dollars.

It is important to note that inclusion of a project in a CIP provides no guarantee a project will be
funded in that timeframe or year. Additionally, all or some component of a project, shown on the
ALP, may not be eligible for federal grant participation. The detailed funding plan for an
individual project is typically defined during the predesign or formulation phase of the project.

Projects are organized by phases with Phase | (Short Term) in the 0-5 year timeframe; Phase Il
(Mid Term) in the 6-10 year timeframe; and Phase lll (Long Term) in the 11-20 year timeframe.
Project descriptions which relate to development based on demand are by nature general as
projects will need to be planned in greater detail as specific project goals and need become
more defined.

It should also be noted that the projects below are shown as individual projects however due to
the high cost of completing small projects, multiple projects should be combined into larger
projects to reduce the overall cost.
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7.2.1 SHORT TERM DEVELOPMENT - PHASE 1 (0-5 YEARS)

All projects listed are shown on the approved ALP-ALP Sheet.

TABLE 7-2: SHORT-TERM DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS AND COST ESTIMATES- PHASE |

1 *
Funding Source Total

Project ,
: Federal (90%**) Local Project

Description

(10%**) Costs

Entitlement Discretionary

Aprons Rehabilitation
(Environment&Design)
Apron Reconstruction
(Construction)
13 2020  Cnvironmental $150,000 $75,000 $25000  $250,000
Assessment
Runway 17-35
1-4 2022 Rehabilitation and $150,000 $390,000 $60,000 $600,000
Decoupling (Design)
Runway 17-35
1-5 2023 Reconst'ructlon and $150,000 $5,565,000 635,000 $6,350,000
Decoupling
(Construction)

SHORT-TERM TOTAL $750,000 $9,803,000  $1,267,000 $11,820,000

*Given the competitive nature of state funding, no funds from the state were included
**Of AIP-Eligible Projects. Total local match include costs of non AlP-eligible projects
Note: All estimates are in 2017 dollars

Source: T-O Engineers Inc.

1-1 2018 $150,000 $423,000 $47,000 $620,000

1-2 2019 $150,000 $3,350,000 $500,000  $4,000,000

1-1 Aprons Rehabilitation (Environment&Design)

This project includes the design phase of a full rehabilitation project of the existing terminal and
GA aprons. The design includes the pavement section design. The relocation of the fuel island
should also be studied at this time.

1-2 Apron Reconstruction (Construction)

This project encompasses the reconstruction of both existing aprons at GCD and the relocation
of the fuel island, following the design phase. It also includes the construction of a new parking
lot northeast across the street from the terminal building. Both the fuel island relocation and
parking construction are not AlP-eligible.
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1-3 Environmental Assessment

This project encompasses an environmental assessment of the potential impacts for the
remaining projects at GCD, including items 1-4 and 1-5.

1-4 Runway 17-35 Rehabilitation and Decoupling (Design)

This project consists of the design phase for the full rehabilitation of Runway 17-35 and the
decoupling of the RSA for both runways at GCD, as explained in Chapter 6 -Alternatives
Analysis for the preferred runway alternative. It also includes the relocation of Taxiway B to the
new end of Runway 27.

1-5 Runway 17-35 Reconstruction and Decoupling

This project is the construction phase of the Runway 17-35 rehabilitation, following the design
phase. The cost includes widening runway 17-35 to 75 feet and the decoupling of both runways
as described in the preferred alternative in Chapter 6 - Alternatives Analysis. All fillets at
connecting taxiways (not to be removed) will be reconstructed to meet current FAA design. It
also includes the relocation of Taxiway B to the new end of Runway 27.
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7.2.2 MID-TERM DEVELOPMENT - PHASE 2 (5-10 YEARS)

All projects listed are shown on the approved ALP-ALP Sheet.

TABLE 7-3: MID-TERM DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS AND COST ESTIMATES- PHASE I

Project Funding Source Total Project
Description Federal (90%*) Local (10%) Costs
2-1  Environmental Assessment $225,000 $25,000 $250,000
2-2  Construct Helipads $450,000 $50,000 $500,000
2-3  Land Acquisition $360,000 $40,000 $400,000
2-4 Relocate Roads $2,700,000 $300,000 $3,000,000
2-5 Taxiway A Rehabilitation (Design) $450,000 $50,000 $500,000
i R | Equi
2. ‘icauire Snow Removal Equipment $270,000 $30,000 $300,000
and Building
2-7 Install PAPIs and REILs $180,000 $20,000 $200,000
| Il Wildlife F Peri
p.g InstallWildife Fence and Perimeter $1,350,000 $150,000 $1,500,000
Road
2-9 Extend Terminal Apron (Design) $450,000 $50,000 $500,000
Full Parallel Taxi
210 ConstructFull Parallel Taxiway C $360,000 $40,000 $400,000
(Design)
Full Parallel Taxi
p.qq Construct Full Parallel Taxiway C $4,140,000 $460,000 $4,600,000
(Construction)

MID TERM TOTAL $10,935,000 $1,215,000 $12,150,000

*Of AIP-Eligible Projects. Total local match include costs of non AlP-eligible projects
Note: All estimates are in 2017 dollars
Source: T-O Engineers Inc.

2-1 Environmental Assessment

This project includes an environmental analysis through an environmental assessment for all
the construction projects at GCD in the mid-term period.

2-2 Construct Helipads

This project encompasses the construction of new helipads as shown on the approved ALP-
ALP Sheet.

2-3 Land Acquisition

This project includes the acquisition of land not already owned in the current RPZs off of each
Runway 17-35 ends. It also includes additional land for control of the Runway Object Free Area
(B-Il standards). The amount of property necessary to own all areas is approximately 26 acres.
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2-4 Relocate Roads

This project includes all the road relocation to clear incompatible land uses in the RPZs for
Runway 17-35 and Runway 27 End.

2-5 Taxiway A Rehabilitation (Design)

This project is the design phase of the rehabilitation of Taxiway A with installation of a new
Medium Intensity Taxiway Lighting System. It includes the widening of the taxiway to 35 feet
with additional connectors as needed.

2-6 Snow Removal Equipment (SRE) and Building

This project will consist in acquiring a multi-directional tractor with implements such as plow,
broom, and blower. It also includes the construction of a new storage building for the new SRE
equipment.

2-7 Install PAPIs and REILsS

This project includes the installation of Precision Approach Path Indicators (PAPI) as well as
Runway End Identifier Lights (REILs) on the Runway 27 end. It also includes the relocation of
the PAPI on Runway 17 end to its optimal location.

2-8 Install Wildlife Fence and Perimeter Road

This project includes the installation of a new 11-foot wildlife fence around the airport. It also
includes the rehabilitation of the paving of perimeter road for better access year round.

2-9 Terminal Apron Extension (Design)

This project includes the design phase for an extension of the terminal apron to add more tie-
downs south of the existing apron. It includes the design of a new car parking area south of the
terminal building (not AIP eligible).

2-10 Construct Full Parallel Taxiway C (Design)

This project includes the design phase for the construction of a new parallel Taxiway C to the
west side of Runway 17-35 with associated connectors. This project will allow for additional
developments in this area, and through-the-fence operations from the industrial park.
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2-11 Construct Full Parallel Taxiway C (Construction)

This project includes the construction of a new parallel Taxiway C west of Runway 17-35 for
better access in this area, following the design phase (Project 2-10). It will allow for additional
developments in this area, and through-the-fence operations from the industrial park.

7.2.3 LONG TERM DEVELOPMENT - PHASE 3 (11-20 YEARS)

All projects listed are shown on the approved ALP-ALP Sheet.

TABLE 7-4; LONG-TERM DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS AND COST ESTIMATES- PHASE Il

Project Funding Source Total Project
Description Federal (90%*) Local (10%) Costs
3-1 Environmental Assessment $225,000 $25,000 $250,000
3.2 (ng:z:igissconsuucnon $3,150,000 $350,000 $3,500,000
3-3 Extend Terminal Apron (Construction) $1,800,000 $200,000 $2,000,000
3-4  Build New Apron (Design) $360,000 $40,000 $400,000
3-5 Build New Apron (Construction) $1,800,000 $200,000 $2,000,000
3-6 Extend Runway 9-27 (Design) $450,000 $50,000 $500,000
3-7 Extend Runway 9-27 (Construction) $3,600,000 $400,000 $4,000,000
3-8 Relocate PAPI Runway 9 $45,000 $5,000 $50,000
3.9 zs;o:‘:i eAdV\gfl’eW'ndcone' and $90,000 $10,000 $100,000
3-10 Acquire Land and Relocate Road $450,000 $50,000 $500,000
3-11 Extend Full Parallel Taxiway B $2,700,000 $300,000 $3,000,000
3-12 Aeronautical Survey $175,000 $25,000 $200,000
3-13 Airport Master Plan $225,000 $25,000 $250,000

LONG TERM TOTAL $15,075,000 $1,675,000 $16,750,000

*Of AIP-Eligible Projects. Total local match include costs of non AlP-eligible projects
Note: All estimates are in 2017 dollars
Source: T-O Engineers Inc.

3-1 Environmental Assessment

This project includes an environmental analysis through an environmental assessment for all
the construction projects at GCD in the long-term period.

3-2 Taxiway A Reconstruction (Construction)

This project includes the reconstruction of Taxiway B, following the design phase (Project 2-9).
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3-3 Extend Terminal Apron (Construction)

This project includes the reconstruction of the terminal apron, following the design phase
(Project 2-8).

3-4 Build New Apron (Design)

This project will build a new General Aviation Apron to the northeast of the airport for additional
tie-downs and available space for a potential Fixed Base Operator (FBO). It includes a new
parking lot for vehicles (not AlP-eligible).

3-5 Build New Apron (Construction)

This project includes the construction of the new GA apron, following the design phase (Project
3-4).

3-6 Extend Runway 9-27 (Design)

This project is the design phase of a project to extend Runway 9-27 by 500 feet to the west to a
total length of 4,600 feet and to widen the runway to 75 feet.

3-7 Extend Runway 9-27 (Construction)

This project will extend Runway 9-27 by 500 feet to the west to a total length of 4,600 feet,
following the design phase (Project 3-6).

3-8 Relocate PAPI Runway 9

Following the runway extension, this project will relocate the PAPI on Runway 9 end to its
optimal location according to the ultimate Runway 9 end position.

3-9 Relocate AWOS

Following the runway extension, this project will relocate the AWOS to its optimal location
according to the ultimate Runway 9 end position.

3-10 Acquire Land and Relocate Road

This project encompasses the acquisition of land west of the airport to control the ultimate RPZ
for Runway 9 and allow for the runway extension. It also includes the acquisition of land to
protect the AWOS critical area after relocation. The total acreage required is 18 acres.
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3-11 Extend Full Parallel Taxiway B

This project includes the design and construction phase for the extension of Taxiway B to a full
parallel taxiway north of Runway 9-27. It should be considered if demand warrants.

3-12 Aeronautical Survey
This project will provide the airport with an aeronautical survey using Airport GIS (AGIS)

requirements. It will be used to develop the instrument departure procedure from Runway 35.

3-13 Airport Master Plan

This project includes an update of the Airport Master Plan and Airport Layout Plan.

7.2.4 COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

Table 7-5 summarizes the total costs to implement the proposed development plan. The
proposed 20-year development plan depicts the need for an average of approximately
$1,878,500 of funding per year.

It is important to reiterate that the development plan (and the Master Plan Update process in
general) is a 20-year plan created using present day information and variables relevant at the
time of its drafting. The funding and CIP process is very fluid in nature and changes frequently.
To be successful, GCD must work very closely with FAA and ODA to schedule the projects
presented in this ALP Update into the Federal CIP when appropriate and revise the plan as
circumstances at the airport warrant.

TABLE 7-5: 20 YEAR DEVELOPMENT PLAN SUMMARY FOR GRANT COUNTY REGIONAL AIRPORT
Cost Estimate and Funding Source

Phases Total
Federal .
Project Costs
Phase | (0-5 Years) $9,503,000 $1,167,000 $10,670,000
Phase Il (6-10 Years) $6,795,000 $755,,000 $7,550,000
Phase Il (11-20 Years) $17,415,000 $1,935,000 $19,350,000

TOTAL 20 YEAR $33,093,000 $3,677,000 $37,570,000

Note: All estimates are in 2017 dollars
Source: T-O Engineers Inc.

E T-O ENGINEERS . Grand County Regional Airport - GCD



2018 Airport Master Plan Narrative Report-CIP

7.3 CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT FUNDING

This section describes the sources available to GCD to fund the proposed projects included in
the development plan. As previously noted, the FAA’s AIP is expected to be the primary source
of funding for all of the eligible projects. FAA, the State of Oregon, local, and other funding
sources will be described in greater detail below.

7.3.1 FAA FUNDING

The current FAA funding program, known as the Airport Improvement Program (AIP), was
initially established by the Airport and Airway Improvement Act of 1982. Since 1982, the AIP
program has been authorized and appropriated on a continuous basis. Funding for this program
is located in a dedicated Trust Fund with revenues generated from a tax on airline tickets,
freight waybills, international departure fees, a tax on general aviation fuel, and a tax on aviation
jet fuel. This is a user fee-based program.

Current FAA legislation funds eligible airports and eligible projects up to a maximum of 90% of
total project costs for general aviation airports. GCD is an eligible airport and has received FAA
funds for previous projects. Recent project funding has been at the 90% level. The remaining
10% of capital construction costs are required to come from State or local sources.

The current AIP legislation funds the following programs: Non-Primary Entitlement (NPE)
program, State Apportionment funds, and Discretionary funds. Since its inception in 2001, the
NPE program has provided small General Aviation airports, on average, $150,000 a year in the
form of an entitlement for eligible projects. This program has given these airports the opportunity
to enhance their facilities via maintenance and small capital improvement projects. The
recommended development plan assumes the continuation of the NPE program throughout the
planning period.

In the event that the U.S. Congress changes the FAA NPE program, to the extent that this
development plan is rendered ineffective, the airport sponsor should take immediate action to
revise the development plan in order to satisfy the funding requirements resulting from the most
current legislation in effect. Airports have the ability to carry over their NPE funds for three years
so that they can be accumulated to accomplish a single larger project.

FAA State Apportionment (ST) funding is formulated for each of the 50 states. ST funding is a
discretionary fund available to all eligible Non-Primary airports in Oregon. State Apportionment
funding is typically reserved for large scale, high priority projects. It is anticipated that ST
funding will be necessary to complete some or most of the projects included in the proposed
development plan. As noted above, ST funds are often combined with NPE funds to accomplish
larger projects. The FAA determines which airports receive ST project funding.
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FAA Discretionary (DI) funding is typically reserved for high cost, high priority projects at primary
airports and large General Aviation Reliever airports. Such projects and airports compete for
Discretionary funds on a national and regional basis. It is anticipated DI funding may be
necessary to complete project at GCD. As noted above, DI funds are often combined with ST
and NPE funds to accomplish larger projects.

7.3.2 STATE FUNDING

The state of Oregon has two main programs to provide funds to airports in Oregon:

#+ ConnectOregon: Oregon Department of Transportation (ODT) program, it is a lottery-
bond-based initiative approved by the Oregon Legislative Assembly. It is available for
investments in air, rail, marine, and transit infrastructure to improve the Oregon’s
transportation system.

% Critical Oregon Airport Relief Program (COAR): Oregon Department of Aviation
(ODA) program that uses 50 percent of the amounts for fuel taxes for the following
purposes:

Assist airport in Oregon with match requirements for the FAA AIP

Make grants for emergency preparedness and infrastructure projects.

Make grants for services critical to aviation (utilities, fuel, weather equipment...),
aviation-related business developments, amd airport development for local
economy benefits.

Both programs attribute funds on a competitive basis and airports have to apply for selection.

These funds are not guaranteed. It is highly recommended that GCD applies for such funds
when needed for eligible projects.

7.3.3 LocAL FUNDING

Local funds are those derived from income resulting from the operation of the airport itself, or
contributions by the sponsoring agency (or agencies) of the airport from general or other funds.
Local funds are typically used for FAA AIP grant local match requirements and to fund airport
operations; including administration, maintenance, or other projects not eligible for FAA or State
funding support. FAA Grant Assurance #25 requires revenue generated by the airport be
expended for the capital or operating costs of the airport.
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7.3.4 PRIVATE FUNDING

Private funding sources are typically financial contributions to the airport or airport sponsor by
an individual(s) or business entity. Typically such donors make extensive use of the airport and
are contributing to the maintenance, expansion, and operation of the facility to further enhance
their use of the facility. Considering the many expensive needs of airports and the limited
amount of public funding available to meet these needs, the use of private funds to offset airport
costs is a concept that continues to receive attention.

Improvements such as water, sewer, and electrical extension and paving necessary to construct
hangars and other privately owned facilities on the airport should be fully funded by the lessee.

If the airport funds any of these improvements then an additional fee should added to the lease
fee to include an amortized recovery of these expenses over a reasonable period of time.

7.4 GCD FINANCIAL OVERVIEW

7.4.1 AIRPORT GRANT HISTORY

Receipt of airport improvement grants is an important piece of the financial puzzle at the airport.
Such grants are the backbone for important capital improvement/development and maintenance
projects. GCD has an established history of receiving grants from the FAA AIP fund and State
fundings through the ConnectOregon program.

According to FAA records, since 2005, GCD has received over $3.1 million from FAA AIP. Over
the same period, the County has used airport revenue to invest substantially into the airport for
such things as a local financial match for grants and standard operations and maintenance
expenses. Available FAA grant history at the airport is summarized in Table 7-6.

TABLE 7-6: GCD FAA AIP GRANT HISTORY

Year Amount Project
2005 $447,280 Construct and Rehabilitate Taxiway
2007 $60,000 Extend Runway 17-35
2008 $228,335 Extend runway 9-27
2008 $348,236 Extend runway 17-35
2009 $112,968 Install PAPI and Signs
2009 $366,419 Runway Lighting 9-27
2010 $198,603 Expand Apron, Extend. Taxiway, Perimeter
Fencing
2013 $1,182,261 Rehabilitate runway 9-27 and Taxiway
2015 $155,632 Update Master Plan
Source: FAA
E T-O ENGINEERS Grand County Regional Airport - GCD
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7.4.2 CURRENT FISCAL PoLicy

To gain a perspective of the future financial outlook of the airport, it is important to provide a
brief summary of current fiscal policy.

Revenues and Expenses

Airport revenues are typically generated through user fees for airport facilities and services.
Airport operating revenues are collected at GCD from hangar leases and fuel sales. Airport
revenues are offset by airport expenses, which include utilities, supplies, maintenance, and
grant match. GCD expenses also include the local capital costs associated with airport
improvements.

Fee Structure

User fees at the GCD are established by the Airport Commission and approved by the County
Commissioners.

7.5 POTENTIAL REVENUE ENHANCEMENT

It is the responsibility of an airport sponsor under Grant Assurance #24 Fee and Rental
Structure to maintain a fee and rental structure for the facilities and services at the airport which
will make the airport as self-sustaining as possible under the circumstances existing at the
airport, taking into account such factors as the volume of traffic and economy of collection.
Further discussion of the Grant Assurances can be found in Chapter 8 - FAA Compliance
Overview and Land Use Compatibility Review and Recommendations. FAA Order 5190.6b
states that fair market value fees are required for non-aeronautical use of the airport. e.g., lease
of land. Fair market pricing of airport facilities can be determined by reference to negotiated fees
charged for similar uses of the airport or by an appraisal of comparable properties.

However, in view of the various restrictions on the use of property on an airport (i.e., limits on
the use of airport property, height restrictions, etc.), it may be ideal for the airport to develop an
Airport Business Plan. A business plan is a dynamic document created to assist an airport with
current and future business decisions. A business plan provides airport-specific information,
analysis, and recommendations for improved airport operation. Goals of a business plan often
include:

To operate as a financially self-supporting airport.

To attract and retain a base of personal and business/corporate aircraft

To promote the airport for use by transient and business/corporate aircraft operations
To implement the airport’s capital improvement plan.

Support the region’s economic development goals.

Mo e e Mk
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At a minimum, the airport should continually evaluate the regional market value for similar
services and fees at competing airports annually. This evaluation should compare the airport’s
cost of providing services with the compensation it receives for providing these services with the
goal of maintaining the profit margin necessary to continue to provide for these services and
identifying the resources required to conduct the daily business of the airport. To this end, this
section briefly explores the revenue enhancement options available to Grant County.

7.5.1 RATES AND CHARGES

Landing Fees - The airport does not currently have any landing fees. But many airports charge
landing fees to aircraft over 7,000 Ibs. Maximum Take Off Weight. FAA recognized the difficulty
of collecting landing fees in this type of environment and normally does not expect that a GA
airport like GCD would implement an aircraft landing fee.

In the future, if the airport is successful in attracting larger aircraft operations, a graduated
landing fee could be considered to reflect the true cost of the size and type of aircraft using the
airport. Faster and heavier turboprop and jet aircraft cause a higher cost to the airport and
therefore could be charged a higher fee to utilize the airport. A sliding scale landing fee
schedule could be considered in the future based on maximum certified take-off weight. The
benefit of landing fees may be offset by the difficulty and cost of tracking and collecting such
fees.

Tie-Down Fees - The airport currently charges fees for tiedowns for based or transient aircraft
and should continue to do so. The rate should be monitored and regularly updated based on
market conditions and surrounding airports.

Fuel Flowage Fee - The airport does charge a fuel flowage fee for inclusion in the airport fund.
This rate should also be updated as needed.

Hangar Lease and Land Lease - FAA expects that a Consumer Price Index (CPI) is applied to
land lease fees at least every five years. These fees should be reviewed and discussed with the
hangar owners to assure that they receive a value and that they place an appropriate monetary
value on their use and benefit from using airport property. Construction of new hangars may
require extra permitting as compared to other airports including possible wetlands permitting.

New Hangar Land Leases - FAA Order 5190.6b states that if the airport owner or operator and
a person who owns an aircraft agree that a hangar is to be constructed at the airport for the
aircraft at the aircraft owner’s expense, the airport owner or operator will grant to the aircraft
owner for the hangar a long term lease that is subject to such terms and conditions on the
hangar as the airport owner or operator may impose.
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Hangar Owners Maintenance Fee - This fee works similar to a homeowner fee to collect from
hangar owners fees for the maintenance and improvement to the aprons and taxiways that are
either exclusively or predominantly beneficial to them. It is recommended that GCD implements
such a fee for its hangar users.

Concession Fees - If there were car rentals, goods sold, or privately owned vehicles parked at
the airport for extended periods of time, a fee could be analyzed to see if it was appropriate and
if it could be economically collected.

Summary - It is strongly recommended that GCD regularly monitor changing financial needs at
the airport and consider adjustments to all fees on an annual basis or as airport activity and
needs dictate. It is common for various state aviation agencies and other airports to conduct
regular Rates and Charges studies to provide guidance on appropriate fees. It is recommended
that the County utilize such resources as available to assist them in evaluating their fees.
Hangar rental rates should be adjusted annually per the CPI.

Operating Licenses

On an as-needed basis, GCD could consider charging an annual fee for certain types of
businesses to operate at the airport. Airports often charge a fee for the following types of on-
airport businesses and activities:

Fixed base operators
Agriculture operations

Aerial ambulance operations
Firefighting operations
Skydiving operations

Mok h h

Annual fees could range from $100 to $500.

Commercial Use Fees

If the airport were to provide products, property, and services to businesses, fees associated
with these businesses could present a potential revenue source. Current lack of many services
does not warrant charging such a fee at this time.

In the future, if a business is interested in using the airport facilities, the County should examine
the cost of providing services to airport businesses, the income generated by current sales and
their existing profit margin as a source of revenue.
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%+ A percentage of gross sales of services offered by FBO'’s, flight schools, aircraft
powerplant and avionics shops, and other similar types of aviation businesses

% Rental car fees (if ever needed or made available at the airport)

% Retail sales (aeronautical charts, clothing, aviation accessories)

% Vending machines

7.5.2 EXPENSES

The airport, as part of a public entity, is eligible to purchase supplies and equipment on state
and federal contracts in most cases. The Federal Surplus Equipment Program has many
avenues for procurement of used government equipment, mostly military, ranging from
computers to firefighting vehicles and heavy equipment. The savings can be substantial,
especially on big-ticket items such as airport vehicles and other large equipment.

A review of yearly maintenance costs should be performed to see if there are any tasks that can
be done at lower cost by having those contracted or vice versa, current contracted work to be
done by the County instead. Examples may include pavement maintenance such as crack
sealing or airfield painting.

7.5.3 REVENUE ENHANCEMENT SUMMARY

In summary, it is often difficult for airports and communities like Grant county to generate
significant airport related revenues to become self-sufficient. It is recommended that the County
continue to monitor changing financial demands at the airport and consider adjustments to
existing fees and new fees as airport activity and needs dictate.

E T-O ENGINEERS 16 Grand County Regional Airport - GCD



2018 Airport Master Plan Narrative Report-CIP

7.6 SUMMARY

This chapter presents a development plan for recommended airport improvements including
project descriptions and estimated costs. Some projects are needed to correct deficiencies in
existing facilities ability to solve existing users; while other projects are driven by anticipated
demand. Revenue sources for financing of projects are also reviewed. The FAA/AIP grant
program has been and will remain this primary source for funding eligible facility improvements.
The applicability of this source to all desired airport improvements must be closely monitored.
Some components of aircraft hangar development such as access roads, utilities, and the
hangars are not AIP eligible and will require a private funding source or some form of a
private/public partnership to finance.

It should be a priority of Grant county Regional Airport to continue maintaining and operating the
airport as self-sufficiently as possible. Doing so will serve to protect current investment and
continue the airport's valuable role as an economic contributor to the community and region. To
do so will require monitoring of rates and charges in comparison to services provided and the
aviation industry as a whole, as well as seeking opportunities to enhance revenues consistent
with management practices at peer airports. Suggestions are presented in the chapter for
consideration.
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8.0 FAA COMPLIANCE OVERVIEW AND LAND USE COMPATIBILITY
REVIEW AND RECOMMENDATIONS

8.1 INTRODUCTION

As a recipient of federal airport improvement funds, the airport’s sponsor, Grant County, is bound
by various sponsor obligations. This chapter provides a general overview of the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) airport compliance considerations as they pertain to sponsor obligations and
Grant County Regional Airport (GCD).

For the purposes of this planning study, a detailed review of existing compatible land use policy,
which is a high priority compliance issue, was conducted. A master plan update is the ideal time to
develop and adopt policies that will protect both the airport and future population, and prevent
more severe conflicts down the road. Recommendations to improve existing policies are made in
the subsequent sections. Review and analysis of other common sponsor compliance related
issues was limited to providing a general understanding and recommendations on methods and
tools to ensure compliance with sponsor obligations.

8.2 AIRPORT COMPLIANCE

As previously mentioned, the airport’s sponsor, Grant County, is bound by various sponsor
obligations. These obligations are described in detail in federal grant assurances. They express
the commitment made by the airport sponsor to fulfil the intent of the grantor (FAA) required as a
result of accepting federal and/or state funding for airport improvements.

The purpose of the grant assurances and other requirements are to protect the significant
investment made by the FAA, and ultimately the taxpayer, to develop and maintain the airport
leaving it accessible to the general flying public. Failure to comply with the grant assurances may
result in the request for a full reimbursement to the grantor and/or forfeiture of future funding.
Currently there are 39 FAA grant assurances; a copy of FAA grant assurances is included in
Appendix D.

8.2.1 FAA CoMPLIANCE PROGRAM AND FAA GRANT ASSURANCES

Policies and procedures as well as interpretation, administration, and oversight of federal sponsor
obligations are generally carried out by the FAA through its Airport Compliance Program.
Currently, FAA Order 5190.6B, Airport Compliance Manual, sets forth policies, federal obligations
and procedures for the Airport Compliance Program.
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Order 5190.6B, states that the FAA Airport Compliance Program is, “...designed to monitor and
enforce obligations agreed to by airport sponsors in exchange for valuable benefits and rights
granted by the United States in return for substantial direct grants of funds and for conveyances of
federal property for airport purposes. The Airport Compliance Program is designed to protect the
public interest in civil aviation. Grants and property conveyances are made in exchange for binding
commitments (federal obligations) designed to ensure that the public interest in civil aviation will be
served. The FAA bears the important responsibility of seeing that these commitments are met.
This Order addresses the types of these commitments, how they apply to airports, and what FAA
personnel are required to do to enforce them.”

It should be noted that Order 5190.6B is not regulatory and is not controlling with regard to airport
sponsor conduct; rather, it establishes the policies and procedures for FAA personnel to follow in
carrying out the FAA’s responsibilities for ensuring airport compliance.

To better understand the intent of the sponsor obligations and the FAA Compliance Program, it is
important to understand the FAA’s goals for a national airport system of which GCD is a part of.
The national airport system is known as the FAA National Plan of Integrated Airport Systems
(NPIAS). The guiding principles of the NPIAS have been in place since 1946 and, for the most
part, have remained unchanged since.

According to the FAA Order 5090.3C, Field Formulation of the National Plan of Integrated Airport
Systems, cooperation between the FAA, state and local agencies should result in an airport
system with the following attributes:

% Airports should be safe and efficient, located at optimum sites, and be developed and
maintained to appropriate standards.

% Airports should be operated efficiently both for aeronautical users and the government,

relying primarily on user fees and placing minimal burden on the general revenues of the

local, state, and federal governments.

Airports should be flexible and expandable, able to meet increased demand and

accommodate new aircraft types.

Airports should be permanent, with assurance that they will remain open for aeronautical

use over the long term.

Airports should be compatible with surrounding communities, maintaining a balance

between the needs of aviation and the requirements of residents in neighboring areas.

Airports should be developed in concert with improvements to the air traffic control system.

The airport system should support national objectives for defense, emergency readiness,

and postal delivery.

The airport system should be extensive, providing as many people as possible with

convenient access to air transportation, typically not more than 20 miles of travel to the

nearest NPIAS airport.

% The airport system should help air transportation contribute to a productive national
economy and international competitiveness.

O R S TS
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While sponsor obligations are contractually based and Order 5190.6B is a primary tool providing
guidance to FAA personnel in carrying out the FAA Compliance Program, the program does not
attempt to control or direct the operation of airports. As the airport sponsor, Grant County is
responsible for the direct control and operation of the airport. Familiarity and proper
implementation of the sponsor obligations, the FAA grant assurances in particular, is key to the
future compliance success. Order 5190.6B and communication with the FAA Northwest Mountain
Region Compliance Office are excellent resources for the county to help maintain compliance.

As previously mentioned, there are currently 39 FAA grant assurance associated with receipt of
federal Airport Improvement Program (AIP) funding. The assurances are classified by type in
Table 7-1. While sponsors should understand and comply with all grant assurances, there are
several assurances that are common “stumbling blocks” or recurring issues for airport sponsors
throughout the country. These are highlighted in the table and discussed in more detail below. All
39 grant assurances in their entirety can be found in Appendix D.

TABLE 7-1: THE FAA’S AIRPORT SPONSOR GRANT ASSURANCES

Project
Planning/Design &

Contracting

General
Airport

Land Use

Day-to Day Airport
Management

2- Sponsor Responsibility

3- Sponsor Fund Availability
7- Local Interest
Consideration

8- User Consultation

9- Public Hearings

10-Air & Water Quality
Standards

13- Project Accounting/
Reporting

14- Minimum Wage Rates
15- Veteran Preference
16- Plan Conformity

18- Planning Projects

30- Civil Rights

33- Foreign Market
Restrictions

34- Following FAA Policy
35- Property Acquisition &
Relocation

37- DBE Program

1-Federal Requirements
4- Good Title
5-Preserving Rights

29- Up to Date Airport Layout

Plan
31- Disposal of Land

Airport Operations

11- Pavement Maintenance
19-Operation and
Maintenance

Project Construction

25- Aport Revene

17-Construction Approval
32-Contracting Engineering
Services

6- Consistent with Local
Plans

20-Hazard Removal &
Mitigation

21- Compatible Land Use

‘ Leases & Financial

24- Fee and Rental Structure

22- Economic
Nondiscrimination

23- Exclusive Rights
Prohibition

26- Reporting
Requirements

38- Hangar Construction

Other

12-Air Carrier Terminal
Development

27-Use by Government
Aircraft

28-Land for Federal
Facilities

36- Access by Intercity
Buses

39- Air Carrier Access

Note: Highlighted assurances represent common airport stumbling blocks.

Source: FAA Order 5190.6B

The airport sponsor should have a clear understanding of and comply with all assurances. The
following sections describe the selected assurances highlighted in Table 7-1 in more detail.
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Duration

The terms, conditions and assurance of a grant agreement with the FAA remain in effect for the
useful life of a development project, which is typically 20 years from the receipt of the last grant.
Terms, conditions and assurances associated with land purchased with federal funds do not
expire.

Project Planning/Design and Contracting

Sponsor Fund Availability (Assurance #3)

Once a grant is given to an airport sponsor, the receiving sponsor commits to providing the funding
to cover their portion of the project. Currently this amount is typically 10% of the total eligible
project cost, although it may be lower depending on the particular project components or makeup.
Once the project has been completed, the receiving airport also commits to having adequate funds
to maintain and operate the airport in the appropriate manner to protect the investment in
accordance with the terms of the assurances attached to and made a part of the grant agreement.

Accounting System, Audit, and Record Keeping (Assurance #13)

All project accounts and records must be made available at any time. Records should include
documentation of cost, how grant funds were spent, funding paid by other sources and any other
financial record associated with the project at hand. Any books, records, documents, or papers that
pertain to the project should be available at all times for an audit or examination.

General Airport

Good Title (Assurance #4)

The airport owner must have a Good Title to affected property when considering projects
associated with land, building or equipment. Good Title meaning the sponsor can show complete
ownership of the property without any legal questions, or show it will soon be acquired.

Preserving Rights and Powers (Assurance #5)

No actions are allowed which might take away any rights or powers which are necessary for the
sponsor to perform or fulfill any condition set forth by the assurance included as part of the grant
agreement. If there is an action that might hinder any of those rights or powers, it should be
discontinued. An example of an action which could hinder the rights and powers of the airport is a
Through-the-Fence (TTF) activity. TTF activities allow access to airport facilities from off-airport
users. In many instances, the airport sponsor cannot control the activities of those operating off the
airport resulting in less sponsor control. Furthermore, many times TTF users do not pay the same
rates and charges as on-airport users resulting in an unfair competitive advantage.
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Airport Layout Plan (ALP) (Assurance #29)

The airport should keep an up-to-date ALP. An ALP should include current and future airport
boundaries, facilities/structures, the location of any non-aviation areas, and improvements. No
changes should be made at the airport to hinder the safety of operations; also no changes should
be made to the airport that is not in conformity with the ALP. Any changes of this nature could
adversely affect the safety, utility, or efficiency of the airport. If any adverse changes are made to
the airport without authorization, the changes must be altered back to their original condition or the
airport will have to bear all cost associated with moving or altering the change to an acceptable
design or location. Additionally, no federal participation will occur for improvement projects not
shown on an approved ALP.

Disposal of Land (Assurance #31)

Land purchased with the financial participation of an FAA Grant cannot be sold or disposed of by
the airport sponsor at their sole discretion. Disposal of such lands are subject to FAA approval and
a definitive process established by the FAA. If airport land is no longer considered necessary for
airport purposes, and the sale is authorized by the FAA, the land must be sold at fair market value.
Proceeds from the sale of the land must either be repaid to the FAA or reinvested into another
eligible airport improvement or noise compatibility project. Land disposal requirements typically
arise when a community is building a new airport, the land on which the airport was located is sold,
and the proceeds used to offset costs of the new airport. In general, land purchased with FAA
funds is rarely sold by a sponsor.

Airport Operations

Pavement Preventative Maintenance (Assurance #11)

Since January 1995, the FAA has mandated that it will only give a grant for airport pavement
replacement or reconstruction projects if an effective airport pavement maintenance-management
program is in place. The program should identify the maintenance of all pavements funded with
federal financial assistance. The Oregon department of Aviation (ODA) has an active statewide
pavement maintenance program. ODA provides airports with a report of their pavement conditions
every year to assist airports in making decisions regarding pavement maintenance and ensure
compliance with the federal mandate. The report provides a pavement condition index (PCI) rating
(O to 100) for various sections of aprons, runways, taxiways.

Operations and Maintenance (Assurance #19)

All federally funded airport facilities must operate at all times in a safe and serviceable manner.
The airport sponsor should not allow for any activities which inhibit or prevent this. The airport
sponsor must always promptly mark and light any hazards on the airport, and promptly issue
Notices to Airmen (NOTAMs) to advise users of any conditions which could affect safe
aeronautical use. Exceptions to this assurance include when temporary weather conditions make it
unreasonable to maintain the airport. Furthermore, this assurance does not require the airport
sponsor to repair conditions which have resulted due to a situation beyond the control of the
sponsor.
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Land Use

Local Plans (Assurance #6)

All projects must be consistent with City and County comprehensive plans, transportation plans,
zoning ordinances, development code, and hazard mitigation plans. The airport sponsor and
planners should all familiarize themselves with local planning documents before a project is
considered and ensure that all projects follow local plans and ordinances.

In addition to understanding local plans, airport sponsors should be proactive in order to prevent
noncompliance with this assurance. The airport sponsor should assist in the development of local
plans that incorporate the airport and consider its unique aviation related needs. Sponsor efforts
should include the development of goals, policies, and any implementation strategies to protect the
airport as part of local plans and ordinances.

Airspace (Assurance #20)

Title 14 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 77, Safe, Efficient Use, and Preservation of the
Navigable Airspace (Part 77), provides the basis for airspace protection requirements at public-use
airports at the federal level by identifying and defining critical airspace surfaces. Airspace
requirements are determined by the weight of the aircraft that predominantly operate at an airport
and the type of instrument approach, existing or planned.

FAA Grant Assurance #20 states, “Hazard Removal and Mitigation. Airport sponsors will take
appropriate action to assure that such terminal airspace as is required to protect instrument and
visual operations to the airport will be adequately cleared and protected...” Communities protect
the Part 77 airspace surfaces by defining them in the ALP and further identifying them in ordinance
or code and requiring that no object penetrates these airspace surfaces as a result of
development.

Communities also protect airspace by encouraging those land uses that are likely to be compatible
with the airport operations and prohibiting those uses that are likely to be incompatible with the
airport operations. Per Part 77, proponents proposing development at certain height above the
ground or within a certain proximity to the airport are required to submit FAA Form 7460-1 to the
FAA for determination that such development will not adversely impact airspace or the safety of
aircraft operators. For on airport development, Form 7460-1 must either be submitted by the airport
sponsor or the sponsor must assure that the leaseholder submits the form appropriately.

Compatible Land Use (Assurance #21)

Land uses around an airport should be planned and implemented in such a manner that ensures
surrounding development and activities are compatible with the airport. FAA Grant Assurance #21
states, “It (sponsor) will take appropriate action, to the extent reasonable, including the adoption of
zoning laws, to restrict the use of land adjacent to or in the immediate vicinity of the airport to
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activities and purposes compatible with normal airport operations, including landing and takeoff of
aircraft. In addition, if the project is for noise compatibility program implementation, it will not cause
or permit any change in land use, within its jurisdiction, that will reduce its compatibility, with
respect to the airport, of the noise compatibility program measures upon which Federal funds have
been expended.”

To ensure compatibility, the sponsor will take appropriate action, to the extent reasonable,
including the adoption of zoning laws. Incompatible land uses surrounding airports represents one
of the greatest threats to the future viability of airports today. Further discussion of compatible land
use is included later in this chapter.

The FAA does not have statutory authority to mandate to airport sponsors the specific land use
methods they must implement in order to meet this grant assurance. Rather, the action(s) taken by
the sponsor must be considered reasonable to the FAA.

Day to Day Airport Management

Economic Non-Discrimination (Assurance #22)

Any reasonable aeronautical activity offering service to the public should be permitted to operate at
the airport as long as the activity complies with airport established standards for that activity. Any
contract or agreement made with the airport will have provisions ensuring the person, firm or
corporation will not be discriminatory when it comes to services rendered as well as rates or prices
charged to customers. Provisions include:

% All FBOs on the airport should be subject to the same rate fees, rentals and other charges.

% All persons, firms or corporations operating aircraft can work on their own aircraft with their
own employees.

% If the airport sponsor exercises the rights and privileges of this assurance they will be under
all of the same conditions as any other airport user would be.

% The sponsor has the ability to establish fair conditions which need to be met by all airport
users to make the airport safer and more efficient.

The sponsor can prohibit any type, kind or class of aeronautical activity for the safety of the airport.
An example of an activity which may be considered for prohibition is sky diving. It is important to
point out that the FAA will review such prohibitions and will make the final determination as to
whether a particular activity is deemed unsafe at the airport based on current operational
dynamics.

Exclusive Rights (Assurance #23)

Exclusive Rights at an airport is a subject which can be complicated and is usually specific to
individual airport situations. The assurance states the sponsor “will permit no exclusive right for the
use of the airport by any person providing, or intending to provide, aeronautical services to the
public...”, There are exceptions to this rule. If the airport sponsor can prove that bringing in similar
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business would be unreasonably costly, impractical or result in a safety concern, the sponsor may
consider granting an exclusive right. To deny a business opportunity because of safety, the
sponsor must demonstrate how that particular business will compromise safety at the airport.
Exclusive rights are very often found in airport relationships with an FBO but exclusive rights may
also be established with any other business at the airport which could assist in the operation of an
aircraft at the airport. If an unapproved exclusive rights agreement exists, it must be dissolved
before a future federal grant is awarded to the airport.

If a sponsor is contemplating denial of a business use at the airport, it is strongly encouraged that
they contact their FAA Airport District Office (ADO) in order to ensure that they have all necessary
information and that denial of access is not going to be seen as unjust discrimination. For more in
depth information on exclusive rights reference Advisory Circular 150/5190-6, Exclusive Rights at
Federally Obligated Airports.

Leases and Financial

Fee and Rental Structure (Assurance #24)

Simply put, the fee and rental structure at the airport must be implemented with the goal of
generating enough revenue from airport related fees and rents to become self-sufficient in funding
the airports day to day operational needs. The airport sponsor should be constantly monitoring its
fee and rental structure to ensure reasonable fees are being charged to meet this financial goal.
Common fees and rents charged by airports include fuel flowage fees, tie-down fees, landing fees,
and hangar rent.

Airport Revenue (Assurance #25)

Revenue generated by airport activities must be used to support the continued operation and
maintenance of the airport. Use of airport revenue to support or subsidize other non-aviation
activities or functions of the sponsor is not allowed and is considered revenue diversion. Revenue
diversion is considered a significant compliance issue and is subject to scrutiny by the FAA.

8.2.2 OTHER FAA COMPLIANCE REQUIREMENTS

Other Federal Contracting and Procurement Documents

Whenever an airport sponsor accepts an AIP grant from the FAA, the sponsor agrees to adhere to
various federal contracting and procurement requirements. Advisory circulars are required for use
in AIP funded projects. Included in each grant request is a federal funding checklist that identifies
the requirements an airport should take into consideration before accepting the grant.
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The following items are noted in the checklist:

O N U R U U S U N N S Y

ALPs should be up to date

Exhibit A Property Map may need to be updated after the acquisition of additional
property

Land Inventory may need to be updated if land has been recently acquired with federal
assistance

Airports must hold good title to the airport landing area

Appropriate signage and markings must be in place

RPZ and approach surface deficiencies must be identified and steps to address
deficiencies must be noted

RSAs must meet FAA standards if planning a runway project

DBE program goals must be met on projects more than $250,000 in Federal Funds
Procedures should be in place to handle bid protests

Open AIP grant projects need to be identified

Project closeout form must be submitted within 90 days of work completion

A “Certification of Economic Justification” must be included for routine pavement
maintenance projects

A “Revenue Generating Facility Eligibility Evaluation” must be completed for hangar
construction or fueling facilities

A “Reimbursable Agreement” and “Non-Fed Coordination” must be completed for
navigational aid projects

A “Relocation Plan” must be completed if a project requires residences or businesses to
be relocated.

Special Conditions

In addition to the standard grant assurances discussed previously, the state or the FAA may
require “Special Conditions” to individual grants which supplement or expand the standard grant
assurances. Special Conditions are unique to an individual airport and can be project oriented or
administrative in nature. Airport sponsors need to be aware of such conditions that may be applied
to their airport.

8.2.3 OREGON DEPARTMENT OF AVIATION (ODA)

The ODA COAR program provides funds to help Oregon airports match the FAA AIP grants for
eligible projects. Airports need to apply for it and funds are not guaranteed. ODA does not appear
to have specific grant assurances linked to this program at the time of this Master Plan.
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8.3 COMPLIANCE AND GRANT COUNTY REGIONAL AIRPORT

A cursory review of existing and potential compliance issues was conducted as part of this
planning effort. As stated in the introduction, the main focal point of the work effort associated with
the compliance review was on land use compatibility around the airport.

Grant County Regional Airport is located on a plateau above the city of John day, OR. Surrounding
land uses include rural (county), industrial and residential. Lands around the airport are privately
owned, county owned, or city owned. This master plan update is the perfect time to assess the
situation and elaborate measures to avoid future incompatible land use issues.

8.3.1 INCOMPATIBLE LAND USES AND THE ABSENCE OF APPROPRIATE ZONING CONTROLS

Grant County and the cities of John Day and Canyon, OR should be proactive in developing
compatible land use, planning around the Airport and continued, active development and
implementation of compatible land use as necessary. Recommendations for the steps the County
and City should consider to ensure long term land use compatibility at the airport can be found in
Section 8.6 - Recommended Improvements to Existing Land Use Regulations.

8.3.2 “THROUGH-THE-FENCE” (TFF) ACCESS

GCD does not have any existing “Through-the-Fence” access or activity. However, this is
something the airport is willing to consider in the future, especially with the city-owned industrial
park adjacent to the airport. In this case, the airport should coordinate with the city and the FAA to
ensure that the best TFF agreements will be put in place.

All future tenants wishing to access the airport form the industrial park would have to get an

agreement with the city for the lease/sale of a lot in the park and an TFF agreement with the
county to access the airport.

8.3.3 REVENUE DIVERSION (INCLUDING IMPROPER USE OF AIRPORT PROPERTY)

No indications of revenue diversion were identified at the airport. The County should continue to
analyze all existing uses of airport property to ensure that all tenants are appropriately contributing
to the airport’s revenue.

8.3.4 ON-AIRPORT RESIDENTIAL USE

There is not any on-airport residential use at GCD. However, a dirt area near the terminal building
is currently used for RV parking during the wildfire season for housing of USFS contractors. These
RVs are proposed to be moved off the fenced area of the airport along the access road on
county/airport land. On-Airport Residential Use should be discouraged in the future.
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8.3.5 NON-AERONAUTICAL LOCAL EVENTS CLOSING THE AIRPORT OR A RUNWAY

GCD does not host or support any non-aeronautical events that would close the runway or airport.
Such events should continue to be discouraged.

8.3.6 OBSTRUCTIONS

There are a few obstructions in the immediate vicinity of the airport located within the defined
airport safety areas or Part 77 imaginary surfaces. These obstructions include public roads, the
existing airport fence, the existing windcone, as well as existing hangars and surrounding houses.
These are highlighted and discussed in the ALP - Airsapce Drawing.

It is recommended that these obstacles be either removed or properly lighted. Furthermore,
improvements to the current airspace zoning ordinance are recommended to prevent future
hazards. Additional recommendations will be provided in Section 8.6 - Recommended
Improvements to Existing Land Use Regulations.

8.3.7 GENERAL RECOMMENDATIONS

Following are some recommended strategies and tools Grant County should consider to assist in
effectively maintaining and operating the airport and ensuring compliance with the sponsor
obligations.

%+ Have a designated point of contact, such as an appointed airport manager or County
representative, available to conduct airport business and respond to emergencies when
needed.

% Develop a reoccurring educational program to educate County Commissioners, the Airport

Commission, legal counsel, potential FBO, Tenants, and the general public about the

sponsor obligations and the grant assurances. It is particularly important to target the

County Commissioners and the Airport Commissioners as members of these bodies can

change. Educating new members about sponsor obligations is critical to ensure informed

decisions while maintaining compliance with grant assurances.

Use airport facilities for aeronautical purposes only, unless otherwise specified by the

airport and approved by the FAA.

Perform services in a non-discriminatory manner regardless of race, creed, color, national

origin, or sex.

Actively promote compatible land use around the airport.

Consider the development of Minimum Standards and Rules and Regulations documents.

These documents help ensure all airport users and tenants are conducting operations and

activities with the same understanding and knowledge of what is acceptable at the airport.

If an issue of concern arises, having these documents at hand can assist in addressing

R
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problems promptly and on a consistent basis. See Advisory Circular (AC) 150/5190-7,
Minimum Standards for Commercial Aeronautical Activities.

% Maintain a current and up-to-date aircraft roster of all based aircraft, this should include but
not be limited to; aircraft tail number, aircraft type, aircraft model, and aircraft owner’'s name

% No exclusive rights should be extended to any business on the airport which is performing
aeronautical activities. See AC 150/5190-6, Exclusive Rights at Federally Obligated
Airports.

% Develop a routine self-inspection program including the completion of a safety inspection
checklist. See AC 150/5200-18C, Airport Safety Self Inspection.

% The County should have an emergency procedure plan in place and all County employees
and lessees responsible for the maintenance and operation of the airport should be familiar
with the plan in the event of an emergency.

% Grant County should annually compare the Airport’s fees and rental structure with those
offered at other airports in the region and evaluate market value for similar services and
fees.

% The County should continually monitor the financial demands of the Airport and consider
adjustments to existing fees and the addition of new fees as airport activity and needs
dictate.

8.4 LAND USE COMPATIBILITY PLANNING AROUND GRANT
COUNTY REGIONAL AIRPORT

Airports typically represent an important asset to many communities. They provide the community
access to essential services such as life flight, agricultural and firefighting activity to name a few.
Many airports also serve as a vital local, regional, state and national point of connectivity. As a
result, the airport also represents an important economic engine by directly providing local jobs as
well as other indirect economic impacts to a community.

However, airports are unique in that their operations can have far reaching impacts. While located
in one jurisdiction, aircraft operations can and do impact nearby communities. Effective compatible
land use planning by communities adjacent to an airport is important because such measures not
only protect the airport but they also protect the surrounding communities from the impacts of
typical airport operations.

GCD is currently located in a sparsely developed area surrounded by private properties, city lands,
and county lands. As the community continues to grow, it is important that proactive efforts are
undertaken to protect the airport, the community and its citizens, from future incompatible growth.

Furthermore, ineffective airport land use planning degrades the daily business and functionality of
the airport, restricts its growth potential, and introduces significant obstacles to economic
development in the community. These limitations can be mitigated by the implementation of
effective compatible land use planning.
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8.4.1 COMPONENTS OF EFFECTIVE AIRPORT COMPATIBLE LAND USE PLANNING

Effective compatible land use planning protects the airport and community from height, safety and
noise concerns. In many instances, a community’s willingness to take a proactive approach in
addressing compatible land use planning prevents the need to be reactive and also prevents more
severe conflicts down the road. Effective, comprehensive land use compatibility plans take such
considerations into account and incorporate both height restrictive and basic land use restrictions
through zoning. Coupled with other proactive measures, such as voluntary noise abatement
programs and selective fee-simple land acquisition, proactive planning around the airport will
protect both the airport and the surrounding community.

It is important to point out there is a very distinct difference between height restriction zoning and
basic land use zoning. As its name implies, height restriction zoning generally conforms to CFR
Part 77 with the intent of protecting the airspace around an airport from objects or structures which
may pose hazards to aircraft operators. On the other hand, the intent of land use zoning should be
to prevent incompatible land uses from being allowed near an airport where the impacts of airport
operations, such as noise and/or aircraft accidents, can have a potentially negative impact on that
land use or the impact of the incompatible land use can have a potentially negative impact on the
airport.

8.4.2 IMPORTANT AIRPORT LAND USE PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS AND CHALLENGES

When considering land use planning around GCD, understanding the following challenges and
considerations will be helpful.

Encroachment of Incompatible Development

One of the greatest threats to the viability of airports today is the encroachment of incompatible
land use. Encroaching incompatible land use poses a significant threat to the state and national
airport system as well as the communities they serve. GCD is already victim of such encroachment
and must take appropriate measures to mitigate them and avoid future issues.

Safety and Quality of Life

Proactive planning around the airport ensures the safety of both aircraft operators and airport
neighbors from potential aircraft accidents. It also protects the quality of life of airport neighbors by
ensuring they are not impacted by the noise, dust and fumes associated with airport operations.

Sponsor Obligations and Grant Assurances

As previously discussed, grant assurances include specific requirements that the County protect
the airport’'s airspace and prevent incompatible land uses around the airport through zoning.
Failure to do so may result in the FAA no longer funding the airport if they do not believe the
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County has taken reasonable steps to protect the airports from incompatible development. The
duration of these grant assurances is a period of 20 years from when the County received the last
grant with the exception of grant assurances associated with land acquisitions. The grant
assurances associated with land acquisitions exist into perpetuity or until the land is sold (at fair
market value) and the grant funds are paid back to the FAA.

Jurisdiction

One major challenge airport owners face when promoting compatible land use is lack of
jurisdiction. Airport operations and associated potential impacts (i.e. safety, noise, dust, fumes) can
and do extend beyond the physical boundary of the airport property. Although the airport owner is
liable for adherence to the FAA grant assurances, in many instances surrounding jurisdictions
have control of land in the vicinity of the airport, not the owner, thus the owner has no say in land
use policies and decisions. If the surrounding jurisdictions do not wish to proactively plan around
the airport, they do not have to.

It should be noted that the FAA does not have jurisdiction over local land use nor do they have any
enforcement authority to stop incompatible encroachment. As such, local communities are heavily
relied upon and responsible for undertaking such efforts.

Jurisdictional issues may arise around GCD, since the airport is county-owned and operated, and
surrounded by city and county lands. Future communication and coordination with the cities of
John Day and Canyon, OR regarding compatible land use planning around the airport will protect
both the airport and surrounding communities from incompatible land use issues in the future.

Protection of local, state and federal investment

GCD has received substantial financial investment from the FAA and ODA for many years. The
County itself has invested significant funding into the airport to both operate and maintain it.
Proactive planning around the airport, including effective land use zoning, will help ensure the
airport is protected and can remain operational for the long term, thus protecting the substantial
federal, state, and local investments.

As the FAA and ODA consider future investments at the airport, a major consideration is the
community’s willingness to protect the investment. This begins with effective compatible land use
planning.

Economic Benefit

GCD provides an important economic benefit to the County and its citizens. Per the Oregon
Aviation Plan published in 2007, , the estimated total airport impact is 77 jobs, a total payroll of
$1,647,000 and a total economic activity of $5,174,000. The airport needs to be protected so it
can continue to provide access to the community and economic benefits for many years to come.
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8.4.3 FAA LAND USE RELATED GRANT ASSURANCES AND REQUIREMENTS

The FAA grant assurances include specific requirements applicable to airspace protection and
compatible land use. Following is a brief summary of FAA requirements as well as considerations
associated with FAA requirements for airspace and compatible land use planning.

In recent years, the FAA has become more active in working with airport sponsors in encouraging
compatible land use planning around airports as a condition of their grant assurances. There are
three critical grant assurances that sponsors need to be aware of,related to land use planning:

% Local Plans (Assurance #6)

% Airspace (Assurance #20)

% Compatible Land Use (Assurance #21)

A detailed descriptions of these assurances are shown in Appendix D.

8.4.4 STATE LAND USE RELATED REQUIREMENTS

The state of Oregon through the Oregon Department of Aviation (ODA) regulates planning around
airports in broader terms than the FAA. The Airport Land Use Compatibility Guidebook - Chapter 5,
shown in Appendix E, is an invaluable reference for Grant County in order to plan for efficient land
use around the airport. The guidebook summarizes the FAA requirements but also describes state
regulation, including:

Comprehensive Planning and Periodic Review

Oregon requires cities and counties to prepare, adopt, and amend comprehensive plans in
compliance with 19 Statewide Planning Goals and administrative rules (OAR). Relevant goals
include Goal 12, Transportation Planning. ORS 197.628 also requires local governments to review
comprehensive plans and implement appropriate land use regulations to ensure a safe
transportation system.

Airport Planning Rule (APR)

The OAR Chapter 660, Division 13 outlines the requirements defined by the APR pertaining to
aviation facility planning.

Transportation Planning Rule (TPR)

The TPR embodied in OAR Chapter 660, Division 12 contains planning requirements to guide local
governments in developing an efficient transportation system plan as an element of
comprehensive plans.
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8.4.5 CONTINUAL PLANNING PROCESS

Land use planning needs in a community can and do change. The County should create a formal
process for policy development that identifies the airport land use planning process as a critical
component of its community and comprehensive planning process. To assist in developing
effective airport land use policy, it is also important to establish the identification of stakeholders
who may be impacted by the airport or have an impact on the airport. Such stakeholders could
include airport tenants/users, surrounding jurisdictions, in particular the cities of John Day and
Canyon, OR, and adjacent neighbors and businesses. Proactive coordination with these
stakeholders can greatly improve compatible land use efforts in the future.

8.5 EXISTING LAND USES REGULATIONS

Currently the FAA consider airport compatible land use planning to be a top priority for airport
sponsors to address through local planning. Many airports are surrounded by multiple jurisdictions
requiring more diligent, proactive and coordinated planning efforts to ensure the airport is protected
from incompatible development. Coordination and communication with the surrounding
jurisdictions and stakeholders will allow protecting the airport and avoiding significant problems to
arise in the future.

The role of the local comprehensive planning process and the recommendations included in a
community’s comprehensive plan are vital to the implementation of zoning ordinances. Following is
a summary of the Grant County Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Ordinances as they relate to the
airport.

8.5.1 GRANT COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

GCD is located within the jurisdiction of Grant County and is owned and operated by the
County. The County’s current Comprehensive Plan (GCCP) was adopted in January 1996.
Transportation Element (page 37), briefly discusses the importance of protecting the county’s
public use airports:

“Identified public airports shall be protected from incompatible uses through the application of an
appropriate airport zone.”

“The function of airports within the County should be protected through the application of
appropriate land use designations to assure future land uses are compatible with continued

operation at the airport.”
Source: Grant County Comprehensive Plan, 1996
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The GCCP mentions the Grant County Transportation System Plan (GCTSP) adopted in June
1997. This transportation plan describes two public airports in the County, including the
Monument Airport owned by the City of Monument, OR, and the Grant County Regional Airport
owned by Grant County.

In Oregon, Section 660-12-045 of the Implementation of the Transportation System Plan
describes the Transportation Planning Rule (TPR). The GCTSP requires local government to
implement the TPR by adopting “land use or subdivision ordinance measures, consistent with
federal and state regulation” to protect public use airports.

The lands adjacent to the airport are under the jurisdiction of Grant County and are mainly

zoned as Recreational, Suburban Residential, and Industrial (Industrial Park). A specific zone is
dedicated to the airport.

8.5.2 GRANT COUNTY AIRPORT ZONING ORDINANCE

According to the GCCP, Grant County adopted an Airport Overlay Zone (AOZ), as described in
the Oregon Airport Land Use Compatibility Guidebook, in order to prevent airspace
obstructions. The zoning ordinance within the limits of this overlay includes land use and height
restrictions. The AOZ enforced at GCD encompasses the limits of the CFR Part 77 Imaginary
Surfaces, Runway Protection Zones, and airport noise impact boundaries.

8.5.3 SURROUNDING JURISDICTION COMPREHENSIVE PLANS

Communities in close proximity to the airport include the cities of John Day and Canyon, OR.
When existing, a review of the comprehensive plans for these cities was conducted. The current
comprehensive plan for the City of John Day was last updated in 2012. Even though GCD is not
within the city limits, it is described in general terms in the “Air Service” section on page 13.

The City of John Day defines different land use zones including a zone entitles “Airport
Approach”. The city zoning is shown on Figure 8-1.

8.5.4 SURROUNDING JURISDICTIONS AIRPORT HAZARD ZONING ORDINANCE

Zoning ordinances for the City of John Day and Canyon City do not include zoning restrictions
related to the airport.
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FIGURE 8-1: CITY OF JOHN DAY ZONING MAP
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8.6 RECOMMENDED IMPROVEMENTS TO EXISTING LAND USE
REGULATIONS

Following are some recommended strategies and tools Grant County should consider to assist in
effectively maintaining and operating the airport and ensuring compliance with the sponsor
obligations.

%+ Adhere to appropriate state and FAA requirements and guidance regarding airspace
protection and prohibit land uses which are incompatible to airport operations.

%+ Add a specific airport section including specific language about the airport and its unique
aviation and land use planning needs in the County’s comprehensive plan. The
comprehensive plan should include a specific reference to the most current airport master
plan and ALP. Recommended comprehensive plan language is included as Appendix E.

% Revise the County’s zoning ordinance to be more detailed regarding land use compatibility
around the airport. This includes specific ordinance language that identifies and protects
the federally defined Part 77 airspace surfaces and recommended land uses via the
establishment of land use compatibility zones around the airport. Appendix E includes an
example of Zoning Ordinance language.

%+ Recognize the airport impacts to the community and the community impacts upon the
airport and commit to an effective and cooperative airport land use planning process
designed to protect and preserve airport operations, economic prosperity, and quality of life
in addition to safety provisions for both the community and its airport. This also includes
improvements to the comprehensive plan and zoning ordinance language related to land
use planning around the airport.

Coordination and communication with the surrounding jurisdictions will protect the airport and
avoid significant problems in the future.

% Create a formal process for policy development that identifies the airport land use planning
process as a critical and continual component of its community and comprehensive
planning process.

% Implement the recommendations included in the wildlife hazard site visit report, included in
Appendix B to minimize wildlife hazards.

% Implement the recommended alternatives to address incompatible land uses in the airport,
as shown on the ALP set.
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% Update the Airport Master Plan. It is critical that the County monitors and updates the
Airport Master Plan as it identifies the specific needs of the airport and provides a
foundation around which policy can and should be developed. On average, it is
recommended that the airport master plan be updated every 7-10 years or as changing
circumstances at the airport warrant.

8.7 COMPLIANCE AND COMPATIBLE LAND USE RESOURCES AND
REFERENCES

FAA Order 5190.6B, FAA Airport Compliance Manual
http://www.faa.gov/airports/resources/publications/orders/compliance 5190 6/

FAA Advisory Circular (AC) 150/5190-6, Exclusive Rights at Federally Obligated Airports
http://www.faa.gov/airports/resources/advisory circulars/index.cfm/go/document.information/docu
mentNumber/150 5190-6

FAA AC 150/5190-7, Minimum Standards for Commercial Aeronautical Activities
http://www.faa.gov/airports/resources/advisory circulars/index.cfm/go/document.information/docu
mentNumber/150 5190-7

FAA AC 150/5200-18C, Airport Safety Self-Inspection
http://www.faa.gov/airports/resources/advisory circulars/index.cfm/go/document.information/docu
mentNumber/150 5200-18C

State of Oregon, Oregon Department of Aviation (ODA), Airport Land Use Compatibility Guidebook
http://www.oregon.gov/aviation/pages/landusequidebook.aspx

FAA Noise Compatibility Tool Kit
http://www.faa.gov/about/office org/headquarters offices/apl/noise emissions/planning toolkit/

FAA Land Use Compatibility
http://www.faa.gov/airports/environmental/land use/

Federal Aviation Regulation (FAR) Part 77
http://www.access.gpo.gov/nara/cfr/waisidx 07/14cfr77 07.html

FAA - Helena Airports District Office
http://www.faa.gov/airports/northwest mountain/about airports/contact information/
(406) 449-5271

Oregon department of Aviation
http://www.oregon.gov/aviation/Pages/index.aspx
(503) 378-4880
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http://www.faa.gov/airports/resources/advisory_circulars/index.cfm/go/document.information/documentNumber/150_5190-6
http://www.faa.gov/airports/resources/advisory_circulars/index.cfm/go/document.information/documentNumber/150_5190-7
http://www.faa.gov/airports/resources/advisory_circulars/index.cfm/go/document.information/documentNumber/150_5190-7
http://www.faa.gov/airports/resources/advisory_circulars/index.cfm/go/document.information/documentNumber/150_5200-18C
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http://www.oregon.gov/aviation/pages/landuseguidebook.aspx
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9.0 AIRPORT LAYOUT PLAN (ALP) DESCRIPTION

This Airport Master Plan for Grant County Regional Airport includes the preparation of a series
of drawings depicting the existing airport and the proposed changes to the airport over the next
twenty years. This drawing set is commonly referred to as the Airport Layout Plan (ALP). A
description of each drawing and its contents is included below.

9.1 AIRPORT LAYOUT PLAN (ALP)

The ALP presents airport features, including the wind rose, topographic data, elevations,
runway details, taxiway details, aprons, Runway Protection Zones (RPZ) details, approach
details, visual approach aids, airport data table, runway data table, roads, building
restriction lines (BRL) buildings, etc. This plan also identifies future development plans for
the terminal area including hangars, taxilanes, access roads and auto parking areas.

9.2 AIRSPACE PLAN

The Airspace Plan depicts all areas under the ultimate imaginary surfaces as defined in 14
CFR Part 77, “Safe, Efficient Use, and Preservation of the Navigable Airspace”. Included
in the Airspace Plan are 50 foot contours on sloping surfaces to meet mandatory
reguirements.

9.3 INNER APPROACH PLAN

The Inner Approach Plan depicts the plan and profile of the RPZ and inner portion of the
approach surface for each runway. In addition, obstructions within the RPZ and approach
surfaces are identified and recommended actions are indicated.

9.4 DEPARTURE SURFACE DRAWING

The Departure Surface Drawing depicts the plan and profile views of future instrument
departure surfaces for each runway end with a planned future departure procedure. In
addition, obstructions within the departure surfaces are identified and recommended actions are
indicated.

Grant County Regional Airport - GCD
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