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EAAC Meeting Overview
December 9th

EAAC Meeting Overview
• Project Alternatives – Affected Environment 

– Several alternatives presented and discussed
– Some alternatives removed from consideration, based  on 
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• Project Alternatives – Affected Environment 

– Several alternatives presented and discussed
– Some alternatives removed from consideration, based  on 

EAAC commentsEAAC comments
– Resulting alternatives to be presented, along with 

engineer’s design report, on February 24 th

– Meeting summary posted to project website

EAAC comments
– Resulting alternatives to be presented, along with 

engineer’s design report, on February 24 th

– Meeting summary posted to project website



Project UpdateProject Update

Since last meeting, the following work has been com pleted:

• Drafted the preliminary engineering design report, which includes 
cost estimates, to assist in selecting the Preferre d Alternative.  

• Arranged for subconsultant to conduct an additional field 
investigation to determine if the Mazama Pocket Gopher is on Port 
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property.

• Received scope revision from subconsultant to comple te 
archaeological report.

• Mailed alternatives packet to EAAC, Port, and FAA.
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• Mailed alternatives packet to EAAC, Port, and FAA.



Alternatives PacketAlternatives Packet

The alternatives packet consists of the following 
components:

– Alternatives analysis
– Delineation of Wetlands and Other Waters 
– Cultural Resources Inventory
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Field InvestigationsField Investigations
Delineation of Wetlands and Other Waters 
– 1.06 acres of wetlands and waters found in study ar ea in eight areas.
– Currently working with agencies to determine jurisd iction.

Cultural Resources Inventory
– Initial study found no archaeological resources and  two historic -period 
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aboveground structures that are not eligible for li sting in the NRHP.
– Supplemental study found two archaeological sites ( plates); however, at 

this time are not deemed significant.

Biological Resources Technical Report
– Additional fieldwork completed to determine presenc e of the federally-

listed Mazama pocket gopher.
– Biologists have determined the species is not prese nt.
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Eight alternatives included in analysis and design r eport.
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design standards?
• What is the alternative’s environmental impact?
• What is the overall project cost?



Project Alternatives
Runway Length Requirements

Project Alternatives
Runway Length Requirements

AIRPORT AND RUNWAY DATA

Airport Elevation……………………………………………………………429 feet

Mean daily maximum temperature of the hottest month………………78.8 feet

Maximum difference in runway centerline elevation……………………..17 feet

Wet and slippery runways

RUNWAY LENGTHS RECOMMENDED FOR AIRPORT DESIGNRUNWAY LENGTHS RECOMMENDED FOR AIRPORT DESIGN

Small airplanes with less than 10 passenger seats

75% of these small airplanes……………………………………….2,540 feet

95% of these small airplanes……………………………………….3,070 feet

100% of these small airplanes…………………………………..…3,670 feet

Small airplanes with 10 or more passenger seats…………………...4,170 feet



Project Alternatives
Alternative 1

Project Alternatives
Alternative 1

Alternative 1: No Action Alternative

This alternative does not change the existing defic iencies 
in runway-taxiway separation, width, length or Obje ct Free 
Area (OFA) penetration.

Alternative 1: No Action Alternative

This alternative does not change the existing defic iencies 
in runway-taxiway separation, width, length or Obje ct Free 
Area (OFA) penetration.

Includes pavement maintenance cost for 20 year peri od.Includes pavement maintenance cost for 20 year peri od.
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Alternative 1, Cont.

Project Alternatives
Alternative 1, Cont.

Advantages
– No property acquisition.
– No environmental impacts.

Disadvantages
– Airport would not meet FAA design standards.

Advantages
– No property acquisition.
– No environmental impacts.

Disadvantages
– Airport would not meet FAA design standards.

Cost Summary
Maintenance Cost: $    540,000
Contingency (25%): $    135,000
Engineering and Inspection (30%): $    202,500
Port Administration: $      10,000
Total Estimated Cost: $    887,500

Cost Summary
Maintenance Cost: $    540,000
Contingency (25%): $    135,000
Engineering and Inspection (30%): $    202,500
Port Administration: $      10,000
Total Estimated Cost: $    887,500
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Alternative 2

Project Alternatives
Alternative 2

Alternative 2: Relocate runway with 60’ width

This alternative includes relocation of the runway to meet 
the 150’ separation requirement.

Alternative 2: Relocate runway with 60’ width

This alternative includes relocation of the runway to meet 
the 150’ separation requirement.

Current taxiway configuration would be maintained.

No runway extension, but widened to 60’ .

On-airport impacts to approximately 0.82 acres of w etland.

Current taxiway configuration would be maintained.

No runway extension, but widened to 60’ .

On-airport impacts to approximately 0.82 acres of w etland.
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Project Alternatives
Alternative 2, Cont.

Project Alternatives
Alternative 2, Cont.

Advantages
– No property acquisition.
– Environmental impacts contained to airport property .

Disadvantages
– Airport would not meet FAA design standards for run way length (1,270’ 

short) and OFA penetration.

Advantages
– No property acquisition.
– Environmental impacts contained to airport property .

Disadvantages
– Airport would not meet FAA design standards for run way length (1,270’ 

short) and OFA penetration.short) and OFA penetration.

Cost Summary
No costs were prepared for Alternative 2.  The Port  and EAAC 
determined this alternative was not feasible, as it  would shorten the 
runway to 1800’.

short) and OFA penetration.

Cost Summary
No costs were prepared for Alternative 2.  The Port  and EAAC 
determined this alternative was not feasible, as it  would shorten the 
runway to 1800’.
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Alternative 3: Relocate and extend runway to 3,030’  with 60’ width, 
relocate Delp Road to the Northwest

This alternative would relocate runway to meet 150’  
separation standard, extend runway by 410’, and wid en to 
60’.

Alternative 3: Relocate and extend runway to 3,030’  with 60’ width, 
relocate Delp Road to the Northwest

This alternative would relocate runway to meet 150’  
separation standard, extend runway by 410’, and wid en to 
60’.60’.

Would require 1.7 acres of right-of-way acquisition  and 
removal of one residence.

Approximately 0.01 acres of wetland and stream impa ct.

Delp Road relocated as shown on next slide.

60’.

Would require 1.7 acres of right-of-way acquisition  and 
removal of one residence.

Approximately 0.01 acres of wetland and stream impa ct.

Delp Road relocated as shown on next slide.
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Project Alternatives
Alternative 3, Cont.

Project Alternatives
Alternative 3, Cont.

Advantages
– No penetration of the runway protection zone (RPZ) a nd Runway 7 

approach surface.
– Runway would meet FAA design standards for runway s afety area 

(RSA), RPZ, OFA, and taxiway separation.
– No wetland mitigation.

Advantages
– No penetration of the runway protection zone (RPZ) a nd Runway 7 

approach surface.
– Runway would meet FAA design standards for runway s afety area 

(RSA), RPZ, OFA, and taxiway separation.
– No wetland mitigation.

Disadvantages
– Airport would not meet runway length requirement (4 0’ short).
– Road alignment includes tee intersections at both e nds of the 

realignment.
– Right-of-way acquisition would include one home and  relocation of its 

residents.

Disadvantages
– Airport would not meet runway length requirement (4 0’ short).
– Road alignment includes tee intersections at both e nds of the 

realignment.
– Right-of-way acquisition would include one home and  relocation of its 

residents.
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Alternative 3, Cont.

Project Alternatives
Alternative 3, Cont.

Cost Summary
Construction costs
Rwy 7-25 Relocation & Extension $ 2,668,676   

Rwy 7 RPZ Property Acq. $      70,888
Rwy 25 Easement Acq. $    157,300
Rwy 7-25 Other Easement Acq. $    126,000

NE Delp Road Relocation $    844,360

Cost Summary
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Rwy 25 Easement Acq. $    157,300
Rwy 7-25 Other Easement Acq. $    126,000

NE Delp Road Relocation $    844,360NE Delp Road Relocation $    844,360
R-O-W & Property Acq. $    511,365

Contingency (25%): $ 1,094,647
Engineering and Inspection (30%): $ 1,641,971
Permitting $      15,000
Port Administration: $      25,000
Total Estimated Cost: $ 7,155,208
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Engineering and Inspection (30%): $ 1,641,971
Permitting $      15,000
Port Administration: $      25,000
Total Estimated Cost: $ 7,155,208
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Approach Surface
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Runway 25 Easements
Transitional Surface

Runway 25 Easements
Transitional Surface



Project Alternatives
Alternative 4

Project Alternatives
Alternative 4

Alternative 4: Runway relocation and extension to 3 ,070’ as shown 
in ALP

This alternative would relocate runway to meet 150’  
separation standard, extend runway by 450’, and wid en to 
60’.

Alternative 4: Runway relocation and extension to 3 ,070’ as shown 
in ALP

This alternative would relocate runway to meet 150’  
separation standard, extend runway by 450’, and wid en to 
60’.60’.

Would require 2.1 acres of right-of-way acquisition .

Approximately 0.03 acres of wetland and stream impa ct.

Delp Road relocated as shown on next slide.

60’.

Would require 2.1 acres of right-of-way acquisition .

Approximately 0.03 acres of wetland and stream impa ct.

Delp Road relocated as shown on next slide.
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Project Alternatives
Alternative 4, Cont.

Project Alternatives
Alternative 4, Cont.

Advantages
– No penetration of the RPZ and Runway 7 approach sur face.
– Minor disruption to roadway traffic during construc tion.
– Runway would meet FAA design standards for RSA, RPZ , OFA, and 

taxiway separation.
– Runway length would meet FAA recommendations.
– No wetland mitigation.

Advantages
– No penetration of the RPZ and Runway 7 approach sur face.
– Minor disruption to roadway traffic during construc tion.
– Runway would meet FAA design standards for RSA, RPZ , OFA, and 

taxiway separation.
– Runway length would meet FAA recommendations.
– No wetland mitigation.– No wetland mitigation.

Disadvantages
– Right-of-way acquisition would include one structur e.
– Northern portion of roadway realignment impacts one  driveway.

– No wetland mitigation.

Disadvantages
– Right-of-way acquisition would include one structur e.
– Northern portion of roadway realignment impacts one  driveway.
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Alternative 4, Cont.

Project Alternatives
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Cost Summary
Construction costs
Rwy 7-25 Relocation & Extension $ 2,837,529   

Rwy 7 RPZ Property Acq. $      74,071
Rwy 25 Easement Acq. $    157,300
Rwy 7-25 Other Easement Acq. $    126,000

NE Delp Road Relocation $    942,794

Cost Summary
Construction costs
Rwy 7-25 Relocation & Extension $ 2,837,529   

Rwy 7 RPZ Property Acq. $      74,071
Rwy 25 Easement Acq. $    157,300
Rwy 7-25 Other Easement Acq. $    126,000

NE Delp Road Relocation $    942,794NE Delp Road Relocation $    942,794
R-O-W & Property Acq. $    145,833

Contingency (25%): $ 1,070,882
Engineering and Inspection (30%): $ 1,606,322
Permitting $      15,000
Port Administration: $      25,000
Total Estimated Cost: $ 7,000,730

NE Delp Road Relocation $    942,794
R-O-W & Property Acq. $    145,833

Contingency (25%): $ 1,070,882
Engineering and Inspection (30%): $ 1,606,322
Permitting $      15,000
Port Administration: $      25,000
Total Estimated Cost: $ 7,000,730
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Alternative 5: Runway relocation and extension to 3 ,070’, Delp 
Road relocated on Port-owned property

This alternative would relocate runway to meet 150’  
separation standard, extend runway by 450’, and wid en to 
60’.

Alternative 5: Runway relocation and extension to 3 ,070’, Delp 
Road relocated on Port-owned property

This alternative would relocate runway to meet 150’  
separation standard, extend runway by 450’, and wid en to 
60’.60’.

Would require 0.3 acres of right-of-way acquisition .

Delp Road relocated as shown on next slide.

60’.

Would require 0.3 acres of right-of-way acquisition .

Delp Road relocated as shown on next slide.
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Project Alternatives
Alternative 5, Cont.

Advantages
– No penetration of the RPZ and Runway 7 approach sur face.
– Runway would meet FAA design standards for RSA, RPZ , OFA, and 

taxiway separation.
– Runway length would meet FAA recommendations.
– No wetland/environmental mitigation or new stream c rossing.
– Realignment nearly all on Port property.

Advantages
– No penetration of the RPZ and Runway 7 approach sur face.
– Runway would meet FAA design standards for RSA, RPZ , OFA, and 

taxiway separation.
– Runway length would meet FAA recommendations.
– No wetland/environmental mitigation or new stream c rossing.
– Realignment nearly all on Port property.– Realignment nearly all on Port property.
– Minimal right-of-way acquisition.

Disadvantages
– One horizontal curve does not meet County road desig n standards.  

The minimum standard in 150’ and this curve has a 1 00’ radius.
– Three curves may be perceived as a traffic safety h azard.

– Realignment nearly all on Port property.
– Minimal right-of-way acquisition.

Disadvantages
– One horizontal curve does not meet County road desig n standards.  

The minimum standard in 150’ and this curve has a 1 00’ radius.
– Three curves may be perceived as a traffic safety h azard.
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Cost Summary
Construction costs
Rwy 7-25 Relocation & Extension $ 2,837,529   

Rwy 7 RPZ Property Acq. $      74,071
Rwy 25 Easement Acq. $    157,300
Rwy 7-25 Other Easement Acq. $    126,000

NE Delp Road Relocation $    639,452

Cost Summary
Construction costs
Rwy 7-25 Relocation & Extension $ 2,837,529   

Rwy 7 RPZ Property Acq. $      74,071
Rwy 25 Easement Acq. $    157,300
Rwy 7-25 Other Easement Acq. $    126,000

NE Delp Road Relocation $    639,452NE Delp Road Relocation $    639,452
R-O-W & Property Acq. $      47,206

Contingency (25%): $    970,390
Engineering and Inspection (30%): $ 1,455,584
Permitting $      15,000
Port Administration: $      25,000
Total Estimated Cost: $ 6,347,532

NE Delp Road Relocation $    639,452
R-O-W & Property Acq. $      47,206

Contingency (25%): $    970,390
Engineering and Inspection (30%): $ 1,455,584
Permitting $      15,000
Port Administration: $      25,000
Total Estimated Cost: $ 6,347,532
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Alternative 6
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Alternative 6: Runway relocation and extension to 3 ,070’, Delp 
Road relocated to the North

This alternative would relocate runway to meet 150’  
separation standard, extend runway by 450’, and wid en to 
60’.

Alternative 6: Runway relocation and extension to 3 ,070’, Delp 
Road relocated to the North

This alternative would relocate runway to meet 150’  
separation standard, extend runway by 450’, and wid en to 
60’.

Would require 0.6 acres of right-of-way acquisition .

Approximately 0.02 acres of wetland and stream impa ct. 

Similar to Alternative 4, but avoids driveway impac t.

Delp Road relocated as shown on next slide.

Would require 0.6 acres of right-of-way acquisition .

Approximately 0.02 acres of wetland and stream impa ct. 

Similar to Alternative 4, but avoids driveway impac t.

Delp Road relocated as shown on next slide.
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Project Alternatives
Alternative 6, Cont.

Project Alternatives
Alternative 6, Cont.

Advantages
– No penetration of the RPZ and Runway 7 approach sur face.
– Runway would meet FAA design standards for RSA, RPZ , OFA, and 

taxiway separation.
– Runway length would meet FAA recommendations.
– No wetland mitigation.
– Avoids driveway impacts.

Advantages
– No penetration of the RPZ and Runway 7 approach sur face.
– Runway would meet FAA design standards for RSA, RPZ , OFA, and 

taxiway separation.
– Runway length would meet FAA recommendations.
– No wetland mitigation.
– Avoids driveway impacts.– Avoids driveway impacts.

Disadvantages
– Right-of-way acquisition.

– Avoids driveway impacts.

Disadvantages
– Right-of-way acquisition.
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Alternative 6, Cont.

Project Alternatives
Alternative 6, Cont.

Cost Summary
Construction costs
Rwy 7-25 Relocation & Extension $ 2,837,529   

Rwy 7 RPZ Property Acq. $      74,071
Rwy 25 Easement Acq. $    157,300
Rwy 7-25 Other Easement Acq. $    126,000

NE Delp Road Relocation $    841,627

Cost Summary
Construction costs
Rwy 7-25 Relocation & Extension $ 2,837,529   

Rwy 7 RPZ Property Acq. $      74,071
Rwy 25 Easement Acq. $    157,300
Rwy 7-25 Other Easement Acq. $    126,000

NE Delp Road Relocation $    841,627NE Delp Road Relocation $    841,627
R-O-W & Property Acq. $    116,885

Contingency (25%): $ 1,038,535
Engineering and Inspection (30%): $ 1,557,529
Permitting $      15,000
Port Administration: $      25,000
Total Estimated Cost: $ 6,789,294

NE Delp Road Relocation $    841,627
R-O-W & Property Acq. $    116,885

Contingency (25%): $ 1,038,535
Engineering and Inspection (30%): $ 1,557,529
Permitting $      15,000
Port Administration: $      25,000
Total Estimated Cost: $ 6,789,294



Project Alternatives
Alternative 7

Project Alternatives
Alternative 7

Alternative 7: Runway relocation and extension to 3 ,170’, Delp 
Road in tunnel

This alternative would relocate runway to meet 150’  
separation standard, extend runway by 550’, and wid en to 
60’.

Alternative 7: Runway relocation and extension to 3 ,170’, Delp 
Road in tunnel

This alternative would relocate runway to meet 150’  
separation standard, extend runway by 550’, and wid en to 
60’.

Delp Road altered as shown on next two slides.Delp Road altered as shown on next two slides.



Alternative 7
Vehicular Underpass
Alternative 7
Vehicular Underpass



Alternative 7Alternative 7



Project Alternatives
Alternative 7, Cont.

Project Alternatives
Alternative 7, Cont.

Advantages
– No penetration of the RPZ and Runway 7 approach sur face.
– Runway would meet FAA design standards for RSA, RPZ , OFA, and 

taxiway separation.
– Runway length would exceed FAA recommendations.
– No environmental impacts or new stream crossing.
– No property acquisition.

Advantages
– No penetration of the RPZ and Runway 7 approach sur face.
– Runway would meet FAA design standards for RSA, RPZ , OFA, and 

taxiway separation.
– Runway length would exceed FAA recommendations.
– No environmental impacts or new stream crossing.
– No property acquisition.– No property acquisition.

Disadvantages
– Construction would require a detour, temporary road  closure, or 

temporary roadway to direct traffic flow.

– No property acquisition.

Disadvantages
– Construction would require a detour, temporary road  closure, or 

temporary roadway to direct traffic flow.



Project Alternatives
Alternative 7, Cont.

Project Alternatives
Alternative 7, Cont.

Cost Summary
Construction costs
Rwy 7-25 Relocation & Extension $ 3,263,664   

Rwy 7 RPZ Property Acq. $      81,527
Rwy 25 Easement Acq. $    157,300
Rwy 7-25 Other Easement Acq. $    126,000

NE Delp Road Relocation $ 2,400,712

Cost Summary
Construction costs
Rwy 7-25 Relocation & Extension $ 3,263,664   

Rwy 7 RPZ Property Acq. $      81,527
Rwy 25 Easement Acq. $    157,300
Rwy 7-25 Other Easement Acq. $    126,000

NE Delp Road Relocation $ 2,400,712NE Delp Road Relocation $ 2,400,712
R-O-W & Property Acq. $               0

Contingency (25%): $ 1,507,301
Engineering and Inspection (30%): $ 1,808,761
Permitting $      15,000
Port Administration: $      25,000
Total Estimated Cost: $ 9,385,264

NE Delp Road Relocation $ 2,400,712
R-O-W & Property Acq. $               0

Contingency (25%): $ 1,507,301
Engineering and Inspection (30%): $ 1,808,761
Permitting $      15,000
Port Administration: $      25,000
Total Estimated Cost: $ 9,385,264



Project Alternatives
Alternative 8

Project Alternatives
Alternative 8

Alternative 8: Runway relocation and extension to 3 ,170’, Delp 
Road terminated on both sides of runway

This alternative would relocate runway to meet 150’  
separation standard, extend runway by 550’, and wid en to 
60’.

Alternative 8: Runway relocation and extension to 3 ,170’, Delp 
Road terminated on both sides of runway

This alternative would relocate runway to meet 150’  
separation standard, extend runway by 550’, and wid en to 
60’.

Delp Road dead-ended as shown on next slide.Delp Road dead-ended as shown on next slide.



Alternative 8Alternative 8

8



Project Alternatives
Alternative 8, Cont.

Project Alternatives
Alternative 8, Cont.

Advantages
– No property acquisition.
– Minimal environmental impacts.
– Allows runway to be built to 3,170’.

Disadvantages
– Closure would result in significant out -of -direction travel for residents 

Advantages
– No property acquisition.
– Minimal environmental impacts.
– Allows runway to be built to 3,170’.

Disadvantages
– Closure would result in significant out -of -direction travel for residents – Closure would result in significant out -of -direction travel for residents 

and emergency service providers.

Cost Summary
No costs were prepared for Alternative 8.  The Port , EAAC, and Clark 
County determined this alternative was not feasible .

– Closure would result in significant out -of -direction travel for residents 
and emergency service providers.

Cost Summary
No costs were prepared for Alternative 8.  The Port , EAAC, and Clark 
County determined this alternative was not feasible .



Project AlternativesProject Alternatives

Delp Road Relocation Comparison Table

Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternative 5 Alternative 6 Alternative 7

Runway Length 3,030’ 3,070’ 3,070’ 3,070’ 3,170’

Property Acquisition
1.7 acres  
(1 home)

2.1 acres 
(1 non-home

structure)

0.3 acres 
(no structures)

0.6acres 
(no structures)

None

New Stream 
Crossing/Wetland Impact

Yes
0.01 acres

Yes
0.03 acres

No
Yes

0.02 acres
No

T-intersections 2 0 0 0 0

Horizontal Curves Minimal 2 3 2 0

Limitation on Future Road 
Actions

Minimal Minimal Moderate Minimal Moderate

Cost $ 7,155,208 $ 7,000,730 $ 6,347,532 $ 6,789,294 $ 9,385,264




