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INTRODUCTION
This chapter identifies and evaluates facility development alternatives for Eugene Airport based on the
facility requirements determined in Chapter 3, Facility Requirements. The primary purpose behind
identifying and evaluating various alternative development options is to ensure airport facilities are
capable of meeting projected activity demand levels, are making efficient and effective use of available
airport land, and are meeting FAA airfield design standards. Every potential alternative in this chapter has
been thoroughly analyzed, refined, and vetted through the stakeholder involvement process in order to
develop a plan which reflects community values, preferences, and the unique operational nature of
Eugene Airport.
With airport goals and vision statements in mind, developing airport facilities requires an understanding
of the complex relationships between programmed land use1 patterns allowed within the existing airport
zone. To ensure all development undertaken throughout the planning period is consistent with Airport
management’s vision of the future, it is necessary to first define the vision for airport land use patterns.
This vision and the process from which it was derived will be discussed further in this chapter. Once the
vision of how to use available Airport land is established, alternative development options that fit the
established land use patterns and which meet the previously defined PAL 1, 2, and 3 facility needs can be
explored. Having a well-defined airport land use pattern sets the stage for an airport development plan
that extends beyond planning activity levels identified in this study, and allows truly long-term thinking
and strategic development. For the purposes of this study, PAL 3 facility needs will inform the
development of an Airport Layout Plan able to guide development throughout the planning period.
This chapter will also explore the process in which the alternatives development concepts were shaped.
One critical schema for crafting alternative development options is defining leading planning elements
and trailing planning elements. Leading elements are primary facilities that require significant amounts of
land and/or capital investment to implement, and whose placement and configuration must take
precedence when formulating alternatives. At Eugene Airport, these facilities include airfield elements
related to the runways and primary taxiways as well as terminal facilities. Trailing elements are those
whose placement and configuration are influenced by, and dependent on, the decisions made for primary
facilities. Trailing elements at the airport include the landside/roadway system and aviation support
facilities. The division between leading and trailing elements allows the initial focus of analysis to be on
determining solutions for those high cost, more demanding leading elements. The placement and
decisions surrounding the leading elements typically influence the location and layout of the trailing
elements. Figure 4-1 shows the relationship between leading and trailing elements at Eugene Airport.

Land use within the airport boundary is regulated under Lane County zoning and designated under that authority as Airport
Operations District (AO). Within the airport boundary, the airport has established patterns of use to meet the needs of airport
operations and the public which it serves. “Land use patterns”, within the context of this airport master plan, are defined by how
areas of land within the Airport Operations District zoning boundary (and correlating airport boundary) are used or proposed to be
used.

1

4-2

EUGENE AIRPORT MASTER PLAN

AIRPORT

DEVELOPMENT

ALTERNATIVES

FIGURE 4-1
LEADING AND TRAILING ELEMENTS DIAGRAM

Source: RS&H, 2017

The following sections intend to lead the reader through the process of alternative concept development.
This process will be narrated in detail, including evaluation criteria, initial design charrette resulting
concepts, and review of those concepts against established goals and criteria. The process then moves
into the refinement and identification of the favored alternative options through stakeholder input, and
the resulting preferred development alternative. The identification and evaluation of alternatives is an
iterative process and the information presented in this chapter is a summary intended to present the key
criteria and factors leading to the selection of the preferred airport development plan.

ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT PROCESS
The following section identifies and describes the steps involved in the alternatives development process.
In spring of 2017, using this process, two multi-day design charrettes were held to brainstorm ultimate
land use pattern visions and various options for future airport development through PAL 3.

Steps in the Alternative Development Process
The airport alternatives development approach was best organized into the following steps:
1. Describe and evaluate existing airport land use patterns (Inventory and Facility Requirements)
2. Define evaluation criteria
3. Delineate FAA airspace limitations and examine environmental considerations
4. Craft an ultimate on-airport land use pattern vision
5. Create alternative development options in-line with on-airport land use pattern vision2 as well as
off-airport land use regulations
6. Analyze preferred options against planning, engineering, operational, and financial criteria
7. Select preferred development future

2

Creation of alternatives and selection of a preferred development future requires stakeholder participation and support.
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Prior to beginning the master planning, stakeholder advisory groups were created as described within the
Eugene Airport Public Communication Program. These stakeholders were partners and valuable resources
throughout the process of developing facility alternatives.
The first step in the alternatives development process was to describe and evaluate existing airport land
use patterns. The Inventory and Facility Requirements chapters built this framework of understanding and
Section 4.4 of this chapter summarizes those findings to inform the ultimate land use pattern visioning
process. The facility requirements process was critical in quantifying facility needs for the PAL 3 planning
horizon.
It is important to understand how each alternative would be evaluated prior to proposing them. For this
reason, a series of high-level evaluation criteria were established before developing alternatives. This
ensured that each option would be evaluated consistently against one another using relevant measures,
and that all concepts were looked at critically throughout the process. This also allowed a better
understanding of the associated benefits and challenges of each option. These evaluation criteria are
described in Section 4.3.
Before considering possible development options, it was necessary to establish the basic ground rules and
guiding principles of how future land use patterns should be organized. No development should take
place without a well formulated vision for how airport land use patterns should be organized at ultimate
build-out. This visioning process seeks to organize land use patterns efficiently and make use of finite
areas of land in a way that sustains a functional and self-sufficient airport to stimulate regional economic
growth. This analysis must be limited to areas which do not create airspace obstructions or cause
environmental impacts that cannot be mitigated. Section 4.4.2 of this chapter will discuss the process
and rational for how stakeholder agreement was reached on the ultimate airport land use pattern vision.
After agreement was reached regarding the vision for an ultimate airport land use pattern, the alternatives
development process evaluated facility needs over the PAL 3 planning horizon. It was crucial that any
preferred alternative be consistent with, and move incrementally toward, achieving the ultimate land use
pattern vision. Evaluation of each option against the established set of criteria helped identify associated
benefits and challenges. Once the alternative development options which were consistent with the land
use pattern vision were evaluated and refined, a preferred alternative was selected.

Alternatives Design Charrette
After presenting, refining, and vetting the facility requirements analysis per stakeholder feedback, the
alternatives development process began by holding a multi-day design charrette consisting of the airport
master planning team and Eugene Airport management. The goal of this charrette was to explore
ultimate land use pattern concepts and alternative development options through PAL 3 (Steps 4 and 5
from Section 4.2.1). The charrette took place over 3 days and was managed by a facilitator to encourage
full participation. This contributed to the inclusion of a broad range of perspectives. The topics included
all facilities associated with airfield, commercial terminal, landside/roadway, and aviation support. The
result of that charrette was a myriad of alternative options to be brought forward for discussions with the
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Technical and Community Advisory Committees. Using the feedback from Advisory Committee meetings,
the best alternative elements concept were then incorporated into a preferred future development option.

ALTERNATIVE CONCEPTS EVALUATION CRITERIA
Throughout the alternative development process, evaluation was performed based on guidance provided
from a combination of Eugene Airport visioning goals and general airport planning criteria. At a high
level, each concept was evaluated against the following criteria:

»
»
»
»
»
»
»
»
»
»
»
»

Operational safety and public safety
Operational efficiency
FAA airfield design standards for critical aircraft
Target user groups needs met (Airfield - commercial vs GA)
Resolution of current issues
Appropriate level of service is provided (pedestrian and vehicular)
Long-term facility requirements are met
Ease of implementation
Costs (capital and operating)
Flexibility and future expansion potential
Public and tenant operational impacts
Environmental impacts and sustainability

ULTIMATE AIRPORT LAND USE PATTERN VISION
Prior to solving immediate facility needs and directing development throughout the PAL 3 planning
period, an airport must have an ultimate land use pattern vision in place to strive toward. The intention of
this vision is to guide decision making over the life of the airport, regardless of current leadership, and
maintain continuity in airport growth which better serves the community and minimizes costly counterproductive development. The process of formulating this vision began by evaluating existing land use
patterns at the airport and reviewing Eugene Airport visioning goals established early in the pre-planning
process. Then a review of FAA Regulatory and Advisory Circular dimensional criteria (e.g. FAR Part 77, AC
150/5300-13A, etc.) limitations and environmental considerations was performed. Case studies of
comparable airports were also researched to gain insight on how other airports had approached similar
land use pattern challenges. The following sections describe the process of developing this ultimate land
use pattern vision.
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Existing Airport Land Use Patterns
Defining and evaluating existing airport land use patterns began early in the master planning process
during the inventory of existing conditions. A categorical summary of existing land use patterns is shown
in Figure 4-2 A number of important conclusions were drawn during the facility requirements analysis
including:
1. General aviation facilities are dispersed across multiple location at the airport.
2. The general aviation facilities/community is separated by the commercial terminal operations and
should be consolidated away from this conflicting use.
3. The taxiway system is made up of remnants of a previous runway configuration and simplification
of this system would open up prime real estate for higher and better uses.
4. The commercial terminal and associated landside/roadway system is oriented to a previous
airfield configuration and therefore utilizing available land inefficiently.
5. Charter operations are lacking essential ancillary amenities such as adequate parking and
roadways capable of serving large buses.
6. Airport maintenance facilities are taking place in buildings not designed to meet that intended
purpose and not located in the most operationally efficient location.
7. Lane Aviation Academy flight school would be best served located near Runway 16L-34R, which is
optimally designed and suited for general aviation training operations.
8. The fuel storage is located in an unsecure area away from the primary users on the General
Aviation South Ramp.
FIGURE 4-2
EXISTING AIRPORT LAND USE PATTERNS

Source: RS&H Analysis, 2017
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Airport Vision and Goals
The pre-planning phase of airport master plan included the formation of an airport vision, goals and
objectives, identification of special emphasis areas, and the establishment of a public communication
program. Visioning and goal setting involved collaboration with Airport staff, the Technical Advisory
Committee and the Citizen Advisory Committee. The results of that process provided documentation of
the unique challenges faced by Eugene Airport and, subsequently, important focus areas that should be
examined closely during the overall master planning process.
The vision for the airfield included developing runways capable of serving the entire fleet mix; a simplified
taxiway system that improves pilot orientation and reduces the amount of maintenance-intensive
pavement; centralized deicing facilities that allow for aircraft departures within allowed holdover times;
aircraft engine run-up capabilities at the south end of Runway 16R-34L; elimination of FAA hotspots;
reducing interfaces between general aviation and commercial operations; consolidating and grouping
airport land use patterns by similar function; a properly located fuel farm that ensures security and
accessibility; appropriately allocated apron space to meet airline peak hour and remain-overnight (RON)
aircraft parking needs; ATCT line-of-sight issue correction; consideration for emergency facilities during
natural disasters; and exploration of potential spaceport licensing.
Visioning for airspace considered integration of drone operations, resolution of RPZ control and
ownership issues, tools to inform public of newly implemented RNAV approaches, and protection of Part
77 surfaces.
Landside/roadway visioning identified priorities related to safety, demand, flexibility, and customer level of
service for rental car facilities, airport access roads, public parking, curb front roadways, and the terminal
loop road. Several specific landside issues included eliminating the left-hand turn into the terminal;
parking and rental car facilities; reducing congestion at terminal curb roads; allowing expansion of rental
car quick-turn-around (QTA) facilities; accommodating expansion of parking facilities to meet rapidly
growing demand; considering options for a future parking structure; identifying opportunities for a cell
phone waiting lot; connecting the north and south portions of the airfield via a vehicular access road
under Taxiways M and C; and preserving landscaping. Additionally Greenhill Road was recognized as
needing realignment to accommodate future development opportunities.
Visioning for the commercial passenger terminal noted expansion capability for airline ticket office, and
hold-rooms, future ticket counter expansion; well phased implementation; and “thoughtful planning to
account for very long-term airport build-out” as a priority. Passenger level of service and energy efficient
building systems were also noted as priorities. Additionally, consideration was given to service vehicle
access, a potential Federal Inspection Services facility for international travelers, a dedicated charter
facility, and integration of a dynamic public art program.
Visions for airport support facilities included the permanent provision of necessary administration space,
FBO facilities to meet future demand, a consolidated air cargo facility (capable of accommodating drones),
the cohesive and consolidated development of general aviation facilities, examination of ARFF ability to
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meet response times, a properly located landside airport maintenance facility, and integration of SRE and
airside maintenance into a campus environment.
FIGURE 4-3
EUGENE AIRPORT PUBLIC VISIONING MEETING HELD MAY 2016

Source: RS&H, 2016

The Airport’s vision for land uses surrounding the airport was organized around promoting the protection
of airport-compatible land uses within the Lane County defined Commercial Airport Safety Combining
Zone to ensure off-airport land use compatibility for communities surrounding the airport. This vision
could be fulfilled in part through the strategic acquisition of appropriate parcels. Additionally, the
establishment of a Foreign Trade Zone (FTZ) could benefit the local economy. FTZ’s are secure areas
under Customs and Border Protection (CBP) supervision where merchandise can be imported prior to
formal entry and duty payment. FTZ’s provide more competition with foreign alternatives by reducing or
delaying duty payments of foreign merchandise and streamlining customs procedures.
Environmental and sustainability visioning introduced many concepts including continued reasonable
habitat protection; minimizing impacts to streaked horned lark; minimizing impacts to wetlands;
minimizing noise impacts; containment and collection facilities to manage used deicing fluids;
implementing oil/water separators in targeted locations; conversion of drainage ditches to curb and
gutter along access roads; implementation of a recycling program to meet the city’s vision; introduction of
solar and wind energy technology; powering stations for electric vehicles; and implementation of a
Voluntary Airport Low Emissions (VALE) program to replace equipment using traditional fossil fuels with
clean energy alternatives.
The financial vision for the airport seeks development of a standard leasing structure that would enhance
the goal of opening new development areas. This vision statement includes promoting new types of
aviation related developments that presently do not exist at the airport (such as maintenance/repair and
overhaul (MRO) facilities or unmanned aircraft systems (UAS)), and creative non-aeronautical revenue
streams that maximize opportunities outside of the air operations area (AOA). Other financial visions
involved the identification of new funding streams, maintaining a cost-per-enplanement (CPE) below
4-8
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$8.00, and maintaining financial sustainability by remaining debt-free in spite of any rising maintenance
and operations costs.
Finally, airport visioning identified the strategic location of IT and telecommunication trunk lines and the
existing Hollis area as a “build-ready” asset, being already equipped with infrastructure to attract high-end
aeronautical development.

FAA Airspace and Environmental Limitations
Development at any airport faces prohibitions, limitations, or additional procedural requirements when it
lies within an FAR Part 77 protected airspace surface or a wetland area. FAR Part 77 surfaces are defined
to promote air safety and the efficient use of airspace. These surfaces limit and identify potential
obstructions to air navigation. These limitations include, among others, those identified in Figure 4-4 as
Building Restriction Lines (BRLs) and approach surfaces. The BRLs show the maximum height of any
vertical obstruction, progressing from the 20 foot height restriction line closest to the runway edge, to the
50 foot height restriction furthest from the runway edge. It is important to consider any object height
which will be present within the BRL area, even if temporary, and particularly the tails of aircraft parked
near or within any protected surface areas. Approach surfaces are dependent upon the type of visual or
instrument approach serving the runway, ultimately limiting locations and heights of obstacles within the
approach surface area. Any obstruction within these protected surfaces, whether permanent or
temporary, is subject to the FAA Form 7460 obstruction evaluation process. Proposed alternative
concepts will take caution not to impact these protected surfaces.
Wetlands are protected by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) of the federal government under
the Clean Water Act of 1972 (CWA) and the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA). The CWA
serves to protect wetlands from pollutants and adverse impacts to surface water quality. NEPA serves as a
tool to inform and involve the public in any development decisions which carries significant impact to the
natural environment, such as waters and wetlands. The wetland inventory undertaken by Eugene Airport
in the spring of 2016 (see Chapter 1, Inventory) identified wetland “delineation areas” to help the Airport
understand areas which may carry additional regulatory requirements during future development
activities. The EPA serves to enforce CWA and NEPA compliance within wetland “determination areas”.
The distinction between “delineation” and “determination” is an important one, as the undertaken study
served to inform the Airport of areas where additional procedural requirements, such as an environmental
assessment (EA) and wetland mitigation efforts may be required, therefore adding time and cost to any
project. However, no jurisdictional determinations where made during this study. All projects funded by
federal grants which take place in determined wetlands, as determined under jurisdiction of the US Army
Corp of Engineers District Office, would require the EA process and permits authorizing proposed
development alterations under Section 404 of the CWA. All FAA approach surface areas and land which
may have potential wetland impacts are identified in Figure 4-4.
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FIGURE 4-4
FAA AIRSPACE AND ENVIRONMENTAL LIMITATIONS

Source: RS&H Analysis, 2017

Airport Property Land Use Pattern Vision
Envisioning the airport land use patterns at ultimate airport build-out is a critical step to building airport
development alternatives through PAL 3 and beyond. The useful life of any airport extends long beyond a
20-year master planning period, making the vision for the ultimate land use pattern an essential factor
driving the development of the 20-year plan and its associated Capital Improvement Program (CIP). Like
the airport master plan, the ultimate land use pattern should be continually reviewed for fitness, and
adjusted as appropriate to meet the evolving airport vision.
The vision for the ultimate airport land use pattern, shown in Figure 4-5, seeks to take advantage of
optimal locations within the envelope of current and future airfield layouts to provide highest and best
land use patterns, maximum operational safety, and operational time and cost efficiencies. Significant
features of the vision are described below.
The vision affirms that vehicular access to terminal and landside facilities should remain at the south end
of the airport; however, ultimate road access beyond the airport boundary was not considered since it is
more appropriate to coordinate with state and local transportation planning departments under separate
community planning efforts. General aviation facilities, including corporate hangars, are located at the
4-10
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north end of the airfield, allowing separate landside access and preventing the mixing of general aviation
on the roads. This also prevents the mixing of general aviation and commercial aircraft on the airfield. Air
cargo facilities are planned to remain at their existing location at the south end of Runway 34L, allowing
efficient runway access and potential to have separate roadway access from commercial travelers. The
commercial terminal holds a prominent midfield position, emphasizing the primary role of the airport to
serve commercial passenger activity and the importance of expediting commercial aircraft travel while
providing passengers with the highest level of service throughout all elements of the airport: landside,
terminal, and airfield. East General Aviation Ramp (EGAR) facilities are programmed to remain in place
during the planning period, with limited or no expansion, until such a time that commercial terminal
facilities begin to require expansion into that area. By that time, EGAR facilities will most likely have
exhausted their useful life and be primed for replacement in the northern general aviation area. Airport
support facilities hold a strategic location central to the airfield, north of Cross-Taxiways C and M. The
support facilities are separated from commercial airline activities, with space to build upon the existing
campus facilities and provide prompt response to airside maintenance and during snow event. Land is
reserved for aeronautical or non-aeronautical commercial/industrial uses east of Runway 16L-34R along
the Greenhill Road corridor and space for an airport hotel is preserved along the State Highway 99
corridor. Land for future aviation use should be preserved west of Runway 16R-34L but programmed and
developed only after the runway infield land is fully built-out to allow future master plan studies the
opportunity to assess the need for further long-term future development.
FIGURE 4-5
ULTIMATE AIRPORT LAND USE PATTERN VISION

Source: RS&H Analysis, 2017

EUGENE AIRPORT MASTER PLAN

4-11

AIRPORT

DEVELOPMENT

ALTERNATIVES

DEVELOPMENT ALTERNATIVES
With an ultimate land use pattern vision in place, alternatives brought forward throughout this process
should work toward incrementally and strategically achieving that ultimate vision. Analysis began with
airfield alternatives, the primary leading element, and moved into the passenger terminal building as the
secondary leading element, followed by the terminal apron system, the landside/roadway system, and
aviation support facilities, all of which are trailing elements.

Airfield Design
The airfield is the leading element in airport planning as it is highly dictated by terrain, predominant wind
patterns, and the aircraft fleet mix which it serves. Additionally, airfield design is guided by defined FAA
standards, guidance, and best practices which support its role as the primary leading planning element.
The Eugene Airport runways are well designed to service the unique mix of aircraft which use them and
are the driving factor for designing the supporting taxiway configuration. The following sections briefly
review key issues for the airfield system, propose a conceptual solution to meet current/future needs
based on FAA design standards and industry best practices, and analyze each option against established
evaluation criteria.
4.5.1.1 Key Issues and Items for Consideration
The facility requirements analysis identified airfield facilities which were deficient in meeting PAL 3
demand. The following airfield facilities require the development of alternative concepts:

»

Runways
 Runway system, as it exists, meets the needs over the planning period
 RPZ intrusions to Runway 16L and 16R require resolution to meet FAA guidance

»

Taxiways
 Major improvements are needed to simplify the airport taxiway system to improve pilot
orientation, bring it up to modern FAA design standards, eliminate unnecessary
maintenance-intensive pavements, and address inefficient locations for taxiway
connections to Runway 16R-34L

»

Hotspot at Taxiway A-A8-A9
 A8 bypass taxiway connector slated for removal (Summer 2017)

The most critical leading element for the airfield is the runway system. The runway system at Eugene
Airport is a parallel configuration separated by 4300 feet allowing enough capacity for aircraft operations
beyond the planning period forecast activity levels. Facility requirements analysis supported preserving
and maintaining both runways to their current design standards without a need for extensions over the
planning period, however, land at each runway end should continue to be held for extensions which may
be required beyond this planning period. The two runways at EUG have predominantly distinctive user
groups; wherein, the east runway is largely used by general aviation pilots and the west runway is the
primary runway for commercial carriers. Hangar development over the last decade has been generally
located near the runway that best serves the users of the new hangar. The adjacencies of users to these
runways must be considered when developing and analyzing alternatives. Alternative options are also
presented to address the RPZ impacts at the Runways 16R and 16L ends.

4-12
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The taxiway system is second in importance only to the runway system and is designed to meet the needs
of the aircraft fleet mix using Eugene Airport. Alternative options for the taxiway system relate directly to
simplifying the taxiway system around the terminal, reducing the amount of pavement requiring
maintenance, and placing taxiway connectors for Runway 16R-34L in the optimal locations.
4.5.1.2 Runway System Design
Facility requirements analysis determined that runway capacity is adequate through the planning period
and that both runways are necessary and justified to remain through the planning period. Having two
runways offers multiple benefits by providing redundancy during runway closures due to maintenance
and snow removal activities; as well as, segregating novice general aviation pilots and slow aircraft from
the experienced commercial pilots and faster jet aircraft. As shown in Chapter 3, Facility Requirements,
the RPZ for Runway 16R includes 4.1 acres of land not owned by the City of Eugene and the RPZ for
Runway 16L contains 9.6 acres of land not owned by the City of Eugene.
It is recommended that the airport purchase the 4.1 acres of land intruding into the Runway 16R RPZ in
order to keep it clear of obstructions. Power lines exist on this land and are slated to be relocated
underground by the Emerald People’s Utility District (EPUD).
The approximately 9.6 acres of land impacting the Runway 16L RPZ, which is not presently owned by the
City of Eugene, is comprised of several parcels owned by separate property titleholders including Fiddler’s
Green Golf Course, BSNF Railroad, and State of Oregon (Highway 99). The largest and most critical
intrusion into the Runway 16L RPZ is the Fiddler’s Green Golf Center located at 91292 State Hwy 99 North.
This building and the associated structures and parking facilities lie within the 9.6 acres beyond the airport
property boundary. Many options exist to resolve this issue, which will require eventual resolution
between the Airport and the property owner in order to meet FAA requirements. The following list
contains some of the options available to the Airport and property owner to resolve the RPZ intrusion for
Runway 16L:

»
»

Acquire an avigation easement over the property

»

Reduce the runway length to the extent needed to eliminate the RPZ intrusion by permanently
relocating the end-of-runway.

»

Displace the threshold of Runway 16L to the extent necessary to eliminate the RPZ intrusion and
shorten the available landing distance on Runway 16L. This would include implementing declared
distances for runway use.

»

Displace the threshold of the 16L end to the extent necessary to eliminate the RPZ intrusion and
extend the runway at the 34L end to retain the current available landing distance on Runway 16L.

»

Raise ILS approach procedure minimums from ½ mile to ¾ mile.

Purchase the improved land within the Runway 16L RPZ and perform one of the following
options:
 Demolish the improvements (buildings and other obstructions) within the RPZ, or
 Lease the land and buildings back to the current owners throughout their life or preferred
occupancy if less, or
 Relocate the buildings and obstructions outside the RPZ and continue operations.
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Table 4-1 shows a list of the options and the associated benefits, challenges, and high-level relative cost.
Each option assumes full RPZ ownership and control by the Airport. Many alternatives exist but the
underlying key to resolving the RPZ issue is the continuation of the ongoing conversation between the
Airport and the property owner. It is recommended that the Airport pursue an option which acquires the
land through an arrangement that balances the needs of both parties. The impact of displacing the
Runway 16L threshold has not been thoroughly studied, however, it is certain to have less than
satisfactory impact to safe and efficient operations for both commercial and general aviation users.
It should be noted that type of Runway Protection Zone impacts created by the rights-of-way including
Highway 99, Greenhill Road, and the BSNF railroad line are common occurrences for airports in the United
States. FAA guidance on RPZ control was updated in 2012 and considered these impacts as
“grandfathered” and acceptable under the condition that they existed prior to the guidance update and
are not modified or expanded in the future. Expansions to these rights-of-way are not in the 2017-2021
Lane County Capital Improvements Program and any need for Lane County to expand capacity of relocate
these rights-of-way should would require coordination with Eugene Airport and the FAA.
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TABLE 4-1
RPZ ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS

Option

Benefits

Challenges

Relative Cost
$

Avigation easement

• Lowest cost to implement

• Airport does not own all land in RPZ
• Prevents future additional impacts but does not
eliminate existing impacts
• Doesn’t completely solve compatibility issues
(BNSF RR/HWY 99/Green Hill Rd)

Purchase land and demolish
RPZ impacts

• Immediately resolves critical RPZ
issues

• Purchase costs of improved land (occupying business)
• Doesn’t completely solve compatibility issues
(BNSF RR/HWY 99/Green Hill Rd)

$$$

Purchase land and lease back
for preferred life of occupancy

• Revenue generation until closure

• Purchase costs of improved land (occupying business)
• Remains impact until closure
• Doesn’t completely solve compatibility issues
(BNSF RR/HWY 99/Green Hill Rd)

$$

Purchase land and relocate
buildings

• Revenue generation until closure

• Purchase costs of improved land (occupying business)
• Induces demolition and relocation costs
• Eliminating usable land may reduce viability of golf
course to draw customers
• Doesn’t completely solve compatibility issues
(BNSF RR/HWY 99/Green Hill Rd)

$$$$

Displace threshold and shorten
landing distance

• New runway length of 5,799’ meets
100% of 12,500-60,000 lbs and
aircraft >60,000 on 500 mile stage
• Airspace survey may eliminate
some existing obstructions

• Requires 201' threshold shift
• Landing Distance Available (LDA) reduced to 5,799'
• Requires movement of navigational aids
• Induces construction and pavement painting costs
• Requires airspace survey (Part 77 and TERPS)
• Doesn’t completely solve compatibility issues
(BNSF RR/HWY 99/Green Hill Rd)

$$$$

Displace threshold and extend
runway south

• Extended runway adds TORA
• Airspace survey may eliminate
some existing obstructions

• Requires 201' threshold shift
• Impacts adjacent taxiway system
• Requires movement of navigational aids
• Requires airspace survey (Part 77 and TERPS)
• Induces construction and pavement painting costs
• Doesn’t completely solve compatibility issues
(BNSF RR/HWY 99/Green Hill Rd)

$$$$

Raise instrument approach
minimums to 3/4 miles

• Eliminates need to purchase land

• Limits categories of aircraft able to use runway and
potential revenue
• Provides less redundancy for commercial aircraft
requiring landing
• Requires airspace reconfigurations
• Doesn’t completely solve compatibility issues
(BNSF RR/HWY 99/Green Hill Rd)

$

Permanently shorten runway

• Eliminates need to purchase land
• New runway length of 5,799’ meets
100% of 12,500-60,000 lbs and
aircraft >60,000 on 500 mile stage
• Airspace survey may eliminate
some existing obstructions

• Limits categories of aircraft able to use runway and
potential revenue
• Provides less redundancy for commercial aircraft
requiring landing
• Impacts adjacent taxiway system
• Requires movement of navigational aids
• Requires airspace survey (Part 77 and TERPS)
• Requires airspace reconfigurations
• Doesn’t completely solve compatibility issues
(BNSF RR/HWY 99/Green Hill Rd)

$$$

Source: RS&H Analysis, 2017
Note: Low est Relative Cost ($), Moderate Relative Cost ($$), High Relative Cost ($$$), Highest Relative Cost ($$$$)
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4.5.1.3 Taxiway System Design
Chapter 3, Facility Requirements determined the taxiway configuration is deficient in meeting various
FAA design standards and requires reconfiguration. Analysis of taxiway connector locations for Runway
16R-34L was performed using Runway Exit Design Interactive Model (REDIM) software, determining that
accommodations for the current and future aircraft fleet mix requires that six taxiway connectors along
Runway 16R-34L be removed and replaced with three strategically located connectors meeting current
FAA design standards.
The REDIM process uses data inputs to calculate the utilization of each of the exit taxiways and overall
Runway Occupancy Time (ROT). These were described in Chapter 3, Facility Requirements. Fleet mix
and aircraft performance assumptions were required to calculate exit taxiway utilization and runway
occupancy times, and these same assumptions were carried forward to model optimal locations for the
future taxiway exit locations. Assumptions used during REDIM modeling are as follows:

»

Runway 16R and Runway 34L have an even number of annual arriving aircraft (50/50 split for
landing direction of aircraft).

»
»

The runway surface conditions are evenly split (50/50) between wet and dry.
The load factor assumptions used for commercial service aircraft are identical to those made in
Chapter 2, Aviation Demand Forecast and these load factors influence the aircraft weight upon
landing by determining number of passengers and weight of payload (bags, cargo, fuel, etc.) An
important element of this assumption is the amount of fuel left in the aircraft upon landing, which
is estimated at 20 percent above the minimum threshold of maximum to meet FAA minimum
reserve fuel requirements.

»

Weight for small general aviation aircraft is assumed to be 80 percent of maximum landing
weight. Assumptions are made that the aircraft would depart the airport with close to the
maximum allowable fuel for takeoff with the intension of performing training maneuverers for
two hours, and with two people on board the aircraft.

»

The same pilot behavioral tendencies observed during the field study have been carried forward
in REDIM analysis. These tendencies include performing short-field landings on Runway 34L and
landing long on Runway 16R in order to expedite ground movement to the South Ramp area.
Pilot behavioral tendencies are discussed further in Chapter 3, Facility Requirements.

The REDIM analysis process began by modeling ten exit taxiway locations evenly spaced along the
Runway 16R-34L. Various assumptions specific to Eugene Airport aircraft operations were modeled under
these conditions to determine acceptable ranges for potential taxiway connecters. From this, REDIM
results identified points of high utilization. Modeling best practices show that a range of 75 percent to 80
percent utilization per aircraft category will identify optimal exit locations. Using these results, the original
ten taxiway connectors are narrowed down to zones of optimal utilization, repositioned, and reanalyzed
to refine runway exit locations in a way that best accommodates the diverse aircraft fleet and brings the
ROT closer to the industry standard of 50 seconds. Modeling revealed that three taxiway connectors (not
including the end of runway taxiways) are sufficient to meet the needs of the primary use aircraft category
while maintaining a high utilization and keeping the ROT within industry standards. Those locations are
shown in Figure 4-6. It is important to understand that the distance from the runway end to the
4-16
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preferred taxiway exit locations is different when approaching from the north than it is when approaching
from the south. This is primarily due to the tendencies of the pilots desiring to exit the runway as close to
the terminal, general aviation and FBO facilities as possible. Since the terminal and general aviation
facilities are closest to the southern portion of the airfield, the taxiway exits would be ideally located at
shorter distances from the south end of the runway. The areas shaded in green identify ranges of 250
feet from the optimal centerline location for acceptable taxiway connectors should practical design not
allow for the optimal identified locations. As a supplement to REDIM modeling, professional aviation
analysis validated the locations as being realistic under real-world circumstances. It should be noted that
the further the taxiway connector gets from the identified location, the less effective it may be in
capturing the existing/forecast fleet mix.
FIGURE 4-6
AIRFIELD ALTERNATIVE

Source: RS&H Analysis, 2017

The three defined runway connector taxiways shown in Figure 4-6 are located to optimize the diverse mix
of aircraft operations occurring at Eugene Airport. Taxiway Connector 1 is located 2,782 feet from the
threshold of Runway 16R and is anticipated to be utilized by 31 percent of total aircraft exiting the
runway. Based on the anticipated amount of utilization Taxiway Connector 1 will be the most utilized
taxiway connector. This taxiway primarily serves the general aviation fleet landing on Runway 16R
because the distance is tailored to the landing performance characteristics of smaller aircraft categories.
These aircraft land at lower speeds than larger commercial aircraft and can therefore slow momentum in a
much shorter distance. The placement of Taxiway Connector 1 allows for efficient access to future
facilities located to the north as shown in the ultimate land use pattern vision.
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Taxiway Connector 2 is located 4,564 feet from the threshold of Runway 16R and is anticipated to be
utilized by 26 percent of total aircraft exiting the runway. The placement of Taxiway Connector 2 is
optimized to meet the needs of the majority of commercial aircraft currently and forecasted to operate at
Eugene Airport through PAL 3. Additionally, the location of Taxiway Connector 2 provides commercial
pilots with an efficient taxi route to the existing terminal building from both landing directions. The same
would remain true under proposed terminal alternative development options to be discussed later in this
chapter.
Taxiway Connector 3 is located 5,997 feet from the threshold of Runway 16R and is anticipated to be
utilized by 21 percent of total aircraft exiting the runway. This taxiway location is optimized to meet the
needs of the majority of small general aviation aircraft landing on Runway 34L with landing rolls under
2,000 feet. The location allows general aviation pilots to exit the runway in a location directly adjacent to
facilities presently located on the South Ramp, reducing overall runway occupancy time. During
inclement weather, Taxiway Connector 3 benefits commercial aircraft landing on Runway 16R who are
unable to slow in time for Taxiway Connector 2, and like Taxiway Connector 2, the placement allows quick
access to the existing terminal apron. Additionally, all proposed runway exits are designed to meet FAA
airfield design standards by eliminating direct runway-apron access and eliminating non-standard “highspeed” exit angles.
Though the placement of the proposed taxiways are modeled for optimization under current and
forecasted conditions, unanticipated variables may require a connector to shift from its proposed location
during the design process. The acceptable ranges are each 500 feet wide, 250 feet from centerline to
edge of acceptable range. Table 4-2 summaries the proposed location of the taxiway centerline relative
to the end of Runway 16R. It also shows acceptable location ranges, projected percent utilization, and the
primary user group for the taxiway connector.
TABLE 4-2
REDIM ANALYSIS CONCLUSIONS

Location from
Runway 16R (ft.)

Acceptable
Range (ft.)

Percent
Utilization

Primary User

Taxiway A1 and A21
Taxiway Connector 1
Taxiway Connector 2
Taxiway Connector 3

37
2,782
4,564
5,997

N/A
2,532 - 3,032
4,314 - 4,814
5,747 - 6,247

15%
31%
26%
21%

N/A
GA
Commercial
GA

Taxiway A9

7,972

N/A

7%

N/A

Taxiway

Group2

Source: RS&H Analysis, 2017
1
2

Taxiway exit data combined due to proximity for exiting aircraft.
Proposed taxiway locations serve all aircraft within the fleet.

With the construction of the proposed Runway 16R-34L taxiway exits, the existing non-standard exits can
be removed. For Runway 16R-34L these exits include A3, A4, A5, A6, A7, and A8. Additionally, Taxiway B3
and Taxiway R should be removed to eliminate direct apron/parallel taxiway access to Runway 16L-34R.
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All taxiways proposed for removal are show in red on Figure 4-6. At the time of this writing, Taxiway A7
and A8 are already in the process of being removed.
In addition to the main runway connectors, overall taxiway system deficiencies to and from the runways
must be addressed to simplify, standardize, and optimize to entire airfield system. Figure 4-6 shows
REDIM modeling results of where taxiway pavement surfaces can be eliminated and locations where
replacement connectors are recommended to be added. Parallel Taxiways A and B should be preserved
along with midfield Taxiway C. Taxiway M is proposed to be extended in the long-term to allow two-way
traffic flows between the parallel runways. All taxiways are recommended to be designed to meet ADG
III/TDG 5 design standards with the exception of Taxiway M, which can remain in its current design
category (ADG III/TDG 3) through PAL 3. Under PAL 3 demand levels, Taxiway C is adequate to meet the
most demanding commercial operations between the two runways, while Taxiway M serves ADG III/TDG 3
aircraft when necessary. It is critical, however, to preserve adjacent land south of Taxiway M to allow
potential future expansions up to ADG III/TDG 5 design standards beyond the planning period.
Additionally, Taxiway R provides direct runway-to-apron access via B3 and therefore is recommended for
removal and replacement as necessary to the north. Taxiway B2 leads directly onto Runway 16L-34R from
Taxiway C and is recommended for relocation directly to the north to avoid potential runway incursions.
Although Taxiway B2 does not violate FAA design standards, eliminating direct access to Runway 16L-34R
would meet the core principles of the FAA design standards and improve safety.
The infield taxiway system, shown in yellow in Figure 4-6, is primarily the result of adaptive reuse of
pavement from historic runway configurations. Some of the infield taxiways (Taxiway D and portions of
Taxiway P) could be removed immediately to minimize unneeded pavement and improve pilot
orientation, while other portions of the infield taxiways should be modified and incorporated into the
ultimate taxiway configuration as funding becomes available or as required by the growth of midfield
commercial facilities. New connections from the existing terminal apron to Taxiway A and Taxiway M are
not discussed at this time since they are integral to how the terminal will be configured.
Recommendations for reconfiguration of the infield taxiways will be specified in the preferred future
development and implementation sections. These elements of the taxiway system are trailing elements
driven by the preferred terminal development concept which will be defined in Section 4.6.4, Preferred
Airfield Infield Development, of this chapter. For these reasons, infield taxiways are shown as “infield to
reconfigure” in Figure 4-6. No matter where infield connections are made to Taxiway A or Taxiway M,
best practices dictate the predominant north-south and east-west configuration be used and current FAA
design guidance will define limitations on placement. It is important to note that the following REDIM
analysis will define acceptable ranges for the placement of Runway 16R-34L and no apron-Taxiway A
connection can be placed in a way to allow direct access to that newly defined runway connector.
4.5.1.4 Airfield Design Evaluation
In the instance of the Eugene Airport airfield, multiple variations for airfield development have not been
created as the driving design factors (predominant weather patterns, terrain, aircraft fleet mix, airfield
capacity, FAA design standards, and REDIM modeling) leave little room for interpretation in design
options. Instead, the optimal design as described throughout Section 4.5.1, Airfield Design, will be
carried forward to the preferred development option and used to help constrain potential locations for
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other airport facilities. The following bullets describe how the proposed airfield design accomplishes all
evaluation criteria goals:

»
»
»
»
»
»
»
»
»
»
»
»

Improves operational and public safety through modern FAA design guidance
Maximizes operational efficiency within FAA design standards
Responsibly meets FAA airfield design standards for critical aircraft without overdesign
Each movement area effectively serves appropriate target user, whether commercial or GA
Taxiway simplification resolves current airfield over-complexity issues
Retains or improves level of service for passengers (commercial passengers and GA users)
Meets long-term facility requirements and ultimate land use pattern vision
Implementation can be phased to eliminate or reduce operational impacts
Capital costs are eligible for federal AIP funding and operating/maintenance costs are reduced
through airfield simplification
Offers high degree of flexibility and potential to accommodate future expansion
Public and tenant operational impacts are minimal due to relative ease of implementation
Environmental conditions are improved through reduction of impervious surfaces which in itself is
more sustainable in over the long-term

Passenger Terminal Alternatives
The passenger terminal building at a commercial service airport is essential and second in importance
only to the runway and primary taxiways of the airfield. In fact, the location and orientation of the
commercial terminal drives the location of multiple components of overall airport design, including minor
taxiways and taxilanes, much of the landside/roadway system, and to a lesser extent, many of the aviation
support facilities. The following sections will briefly discuss the analysis of key issues for the passenger
terminal building, propose a variety of alternative concepts to meet current/future needs, and appraise
each option against established evaluation criteria.
4.5.2.1 Key Issues and Items for Consideration
The facility requirements analysis identified several functional areas which were space-deficient through
PAL 3, resulting in a reduced customer level of service. These areas include the following:

»

Airline space:
 Departure lounges
 Ticketing
 Outbound baggage
 Airline administration space

»

TSA space:
 Check baggage screening

»

Public circulation space

To meet these identified needs, PAL 3 needs justify the expansion of the departures/ticketing area of the
terminal and a new or expanded secure-side concourse/departures lounge area.
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4.5.2.2 Passenger Terminal Alternatives
The process of forming passenger terminal expansion alternative concepts resulted in the creation of
various “families” of solutions. These alternatives focus on accommodating terminal needs beyond the
planning period with consideration to how the terminal would develop incrementally to meet PAL 1, 2,
and 3 needs. The concourse expansion alternative families of solutions include the following:

»
»

Terminal Family 1 – Expand secure-side space to the south.

»

Terminal Family 3 – Expand secure-side space to the north in the same orientation as the
existing terminal building

»

Terminal Family 4 – Building new terminal and landside facilities on a greenfield site north of
Taxiway C.

Terminal Family 2 – Expand secure-side space to north but reorient terminal in-line with the
airfield configuration

As these concepts developed throughout the design charrette process, they were evaluated against the
relevant criteria and the ultimate land use pattern vision established earlier in this chapter. Benefits and
challenges to each were analyzed and used to carry forward the three most promising alternatives for
stakeholder review. The following exhibits summarize the conclusions of that analysis.
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South linear concourse existing alignment
Benefits:

»

Makes use of existing Concourse B.
Challenges:

Source: RS&H Analysis, 2017

Terminal Family 1 – Option 2

»

Cuts off existing GA development
from airfield.

»

Encroaches on Atlantic FBO in nearterm.

»

Cannot operate as a dual-sided pier
without immediately and severely
impacting existing GA facilities.

»

Limited clearance to Part 77 surfaces.

South pier existing alignment
Benefits:

»

Makes use of existing Concourse B.
Challenges:

»

Concourse length is greatly limited by
existing and future airfield facilities.

»
»

Growth impacts existing GA facilities.

»

Limited clearance to Part 77 surfaces.

Encroaches on Atlantic FBO in nearterm.

Source: RS&H Analysis, 2017
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Reorient north via Concourse A expansion
Benefits:

»

Reorients terminal to airfield
maximizing land use efficiency.

»

Allows dual-sided concourse with
minimal or no impact to existing GA
facilities.
Challenges:

»

Potential impacts to gate availability
and operations during construction.

Source: RS&H Analysis, 2017

Terminal Family 2 – Option 2

Reorient north via new concourse
Benefits:

»

Reorients terminal to airfield
maximizing land use efficiency.

»

Enables reuse of land currently
holding dilapidated buildings.
Challenges:

»

Requires demolition of buildings with
known environmental hazards and
intrudes upon GA hangars

Source: RS&H Analysis, 2017

Terminal Family 2 – Option 3
Reorient north via new concourse modified
Benefits:

»

Reorients terminal to airfield
maximizing land use efficiency.

»

Enables reuse of land currently holding
dilapidated buildings.
Challenges:

»

Source: RS&H Analysis, 2017
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Requires demolition of buildings with
known environmental mitigation
requirements and intrudes upon
existing GA hangar development.
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North pier existing alignment
Benefits:

»

Enables reuse of land currently
holding dilapidated buildings.

»

Mostly avoids near-term impact to
existing GA facilities.
Challenges:

»

Continues inefficient land use pattern
over life of airport.

Source: RS&H Analysis, 2017

Terminal Family 3 – Option 2

North linear concourse existing alignment
Benefits:

»

Enables reuse of land currently
holding dilapidated buildings.

»

Avoids impact to existing GA facilities
in near-term.
Challenges:

»
»

Requires relocation of various facilities.
Dual-loaded concourse impacts
landside facilities.

Source: RS&H Analysis, 2017

Terminal Family 3 – Option 3

North pier “turning the corner” alignment
Benefits:

»

Enables reuse of land currently
holding dilapidated buildings.
Challenges:

»

Requires more land area than other
options and doesn’t make the most
efficient use of land available.

»

Long walking distances from terminal
to ultimate northeast concourse

Source: RS&H Analysis, 2017
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New construction greenfield terminal
Benefits:

»

Completely new building design could
resolve facility issues and program
future areas of growth.
Challenges:

»

Requires complete replacement of
existing terminal and landside facilities

»
»

Large capital expenditure required
Requires significant utility
improvement investments

Source: RS&H Analysis, 2017

High level review of benefits and challenges for each terminal concept allowed them to be narrowed
down to the three best alternatives on which further analysis could be performed. Family 1 options prove
unfeasible as both options run contrary to the vision for the ultimate land use pattern, develop in a way
that would quickly impede existing general aviation and FBO activities, intrude upon FAA Part 77 surfaces,
and have limited future expansion potential. Analysis of Family 2 options demonstrates conformance to
the ultimate land use pattern vision, shows potential in developing feasible implementation strategies,
offers the least impact to the highest functioning general aviation facilities, and begins the process of
aligning the terminal environment with leading airfield facilities. Options shown in Family 2 are all
capable of achieving a building reorientation and demonstrate flexibility and a variety of paths toward
achievement. Family 3 options also conform to the vision for the ultimate land use pattern, have high
potential for the least disruptive implementation, and have the least impact to the highest functioning
general aviation facilities. Finally, Family 4 offers new facilities built on a midfield greenfield site north of
Taxiway C, however, this option is being eliminated based upon estimated capital expenditures which are
projected to exceed the Airport’s financial abilities over the next 20 years.
Three concepts were carried forward and refined for stakeholder feedback as shown in Figures 4-7, 4-8,
and 4-9. The first alternative concept, shown in Figure 4-7, provides a new concourse to the north
stemming from a point beyond the existing security screening facilities, growing toward an ultimate
concourse configuration and a new terminal in-line with the existing terminal orientation. The second
alternative concept, shown in Figure 4-8, also expands concourse facilities north from a point beyond
security screening but turns new concourses at an angle which begins to “turn the corner”3 of building
orientation and leaves additional apron space between concourses for future uses yet to be determined.
The last alternative concept, shown in Figure 4-9, begins reorienting terminal facilities by expanding the

“Turning the corner”, in this context, refers to the gradual reorientation of the terminal concourses as new connecting concourses
are built to allow the final northeast concourse to align with the airfield.
3
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existing Concourse A to the north, ultimately allowing space for the development of a new replacement
terminal connected to a multiple-pier layout oriented around airfield facilities.
Certain assumptions were made during the alternative concept development process to ensure every
option was evaluated consistently. These assumptions include the following:

»
»
»

Provide 800 feet of separation between parallel concourses.

»
»

Dual ADG III/TDG 5 taxi lanes with 300 foot separation between VSR lanes.

»

General degree of enabling project costs and potential for environmental assessments are
acknowledged at this stage of conceptual alternatives development but not analyzed to a rough
order-of-magnitude.

»

Critical aircraft shown on each option is the B737-900W.

4-26

Provide dual-loaded concourses with dimensions assumed at ultimate size (900 feet x 100 feet).
Allow 250 feet of space from building face to VSR lanes. This allows adequate room for jet
bridges, ground service equipment, ADG III aircraft parking, and exterior VSR lanes, with a suitable
degree of buffer space.
Building Restriction Lines (BRLs) at the 50 foot contour and taxiway object free areas (TOFA) were
identified and analyzed as limiting factors for each concept.
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Terminal Alternative #1 begins directing terminal development toward an
ultimate build-out vision of dual-loaded concourse space in-line with the
existing Concourse A. Planning period development is directed toward an
ultimate vision where parallel piers are spaced to allow dual taxilanes suitable
of accommodating the forecast critical aircraft, the Boeing 737-900W. The
area shaded in solid blue would be built by PAL 3 while beginning to transition
the building toward its ultimate location. North general aviation facilities
would eventually be relocated to accommodate the future terminal and
concourse locations. This option also accommodates potential future
construction of a parking garage where the rental car ready-return lot currently
exists. This garage could be designed to be capable of growing in phases to
serve both terminal locations. The building design would need to consider
landside/roadway space constraints and accommodate a safe and efficient
curb roadway. Final build-out of the ultimate terminal and new concourses
allows the “old terminal” (existing) to be demolished as it enters the end of its
useful life and replacement facilities are in place to accommodate passenger
demand.
Benefits:

»
»

Terminal location aligns with ultimate vision of commercial terminal.

»

Potential space for centralized deicing facilities exists in the space
between Taxiway A, Taxiway M, and the end of the future concourses.

»

A parking garage built today could be expanded toward future
facilities and accommodate current and future needs.

Construction can be phased to accommodate passenger traffic with
minimal impact on current operations.

»

Existing structures in the PAL 3 expansion area are dilapidated and in
need of removal regardless of terminal development.
Challenges:

EUGENE AIRPORT MASTER PLAN

»

Spacing for dual taxilanes between Concourse A and the future north
pier concourse pushes the final build-out close to the future Taxiway
M taxiway object free area (TOFA).

»

Retaining and continuing the existing terminal orientation is an
inefficient use of space and retains existing inefficiencies.

»
»
»

Structures exist in the PAL 3 expansion area that need to be removed.
Tenant and employee parking are impacted and in need or relocation.
Landside/roadway systems are impacted requiring substantial longterm investment to reach the ultimate vision.
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Terminal Alternative #2 begins directing terminal development toward an
ultimate build-out vision with dual-loaded concourses which “turn the corner”
to align the final pier with the airfield. Parallel piers are spaced to allow dual
taxilanes suitable of accommodating the forecast critical aircraft, the Boeing
737-900W. The solid blue shaded area shows PAL 3 terminal concourse
expansion. This configuration would continue to expand the existing nonsecure side of the terminal north to accommodate ticketing and bag claim
facilities. Concourse spacing allows dual taxilanes between piers with plenty of
additional space for remote hard-stand parking, deicing, GSE parking, and/or
stormwater management.
Retaining the existing terminal building allows parking garage construction as
soon as PAL 1 with additional space for appropriately located expansion. The
landside/roadway system is left in its present configuration, only requiring loop
road expansion, curb extensions, and construction of parking garages to
accommodate future parking demand within the loop road.
Benefits:

»

Ultimate build-out allows the retention of existing terminal and
concourses.

»

Parking garage infrastructure could be built today without fear of
becoming obsolete under future terminal building arrangements.

»

Landside system could be maintained in its current area requiring
relatively minimal realignments.

»

Additional space between taxilanes could be used to the airport’s
benefit.
Challenges:
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»

This concept takes more land area for commercial terminal activities
than conceived in the ultimate land use vision.

»
»

Land area is not used as efficiently and effectively as possible.
Without the inclusion of people-movers, walking distances from the
security checkpoint area to the farthest concourse would be long
enough to cause customer level of service to suffer.
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Terminal Alternative #3 expands Concourse A departure lounges and begins
the realignment of terminal facilities from the western end of Concourse A.
The expansion adds departure lounge and gate capacity to meet PAL 3 needs,
as shown by the area shaded in solid blue. As Concourse A is expanded to the
north to meet future demand levels, space is made available to construct a
new terminal building which connects to the concourse. The ultimate
configuration of the terminal and dual-loaded parallel pier concourses would
be in alignment with the airfield system and make optimal use of the allotted
space. Space between the piers is sized to accommodate the critical aircraft,
Boeing 737-900W, with dual taxilane operations. The East General Aviation
Ramp (EGAR) area east of the new terminal facility would provide the space
needed for a third concourse pier at ultimate build-out.
The landside/roadway system would ultimately require realignment for a new
curb road system to serve the new terminal building. Upon completion of the
new terminal, the old terminal would require demolition at which time a
parking garage could be constructed across the curb road from the new
terminal building.
Benefits:

»

Midfield land is efficiently used to meet the ultimate land use vision for
the commercial terminal.

»

This concept provides a high customer level of service in both the
terminal and landside areas.

»

At the dimensions and location specified, space exists between the
end-of-concourse aircraft parking areas and the Taxiway M TOFA for
additional concourse expansion or other aviation related service space
such as centralized deicing.
Challenges:

EUGENE AIRPORT MASTER PLAN

»

Expanding the end of Concourse A to realign the terminal orientation
creates architectural challenges associated with demolishing and
reconstructing exterior walls that may necessitate an increase capital
expenditures.

»

Expanding the end of Concourse A eliminates gate availability during
construction, requiring interim solutions to accommodate air carrier
parking and passenger departure lounge space.

»

Landside/roadway systems are impacted requiring substantial
investment to reach the ultimate vision.
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4.5.2.3 Terminal Alternatives Evaluation
Brief descriptions and high-level evaluations of the benefits and challenges for each family of terminal
alternative concept are shown to the right of the early concept figures. The three most promising
concepts were evaluated further and outcomes of this evaluation can be seen in Figure 4-10. Terminal
Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 all identify benefits and challenges resulting from analysis against the established
evaluation criteria. The description and benefit/challenges summary is shown to the right of each
alternative concept.
FIGURE 4-10
TERMINAL ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION MATRIX

Source: RS&H Analysis, 2017

All terminal alternative concepts perform well in resolving current issues and meeting the needs of PAL 3,
providing operational/public safety, meeting FAA design standards for critical aircraft, providing
sustainable solutions for facility needs, and allowing for ultimate build-out of the commercial terminal.
Terminal Concept 3 has an advantage in operational efficiency primarily due to the new orientation of the
buildings to airfield facilities. Terminal Concept 3 aligns best with the vision for the ultimate land use
pattern and both Terminal Concept 1 and Terminal Concept 3 hold an advantage in providing a high level
of customer service inside the terminal building. All concepts are financially feasible, each facing tradeoffs associated with maintaining and rehabilitating an existing terminal building or ultimately demolishing
and reconstructing a new terminal building. All concepts come with implementation and construction
phasing challenges but none are superior over others in this area of evaluation.
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The most significant challenge associated with Terminal Concept #1 is a restriction in its ability to allow
future expansion potential in a flexible way. This is due to the alignment of the ultimate build out concept
which extends a concourse northwest to near the TOFA line of the proposed Taxiway M. This proximity
limits expansion potential from the concourse end and limits aircraft parking pushback abilities.
Additionally, maintaining the alignment of the existing terminal building directly impacts future
landside/roadway design requirements.
Terminal Concept #2 faces challenges in efficiently serving target user groups and aligning with the
ultimate airport land use pattern vision. This concept would require higher investments in people moving
equipment in the terminal to provide a minimum of LOS C for the proposed ultimate build-out scenario.
Concept #2 also makes relatively inefficient use of the available land area for commercial terminal
operations by impeding on land conceptualized for use other than commercial airline service and creating
large areas between taxilanes which could be better utilized under different configurations.
The primary challenge associated with Terminal Concept #3 is its potential to impact public and tenant
operations during construction. This is primarily due to the requirement to demolish portions of existing
Concourse A in order to expand in a manner oriented with the airfield. These impacts can be mitigated
but would likely be more costly to implement than other alternatives. The proposed location of the
terminal would complicate its construction and the construction of related landside facilities while
needing to operate out of the existing terminal facilities. The location of the future terminal could be
moved further east to minimize these impacts.

Landside/Roadway Alternatives
The landside/roadway system consists of trailing planning elements which are highly driven by the
orientation and design of the terminal building they serve. As documented in Chapter 3, Facility
Requirements, growth at Eugene Airport has exceeded the ability of the existing landside facilities to
meet passenger demand. Likewise, the airport itself is growing beyond the ability of existing facilities to
retain the most convenient characteristics of a small airport, the most importance of which is a
consistently high level of service for passengers. Those passenger conveniences, as they relate to landside
facilities, include plentiful parking close to the terminal and low parking rates for all users. In addition to
those, Eugene Airport offers its passengers a uniquely high ratio of landscaped greenspace-to-parking
surfaces. Options for maintaining or reappropriating the greenspace-to-parking ratio will also be
addressed in the alternatives process. The following sections will briefly review the analysis of key issues
for the passenger terminal building, propose a variety of alternative concepts to meet current/future
needs, and assess each option against established evaluation criteria. The goal of these landside
alternatives is to retain and/or improve the passenger level of service in a safe and efficient manner, all
while accommodating the increase in demand through PAL 3.
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4.5.3.1 Key Issues and Items for Consideration
The facility requirements analysis identified various areas of deficiency through PAL 3, including the
following:

»

Roads
 Realign the airport entrance to eliminate left turn from Northrup Drive onto the terminal
loop road

»

Curb roads
 Eliminate rental cars exiting the ready-return lot via the inner curb road
 Reduce overall curb demand through design and/or operational measures
 Widen the Arrivals Curb to provide future capacity and level of service
 Provide additional/appropriate commercial vehicle staging space

»

Parking
 Accommodate needed short-term parking
 Accommodate needed long-term parking without use of overflow lot
 Accommodate needed tenant and employee parking

»

Rental car
 Expand rental ready-return and service area lots

Northrup Drive, north from Airport Road provides access/egress for the terminal loop road (Douglas
Drive), employee parking, and North Ramp and EGAR general aviation areas. This mix of uses drives the
need for a solution to the current passenger entry point for the terminal loop road. Alternatives for this
issue will address eliminating the need for northbound entering commercial passengers to make a left
turn against opposing traffic on Northrup Drive.
Analysis and observation of inner curb road operations showed capacity constraints aggravated by long
curb dwell times during peak hours and by unnecessary bypassing traffic on the inner curb. This is driven
by cars parked at the curb for extended periods of time, rental car customers passing the curb to leave the
airport, and some passenger pickups circling the terminal loop road for multiple trips prior to picking up
arriving passengers. Each of these unnecessary traffic factors will be addressed through physical design,
operational improvements, and functional programming in landside alternatives. For example, cell phone
parking lots have proven to reduce curb demand at airports across the country and will be considered as
potential development elements.
Facility requirements analysis revealed that the outer curb road was constrained by lane widths where a
single lane enters and leaves, as well as by narrow width where vehicles stop. Additionally, commercial
vehicles would benefit from their own common space to stage vehicles, including taxis, shuttles (currently
parking in short-term), future transportation network companies, and buses serving charter flights.
Finally, rental car space deficiencies, locations for optimal operating efficiency and safety, and retention of
high level of service for customers will be addressed. All of these elements will be considered across all
alternatives design options.
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Eugene Airport’s current parking program consists of long-term, short-term, and overflow parking, as well
as tenant and administrative parking. Alternative development options for parking will consider size,
location, and various programming schemes to offer development options that can optimize efficiency,
cost, and customer level of service.
All landside concepts were developed interactively with terminal, airfield, and support services concepts,
in order to create a cohesive plan for the entire airport. They were developed to address these issues in a
manner which resolves them in a financially feasible way, through PAL 3, without sacrificing future
development and growth potential as the Airport moves incrementally toward the ultimate land use
pattern vision. Additional considerations in the creation of development alternatives include overall plan
sustainability and concurrence with existing city and county plans/design codes. This consideration was
particularly impactful in determining the amount of parking spaces provided by a particular alternative
concept. This will be explained in more detail in the following section.
4.5.3.2 Landside/Roadway Alternatives
The process of forming alternative landside/roadway concepts resulted in the creation of four alternative
development options. Each option contains elements which address the previously listed key issues.
These elements have the ability to be refined or reorganized (as best as possible) from how they are
shown in the four development alternatives to create a hybrid solution better suited to meet community
preferences.
In order to determine the amount of parking spaces provided by each alternative concept, an analysis was
required to determine how all space within the terminal loop road would be defined. Aside from the
space required for parking a car, space must be programmed to allow for effective auto circulation, safe
pedestrian circulation, accommodation of required buildings structures, and integration of
green/landscaped space. City of Eugene Land Use Code outlines design standards for parking lots, as
shown in Figure 4-11. Using this local guidance, along with an analysis of existing conditions, and
consideration to known public sentiment regarding the preservation of green/natural spaces, it was
determined that each parking stall within the terminal loop road would require a 400 square feet per
space planning factor. This planning factor accounts for all required elements found within the airport
parking areas, including the preservation of roughly 16 percent of the total land area within the loop road
for a landscape buffer extending approximately 50 feet from the edge of surrounding terminal loop roads.
This planning factor exceeds the typical national average of 350 square feet-per-parking stall. All of the
following landside alternative concepts include a table breaking down the projected number of
accommodated parking spaces based upon the 400 square foot-per-stall standard.
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FIGURE 4-11
CITY OF EUGENE PARKING DESIGN STANDARDS

Source: City of Eugene Land Use Code. Information retrieved May 25, 2017.
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Landside Alternative #1
Landside Alternative #1, shown in Figure 4-12, expands the perimeter of the terminal loop road, makes
the entire loop road a one-way roadway, and reduces curb traffic by implementing a new one-way road
that serves as access and egress for rental cars and public parking, and which provides egress from the
North Ramp and EGAR areas.
FIGURE 4-12
LANDSIDE ALTERNATIVE # 1

Source: Concept by Curtis Transportation Consulting; Graphic by RS&H, 2017

This alternative converts Northrup Drive into a one-way road beginning at the point where Douglas Drive
currently meets Northup Drive. Bi-directional travel is maintained south of that location. Airport entrance
traffic conflicts are resolved through a new stop-controlled southbound intersection. This new
intersection is located where Northrup Drive currently meets Lockheed Drive. The new intersection directs
travel southwest through a new one-way road which divides the long-term parking from the short-term
parking and rental car areas. General aviation traffic traveling to the North Ramp and EGAR areas is able
to continue straight along Northrup Drive to the section of road north of the new intersection. This
section of Northrup Drive maintains bi-directional travel flows. The new bifurcating road which divides
the parking areas aligns with the existing terminal loop road entry point for long-term parking and
continues until reaching Douglas Drive, where it offers the option of exiting the terminal loop road or
entering short-term parking.
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In this scenario, short-term parking and rental car areas stay in their current locations northwest of the
new bifurcating road and long-term parking remains southeast. All entrances to rental car, short-term
parking, and long-term parking are offered along the new roadway, as well as exits from short-term
parking and rental car. The new road offers the advantage of removing rental car exiting traffic from
needing to use the terminal inner curb. Under this scenario an additional exit plaza (or credit card
payment option) is required to be implemented for short-term parking at the location marked “Out”
along the new road dividing parking areas, as shown on Figure 4-12. This alternative retains the existing
overflow lot for use when long-term parking reaches capacity4. As with all proposed alternatives, an
additional lane can be added to the Arrivals inner curb roadway and the outer curb roadway is able to be
widened to dimensions more suitable to accommodate larger commercial vehicles which it often serves.
Table 4-3 shows the approximate total area and the provided parking spaces for each functional area as
well as how the parking projections meet PAL 3 requirements.
TABLE 4-3
LANDSIDE ALTERNATIVE #1 PARKING SPACE PROJECTIONS

Land Use
Short-term Parking
Long-term Parking
Rental Car Ready-Return
Rental Car QTA
Total

Land Area (SF)

Projected Spaces PAL 3 Required
Provided
Spaces

Surplus/
(Deficiency)

206,000
720,000
102,000
207,000

515
1,800
255
518

282
1,626
184
372

233
174
71
146

1,235,000

3,088

2,464

624

Source: RS&H Analysis, 2017

Given that this concept provides for 20 percent more long-term parking than required for PAL 3, it is not likely that the Overflow
Low would be used.

4
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Landside Alternative #2
Landside Alternative #2, shown in Figure 4-13, reconfigures the existing Douglas Drive entrance and
redistributes parking into an hourly parking program, allowing for the expansion of long-term parking
within the existing loop road area.
FIGURE 4-13
LANDSIDE ALTERNATIVE #2

Source: Concept by Curtis Transportation Consulting; Graphic by RS&H, 2017

In this concept, entry to the airport terminal loop road is redesigned to create a stop-controlled
southbound movement along Northrup Drive, allowing free flow for passengers entering the terminal
loop road. North Ramp general aviation area traffic, tenant and employee traffic, and staging commercial
vehicles are allowed to continue north along Northrup Drive, unimpeded, past a new raised grade island.
Commercial vehicles can then stage upstream from the curb roads, allowing them access to the outer
curb as needed. This new commercial staging area also accommodates bus parking during the arrival of
large charter aircraft requiring multiple buses.
Access to long-term parking remains in place as it exists today, however, the long-term parking is
expanded under a new parking program which allocates space for hourly and long-term parking. This
configuration requires a shift from the existing short-term/long-term parking program structure. A major
advantage to the use of hourly parking in place of the existing short-term program is that it can substitute
for curbside drop-off/pickup facilities. More than 60 percent of Eugene Airport’s parking customers park
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for two hours or less, so this provides adequate, high-turnover spaces in the closest, most convenient
location. Like Landside Alternative #1, this concept requires a second exit plaza (or credit card payment
option) from the new hourly parking area and retains the existing toll location for long-term parking.
Rental car facilities remain contained within a single site area and access to/from rental car and parking
facilities occurs from a new road dividing long-term parking from the hourly and rental car lots which is
specifically designed to service rental car activity and public parking. Overflow parking would operate as
needed on the busiest days. As with other landside alternatives, an additional lane can be added to the
Arrivals inner curb roadway and the outer curb roadway can be widened to dimensions more suitable to
accommodate larger commercial vehicles which it often serves.
Table 4-4 shows the approximate total area and the provided parking spaces for each functional area as
well as how the parking projections meet PAL 3 requirements. The current parking program at Eugene
Airport does not have true hourly parking so standards were established in Chapter 3, Facility
Requirements. This concept shows a slight deficiency in long-term parking because the perimeter of the
terminal loop road does not get expanded, necessitating the continued use of the overflow parking lot.
TABLE 4-4
LANDSIDE ALTERNATIVE #2 PARKING SPACE PROJECTIONS

Land Use
Hourly Parking
Long-term Parking
Rental Car Ready-Return
Rental Car QTA
Total

Land Area (SF)

Projected Spaces PAL 3 Required
Provided
Spaces

Surplus/
(Deficiency)

55,000
702,000
112,000
226,000

138
1,755
280
565

86
1,822
184
372

52
(67)
96
193

1,095,000

2,738

2,464

274

Source: RS&H Analysis, 2017
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Landside Alternative #3
Landside Alternative #3, shown in Figure 4-14, relocates and reconfigures the airport entrance, relocates
rental car facilities, and reprograms parking space to an hourly/long-term/economy parking program.
FIGURE 4-14
LANDSIDE ALTERNATIVE #3

Source: Concept by Curtis Transportation Consulting; Graphic by RS&H, 2017

In this concept, the airport terminal entry is relocated further north along Northrup Drive and
reconfigured to stop-control southbound movement. Two-way traffic is preserved along Northrup Drive.
Traffic to the terminal area never has to stop or yield as it becomes one-way as it enters Douglas Drive at
the intersection.
A new one-way entry roadway is provided parallel to the outer curb roadway, feeding the entrances to all
public parking and rental car return. Rental car facilities are relocated in a consolidated area across the
curb roads from arrivals/baggage claim and south of the central pedestrian walkway. Due to the closer
proximity of baggage claim facilities, this arrangement provides optimal level of service for arriving
passengers who are making use of rental car facilities. This is counter to the configuration found at
Eugene Airport today which favors passengers dropping off rental cars and accessing airline ticketing on
the Departures curb end of the terminal building. Passengers returning rental cars are traditionally more
time-sensitive than arriving passengers which is one underlying factor driving the existing layout location.
However, due to the relative proximity of rental car facilities on either side of the central pedestrian
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entrance, any deficiency in level of service would likely only be a passenger-perceived deficiency.
Passenger perception of this location should be an important consideration if this rental car configuration
were to be implemented.
An hourly parking lot replaces the existing short-term parking lot, but in this concept it is placed at the
Departures curb end of the terminal building. The arrivals/departures configuration at Eugene Airport is
currently similar to the configuration found at many other airports in the United States. This parking
concept’s configuration runs contrary to typical industry practice which favors the higher percentage of
hourly parkers picking up arriving passengers and meeting them at baggage claim, rather than the smaller
percentage of hourly parkers who would be dropping off passengers and seeing them to the TSA security
screening checkpoint. However, no data was found in this master plan to provide definitive indication of
which function (drop off or pick up) is the greater percentage of those parking for two hours or less. That
being said, one advantage of this location for hourly parking is the ability to easily share the existing exit
toll plaza for both hourly and long-term parking.
Long-term parking in Landside Alternative #3 is expanded into land previously used for inlet roads and
the rental car service area, allowing for long-term parking expansions occupying land within a reasonable
walking distance to the terminal building. Additional long-term parking is provided in what is presently
the overflow lot, but is reprogrammed as “economy parking”. Adding this new form of long-term parking
would necessitate 24 hour shuttle service to/from the lot5.
A commercial vehicle (CV) staging lane is provided to the north of the outer curb allowing convenient
upstream staging for all commercial vehicles including local transit buses (should that service ever be
implemented) and charter buses. As with all proposed alternatives, an additional lane can be added to
the Arrivals inner curb roadway and the outer curb roadway is able to be widened to dimensions better
suited to accommodate larger commercial vehicles.
Airport tenant employee parking and airport administration parking remains in place at the west end of
Lockheed Drive. In this concept the tenant employee parking lot is marked for “future use”, recognizing
that it is located in a high-value location near the terminal and will likely ultimately require relocation to
accommodate higher and better uses. Until that time, it is recommended that the lot remain in place.
Similarly, as land related to terminal expansion or another priority use is required, it may become
necessary for administrative parking to be relocated. Until that time, it is recommended that
administrative parking remain in place as well.
Table 4-5 shows the approximate total area and the provided parking spaces for each functional area as
well as how the parking projections meet PAL 3 requirements.

5

This services was added in October 2017 and is therefore no longer a differentiating factor in this concept.
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TABLE 4-5
LANDSIDE ALTERNATIVE #3 PARKING SPACE PROJECTIONS

Land Use
Hourly Parking
Long-term Parking
Rental Car Ready-Return
Rental Car QTA
Total

Land Area (SF)

Projected Spaces PAL 3 Required
Provided
Spaces

Surplus/
(Deficiency)

55,000
785,000
89,000
181,000

138
1,963
223
453

86
1,822
184
372

52
141
39
81

1,110,000

2,777

2,464

313

Source: RS&H Analysis, 2017

Landside Alternative #4
Landside Alternative #4, shown in Figure 4-15, relocates and reconfigures the airport entrance through
the use of a roundabout, retains and expands the rental car facility in its current location, and increases
the coverage areas of short-term and long-term parking within the boundaries of an expanded terminal
loop road. It also shows a potential location for a cell phone waiting lot along Northup Drive and
programs space for future employee/tenant parking.
FIGURE 4-15
LANDSIDE ALTERNATIVE #4

Source: Concept by Curtis Transportation Consulting; Graphic by RS&H, 2017
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In this concept, the airport entry is relocated further north along Northrup Drive at the existing Northrup
Drive-Lockheed Drive intersection and reconfigured to a roundabout. Analysis of demand levels suggests
that, through the planning period, a single lane roundabout could adequately direct and slow traffic
entering the one-way loop road environment while maintaining stable traffic flows for all users including
general aviation users continuing north along Northrup Drive. Two-way traffic is preserved along
Northrup Drive. Traffic heading towards the terminal becomes one-way flow as it exits the roundabout
and enters Lockheed Drive which is now integrated into the terminal loop road. A new one-way road is
created off a new left-turn exiting Lockheed Drive which provides entry for rental car return and public
parking, and an exit for rented cars. One important consideration for the roundabout is ensuring the
geometry is designed in such a way that it accommodates large vehicles such as buses, emergency/fire
response vehicles, and semi-trucks with small trailers.
Rental car facilities remain in their existing location within the terminal loop road but expand to fill
unoccupied space south of Lockheed Drive. Both the ready/return lot and the service area remain
consolidated and contiguous to optimize rental car operations.
Short-term parking remains in its existing location but is accessed via the new road. Entry to the shortterm parking lot is also available for users dropping off passengers at the curb prior to parking as entry to
the lot remains downstream of the curb roadways, however, wayfinding road signs should guide users to
the new entry road to avoid unnecessary curb traffic. Short-term parking lot users will exit using the same
toll plaza as long-term parkers, avoiding a duplication of payment facilities, saving both capital and
operating costs.
The long-term parking lot is accessed via a new entry drive immediately south of the pedestrian walkway.
Long-term parking access is also available through a second point downstream of the curb roads at the
same location as the secondary short-term parking lot access. This allows airport patrons to drop off
passengers at the terminal curb and access either short- or long-term parking without requiring another
trip around the entire terminal loop road. This method is preferred as it lessens the carbon footprint by
minimizing vehicle miles traveled and retains a higher level of customer service with a minimal investment
in entry lanes.
This concept shows a commercial vehicle staging lot similar to Landside Alternative #3, but expands it to
accommodate a higher number of vehicles, with enough space for pull through lanes to improve
operational safety and efficiency. The expanded commercial vehicle staging lot would satisfactorily
accommodate community bus transit service if it is implemented in the future.
In this concept, employee and tenant parking are positioned in the same location where administrative
parking currently exists northeast of the terminal but are expanded further east as the relocation of the
fuel farm allows the space to be reused. This area would now accommodate both tenant and
administrative parking.
Similar to all landside options, this concept adds one lane to the arrivals side of the inner curb roadway
and widens the outer curb roadway to meet required lane width standards for commercial vehicles.
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Unlike other landside alternative concepts, this concept adds a stop controlled exit from the outer curb
roadway due to the location of the new parallel parking and rental car road. Additionally, this concept
shows the location of a new cell phone lot along Northrup Drive, capable of holding 40 cars and reducing
dwell times on the terminal curb, thereby improving curb capacity and level of service.
Table 4-6 shows the approximate total area and the provided parking spaces for each functional area as
well as how the parking projections meet PAL 3 requirements. The space allocation in this concept shows
a small deficiency in short-term parking spaces but a large surplus in long-term parking spaces. This
concept is flexible and programmed parking areas for short-term, long-term, and rental car could easily
be adjusted as necessary to meet the demand as it occurs.
TABLE 4-6
LANDSIDE ALTERNATIVE #4 PARKING SPACE PROJECTIONS

Land Use
Short-term Parking
Long-term Parking
Rental Car Ready-Return
Rental Car QTA
Total

Land Area (SF)

Projected Spaces PAL 3 Required
Provided
Spaces

Surplus/
(Deficiency)

100,000
805,000
109,000
221,000

250
2,013
273
553

282
1,626
184
372

(32)
387
89
181

1,235,000

3,089

2,464

625

Source: RS&H Analysis, 2017

4.5.3.3 Parking Garage Alternatives
During the landside alternatives development process, the potential for adding a parking garage to meet
PAL 3 demand was considered and analyzed. Ultimately, the inclusion of a parking garage in front of the
existing terminal building was dismissed as an unviable development option due to the preferred terminal
development conclusions, overall estimated constructions costs, and the uncertainty of the ability of a
parking garage to meet the ultimate development vision. Furthermore, the emerging technology of
autonomous vehicles has the potential to reduce the need for parking in the long-term. The following
section shows the parking garage alternatives analysis but this was ultimately dismissed from
consideration, included only to inform the reader of the analysis behind this conclusion and provide data
for an instance where circumstances have changed.
At an airport of Eugene’s size, it is optimal to provide all parking and rental car facilities within a terminal
loop road which maintains reasonable walking distances from the farthest space to the terminal entrance.
Reasonable is a subjective term and it is best left to the discretion of airport administrators, but generally
speaking, it is recommended than any parking lots requiring a walking distance farther than ¼ mile (1,320
feet) be provided a shuttle service to maintain acceptable levels of customer service. Parking any farther
away, as demonstrated by the existing long-term overflow lot, justifies an airport in providing a passenger
shuttle service, adding operational costs. One method used to maintain a premium level of customer
service within a confined space is the construction of a parking garage. Parking garages should be placed
in close proximity to the terminal building and typically command a higher price, which is necessary in
EUGENE AIRPORT MASTER PLAN
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order to pay off their higher cost per space. Two alternative parking garage concepts were considered as
shown in Figures 4-16 and 4-17.
Landside Parking Garage Option #1, shown in Figure 4-16, is a four-story structure with ramped access
to/from each level. Customers returning rental cars enter from the north at the ground level of the
garage and customers leaving the airport in rental cars exit on the ground level to the south. The second
level serves hourly parking and the central location provides equal access to both greeters and those
dropping off departing passengers. The third and fourth levels serve those parking for a longer term
paying daily rates. A pedestrian bridge would provide access to/from the terminal building on the second
level. The total spaces provided by this parking garage is 720 spaces, with 180 spaces on each level. The
net gain in spaces is approximately 500 spaces. One additional challenge to the garage concept is that
rental car and public parking alternatives would be required during construction of the garage, as at least
200 spaces would be rendered unusable.
FIGURE 4-16
LANDSIDE PARKING GARAGE OPTION #1

Source: Concept by Curtis Transportation Consulting; Graphic by RS&H, 2017

Landside Parking Garage Option #2, shown in Figure 4-17, also provides 180 spaces per level but the
structure extends further east and is reduced at the north and south ends. In this concept, the building is
limited to three stories, although it could conceivably hold additional levels but this would require
extensions at either end of the garage. At three levels, the structure would hold 540 vehicle spaces,
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broken out with the levels programmed equivalent to the first three levels of Landside Parking Garage
Option #1. The net gain in spaces is approximately 320 spaces. Access/egress for the garage and the
pedestrian bridge are also designed like the previous garage concept. Similarly, construction of Landside
Parking Garage Option #2 would also have temporary impacts on parking and rental car facilities,
requiring solutions to accommodate parkers and rental car users in the interim.
FIGURE 4-17
LANDSIDE PARKING GARAGE OPTION #2

Source: Concept by Curtis Transportation Consulting; Graphic by RS&H, 2017

Evaluation and consideration of the need for a parking garage at Eugene Airport was determined not to
work well within the framework of the ultimate land use pattern vision and the preferred terminal solution.
Parking garages have a relatively long useful life (approx. 30 - 50 years dependent upon construction
materials) and require a large capital investment, therefore justifying intense scrutiny of any inclusion into
the preferred concept. The conclusion reached is that a parking garage is not a viable option at this time.
If aviation activity increases significantly above Master Plan projections, the need for a parking garage
might need to be revisited in the future, but should be implemented in a location that is consistent with
the ultimate Master Plan vision.
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4.5.3.4 Landside Alternatives Evaluation
All of the landside alternative concepts have been developed with the intention of meeting all of the
evaluation criteria. Performance scores for each landside alternative concept in relation to how they meet
the evaluation criteria are shown in Figure 4-18. Each concept achieves goals set forth in Section 4.5.3.1
Key Issues and Items for Consideration, by reducing opportunities for unnecessary bypass traffic along
the terminal curb front, addressing the airport loop road intersection entrance, accommodating
commercial vehicle staging, allotting space to meet projected PAL 3 parking demand, and correcting
roadway dimensional issues. All landside concepts reduce curb road bypass traffic through alternative
access roads which eliminate the need for rental cars and airport parkers to drive past the terminal curb
front. Unnecessary curb front bypass traffic is also reduced through the use of a cell phone parking lot.
Each concept addresses the airport loop road entrance by implementing a new road design that
eliminates the need for anyone driving to terminal facilities to make a left turn. A variety of locations are
demonstrated for staging commercial vehicles “upstream” from the outer curb road and parking areas are
accommodated by different available program areas within the airport loop road.
FIGURE 4-18
LANDSIDE ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION MATRIX

Source: RS&H Analysis, 2017

Landside Concept #1 performs “fair” at a minimum in all areas of evaluation. Some benefits of this
concept are the retention/expansion of parking program areas as they exist at the time of this study.
Douglas Drive (terminal loop road) is expanded using portions of Lockheed Drive to allow growth of
parking areas adjacent to their existing footprints and within the loop road. The gated tenant parking
area is preserved until such a time that terminal development requires the land but employee parking as a
whole can be accommodated within the existing administrative parking area when paired with an
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expansion to the east into the existing fuel storage area. An enabling project for this expansion is the
relocation of the existing fuel storage area and construction of a new fuel storage area, allowing this land
to be reused for employee parking. One challenge to this concept worth consideration is the requirement
to construct a new roadway bisecting long-term parking and short-term parking/rental cars. This new
bisecting road creates a need to construct new ticketing and payment infrastructure for the short-term
parking lot. This concept also requires drivers entering the employee lot to turn into the lot from the loop
road, which is not ideal and also not required in other concepts.
Landside Concept #2 also performs “fair” at a minimum in all evaluation areas. This concept benefits
through cost savings by leaving Douglas Drive (terminal loop road) intact and constructs a new entrance
in the same location as the existing entrance. Alternatively, this entrance can be relocated slightly north
of the present location which might improve challenges during construction and implementation. Parking
lot and rental car users are directed to a new road which bypasses the terminal curb front, therefore
reducing unnecessary traffic and increasing curb front level of service. This concept also explores the
opportunity for eliminating short-term parking and replacing it with true hourly parking (no longer than 2
hours duration). Less hourly parking is needed than short-term parking allowing growth in the long-term
parking lot and allowing greeter traffic a high level of service by locating convenient parking near the
baggage claim area. Another advantage to this concept is the placement of a new cell phone lot within
the existing footprint of the overflow parking lot. This reduces cost and environmental impacts. Similar to
Landside Concept #1, a challenge to this concept is the need for new ticketing and payment
infrastructure. Commercial vehicle staging in this option is located in the same place as Landside Concept
#1, however, without expanding Douglas Drive, commercial drivers will use Lockheed Drive to enter the
staging queue. Employee parking for this concept has the same considerations as Landside Concept #1.
Landside Concept #3 has the benefit of using many of the existing roads within the loop road and parking
areas to create new entry/exit points which eliminate the need for parkers and rental car users to bypass
the curb front. This concept explores the opportunity to provide higher levels of service to different user
groups by placing new and expanded rental car facilities opposite the baggage claim area and hourly
parking opposite the terminal ticketing area. A new cell phone lot is built on the east side of Northrup
Drive and the Overflow Parking Lot is changed to an Economy Lot. One challenge to the Economy Lot is
the requirement to shuttle passengers to/from the terminal6. An advantage to this reprogramming is the
ability to offer another parking option to airport users and utilize the available parking according to
customer demand. Among all landside concepts, Concept #3 has the highest associated challenge with
implementation and construction phasing. This is primarily associated with the relocation of rental car
facilities and the associated impacts to parking operations. Managing parking operations during the
construction of a new rental car service building and the transition of rental car activity to its new location
would require an organized implementation plan and has the potential to cause minor disruptions and/or
passenger confusion. This would be limited and temporary but none-the-less more impactful to customer
level of service than other alternatives.

6

This services was added in October 2017 prior to finalizing the Master Plan and is therefore no longer an issue for this concept.

EUGENE AIRPORT MASTER PLAN

4-47

AIRPORT

DEVELOPMENT

ALTERNATIVES

Landside Concept #4 was developed through discussions with airport leadership as a refinement of
preferred elements found in other landside concepts. This concept has strong performance in meeting all
evaluation criteria goals. One advantage to this concept is the inclusion of a roundabout entry.
Roundabout design is a safe and efficient method of retaining free flowing traffic in all directions and
slowing traffic as it enters the terminal loop road environment. A single lane roundabout is sufficient to
meet PAL 3 demand. Another benefit to this concept is the ability to operate a single exit toll plaza for all
parking areas. This concept shows short-term parking but could just as easily accommodate an hourly
parking program. This concept would not be without operational challenges but could be completed with
minimal operational disturbances through a sound implementation and construction phasing plan.

Aviation Support Facility Alternatives
Aviation support facilities consist of a variety of trailing elements which are dependent upon airfield and
passenger terminal configurations. As trailing elements in deciding the placement of facilities, proposed
locations for each type of support facility are directly impacted by preferred locations for leading
elements.
4.5.4.1

Key Issues and Items for Consideration

»

Location of general aviation facilities including:
 General hangar and tie-down locations
 Lane Aviation Academy
 Accommodation of general aviation hangar growth

»
»
»
»
»
»

Air cargo location
Charter operations location
Fuel storage location
Deicing facilities location
Airport maintenance facilities configuration and location
Specialized Aviation Service Providers (SASPs) location

4.5.4.2 Cargo Facility Alternatives
Three locations, shown in Figure 4-19, were identified as potential locations for siting air cargo facilities.
Option #1 retains air cargo facilities in their existing location. Option #2 sites air cargo facilities adjacent
to Runway 34R near the EGAR. Option #3 sites air cargo facilities on the east side of Runway 16R adjacent
to the Hollis area.
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FIGURE 4-19
CARGO FACILITY LOCATION ALTERNATIVES

Source: RS&H Analysis, 2017

4.5.4.3 Cargo Facility Alternatives Evaluation
Site #1 provides a benefit to cargo operations by maintaining the current facility location, negating the
potential for any temporary disruption to operations. Operating within the existing infrastructure also
provides a cost savings versus the construction of a new replacement facility. One challenge to the
current location of cargo facilities is limitations of available land for expansion. Looking beyond the 20
year planning period, land would need to be acquired in order accommodate facility expansion. Another
challenge to Site #1 is the mixing of passenger and freight traffic on Airport road prior to Northrup Drive,
however, this could be mitigated through a new cargo access road off Kokkeler Road.
Site #2 allows for an airside operational separation between commercial air carriers and cargo operators
by locating cargo facilities near the secondary runway. The primary challenge of Site #2 occurs on the
landside. Trucks entering the airport would be required to mix with commercial passenger traffic coming
into, and leaving the airport via Northrup and Douglas Drive. This location has the potential to cause
additional congestion and safety conflicts on airport entrance roadways as passengers destined to and
from the airport terminal are often less familiar within the airport landside environment.
The location of Site #3 has the advantage of providing cargo operators shorter airfield taxi times when
departing from Runway 16R. Discussions with ATC over the course of this study showed that Runway 16R
is the preferred runway during inclement weather conditions. Located on undeveloped land north of
Taxiway C and immediately east of the primary runway, Site #3 has the added benefit of nearly completely
separating freight traffic from passenger terminal traffic when entering and exiting airport roadways.
However, development on the north side of the airport will require a large investment in the utility
infrastructure in order to support cargo facilities.
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4.5.4.4 Charter Facility Alternatives
Three locations, shown in Figure 4-20, are identified as possible locations for siting charter facilities. Site
#1 retains facilities with the existing air cargo area. Site #2 places charter facilities where Lane Aviation
Academy currently resides. Site #3 sites charter facilities in the area where airport administration offices
currently exist.
FIGURE 4-20
CHARTER FACILITY LOCATION ALTERNATIVES

Source: RS&H Analysis, 2017

4.5.4.5 Charter Facility Alternatives Evaluation
Beyond the general evaluation criteria listed in Section 4.3, some specific considerations relating to
charter facilities were taken into consideration. These include the following considerations:

»
»
»
»

Proximity to rental car, parking, and terminal facilities
Availability of landside facilities (existing or future) able to accommodate multiple buses
Available and/or adequacy of hardstands for large aircraft parking
Ability to accommodate irregular operations

Site #1 provides significant cost savings by remaining in existing facilities instead of building new
infrastructure. Retaining this site also provides an operational benefit through the ability to avoid
interruption of services necessitated during a relocation. The current configuration of the apron can also
already accommodate the majority of the aircraft charter fleet. Site #1 already allows aircraft relatively
short taxi times to/from the primary runway, especially then departing from Runway 34L or landing on
Runway 16R. Unfortunately, apron space is impacted by Taxiway L and Taxiway J which serve the
cargo/charter apron area. The geometry of these taxiway connectors, as identified in Chapter 3, Facility
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Requirements, does not meet current FAA design standards making larger, higher category aircraft, such
as the Boeing 747, unable to easily taxi to the apron.
Site #1, from the perspective of landside vehicular access, does not provide all chartering passengers
enjoyment of the high level of service expected during the aircraft chartering experience. The capacity of
landside facilities serving the charter building are often overwhelmed. Landside parking facilities are
insufficient to meet the needs of large charter groups, particularly those requiring busing. Additionally,
locating charter facilities away from the terminal and landside facilities creates the need to shuttle charter
users to rental car facilities. Retaining Site #1 for charter facilities would need to consider programming
improvements to meet landside needs.
Site #2 utilizes existing apron in the south general aviation area to establish ramp space for charter
operators. The site provides short taxi times for aircraft departing or arriving on the primary runway. The
old United Airlines terminal building, currently home to Lane Aviation Academy, could be renovated to
serve as a hold room for passengers waiting to depart. One of the intentions of Site #2 would be to
adaptively repurpose existing infrastructure for higher and better uses but required renovations to this
building would be fairly significant to meet the needs of charter passengers. In order for Site #2 to be
viable, the current occupant, Lane Aviation Academy, would require relocation. Investment would also be
required to upgrade the apron to adequately support the weight of larger charter aircraft. Similar to Site
#1, Site #2 also requires charter passengers to shuttle to rental car facilities. Walking to/from the terminal
and rental car facilities is not safe, efficient, or particularly intuitive as sidewalks would need to be
constructed and the route from this location is long and indirect.
The location of Site #3 offers development options including renovating and repurposing the existing
administration as a hold room or demolishing existing buildings and constructing a new charter facility.
Location of the site also benefits charter users by providing safe, simple, and adequate access to services
offered by the terminal building, parking, and rental car facilities. It would also accommodate multiple
buses as it exists and could be incorporated into preferred terminal and landside development plans.
Challenges to the site include the possibility of minor increases in average taxi times, although this would
be minimal.
The apron space would also need to be reconfigured in order to address the high mast lighting and the
size of the hard stands as discussed in Chapter 3, Facility Requirements. Various enabling projects
would need to be completed in order for this site to be viable. These projects include reconfiguring the
ramp space with properly designed hardstands capable of accommodating the weights of large charter
aircraft and the potential removal of buildings and the associated relocation of the uses found within
those buildings. Alternatively, this location could be easily integrated into future concourse expansion
options.
4.5.4.6 Airport Maintenance and Fuel Storage Facility Alternatives
Airport maintenance and fuel storage alternatives are shown in Figure 4-21. Airport maintenance options
are displayed in yellow on Figure 4-21. Airport Maintenance Site #1 creates a campus environment
housing all airside and landside maintenance functions at the current location of airside maintenance
facilities. Airport Maintenance Sites #2 and #3 leave and expand the airside maintenance functions within
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the existing location along Taxiway C. The difference between Site #2 and Site #3 lies in the siting of
landside maintenance functions. Site #2 sites landside maintenance functions in the location of what is
currently the existing fuel storage facilities. Site #3 locates landside maintenance functions in an
undeveloped area along Boeing Dr. at the south side of the airport adjacent to what is now identified as
the South Ramp General Aviation area.
Fuel storage options are displayed in brown on Figure 4-21. Fuel Storage Site #1 is located south of the
existing air cargo and charter facilities. Fuel Storage Site #2 is located adjacent to the South Ramp area
along Boeing Drive. Fuel Storage Site #3 is located between the existing ARFF building and Taxiway M.
Fuel Storage Site #4 is located in an undeveloped lot along Hollis Lane, adjacent to Taxiway C, and slightly
east of existing airport maintenance facilities.
FIGURE 4-21
AIRPORT MAINTENANCE AND FUEL STORAGE FACILITY LOCATION ALTERNATIVES

Source: RS&H Analysis, 2017

4.5.4.7 Airport Maintenance and Fuel Storage Facility Alternatives Evaluation
Airport Maintenance Site #1 allows airside and landside maintenance functions to be housed in one
location. By consolidating equipment and maintenance functions within a single campus, airport
personnel experience centralized, time-efficient facilities for operations management, administration,
equipment storage, and other work-related activities. The existing site provides sufficient taxiway
frontage capable of conducting safe and well-organized snow removal operations and runway
deicing/anti-icing applications. However, one disadvantage of further expansion in the existing location
is, as both landside and airside maintenance functions grow in size, the campus will expand to occupy
more taxiway frontage which may be more suitable for hangar development or priority applications such
as an Air Traffic Control Tower (beyond planning period).
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Airport Maintenance Site #2 allows landside equipment with no need to operate on the airfield to be
housed at a satellite location on the landside, therefore preserving prime taxiway land for higher and
better uses. In addition, personnel, equipment and facilities would be located closest to the landside
facilities they will serve. In order for this site to be viable, enabling projects would need to be completed.
These projects include relocating the existing fuel storage facility as well as constructing a new building
and utilities to accommodate the landside equipment. Site #2 also allows for the airside and landside
functions to grow independently from one another, therefore providing more flexibility in planning the
growth of future facilities.
Similar to the previously described site, Airport Maintenance Site #3 allows purely landside equipment to
be housed on the landside. Since this site is currently unoccupied very few enabling projects would need
to occur. Site #3 also allows for airside and landside functions to grow independently from one another.
Fuel Storage Site #1 brings the fuel facility away from primary circulation roadways to a more secluded
and secure area. Fence lines can be installed and a driveway can be constructed to serve as an access into
the fuel facility for delivery trucks on the non-secure side and aircraft refueling trucks on the secure-side.
This configuration eliminates the existing requirement for aircraft fueling trucks to operate on public
roadways. Aircraft fueling trucks can transition from Site #1 to the terminal building using the existing
VSR and aprons. One consideration for the site is the potential increase in fuel truck drive times to and
from the fuel facility for some customers. The placement of the fuel facility also limits the expansion
opportunity to the existing cargo facility.
Fuel Storage Site #2 allows the fuel facility to be constructed in space which is currently unoccupied
adjacent to the south general aviation area along Boeing Drive. Enabling projects for this site would be
minimal when compared to other site alternative locations. The location of the site allows FBO users with
close proximity and direct access to the fuel storage site. Shortened travel distance to/from Atlantic
Aviation FBO (the primary user of these facilities) provides time efficiencies and a higher level of service
for all users. As with other proposed fuel site alternatives, aircraft fueling trucks would no longer be
required to travel on public roads. Roadway and fencing would need to be constructed in order to make
the site functional for fuel deliveries and secured from the general public access.
Fuel Storage Site #3 uses existing apron space in the north general aviation area to construct a new fuel
storage facility. The current location and height of the Air Traffic Control Tower poses potential line of
sight restriction which may not make the site viable for fuel storage without requiring unconventional
modifications to the design of the site, such as constructing the site below grade. Additionally, the
location of the site mixes landside/roadway passenger vehicular traffic going to the terminal building with
fuel truck deliveries. While added congestion to the road will be negligible, the mixing of the different
users may cause conflicts which lead to minor delays.
Fuel Storage Site #4 is located in an undeveloped area on the north side of the airfield. Enabling projects
to construct fuel storage facilities on this site are minimal compared to other selected sites. One
advantage to this concept is that landside fuel tankers would be isolated from the passenger traffic going
to and from the terminal building, minimizing potential conflicts between different types of traffic.
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Conversely, the site does pose challenges for aircraft fuel trucks traveling on the secure-side to and from
the north and south sides of Taxiway C and Taxiway M which would be required to cross the parallel
taxiways. Crossing these taxiways creates operational safety concerns because it exposes the pavement to
contaminants and increases the workload on air traffic controllers required to provide clearance to fuel
truck drivers needing to cross the taxiways. These challenges could be mitigated with a tunnel under the
taxiways, but this type of construction is not likely to meet the financial feasibility goals of any costbenefit analysis.
4.5.4.8 Deicing Facilities and Specialize Aviation Service Providers (SASP)
During inclement weather deicing operations are conducted to maintain the safe operation of aircraft. At
airports across the nation, deicing operations typically occur in one of three locations:
1. On the apron near the gate,
2. In a centralized deicing location, or
3. At the runway end prior to an aircraft departure.
Deicing functions are currently performed at the aircraft parking gates. One distinct disadvantage with
performing deicing operations near or around terminal gates is that deicing fluids create slippery surfaces
for ground handlers operating in the area. Additionally, the distance from the runway end may create
situations where holdover times expire prior to the aircraft departing. This means the aircraft must return
and begin the process again, causing delays which can ripple across the national airspace system. For
those reasons, deicing at the gate is not optimal.
Selecting the location of deicing facilities is highly dependent upon the amount of inclement weather
experienced and therefore overall deicing service demand, the airfield capacity needs of the airport, and
airline preferences as it relates to fluids used and the associated holdover times. Two alternatives to gate
area deicing are available: a centralized deicing pad facility and runway end deicing pads. With these
alternatives, certain considerations should be taken into account including capital investment
requirements, the types of deicing fluids to be used, and the type(s) of glycol reclamation
systems/processes (i.e. vacuum trucks and/or distillation systems). A deicing facilities study performed by
RS&H in 2011 recommended a centralized “linear storage and discharge to sanitary” concept. This design
uses a gravity sewer system to convey effluent from the Aircraft Deicing Facility (ADF) to infield storage
tanks. From that point, linear underground storage will slowly discharge the water through a pump
station to a waste water line. The study’s selected location of the pad was optimally suited to 20-year
planning assumptions from the 2010 Eugene Airport Master Plan and not the ultimate airport vision
established in this master plan update. For that reason, the location of deicing facilities will be reviewed
later in this chapter once the preferred locations for leading facilities such as the airfield layout and the
commercial terminal location are determined. Analysis and location for the preferred deicing facility site
can be found in Section 4.6.4, Preferred Airfield Terminal Area Development, of this chapter.
Potential sites will be evaluated against the criteria stated earlier in this chapter along with consideration
to specifics found in the 2001 study such as expandability, taxi times, and ATC line-of-sight.
Locations for Specialized Aviation Service Providers (SASP) should be directed in a way that aligns with the
Airport’s vision for the ultimate land use pattern. The locations of SASPs should aim to balance the desire
to locate them in an optimal area which satisfies customer needs while making fiscal sense when the
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facility is constructed, whether new or relocated from an existing site. It is recommended that the Airport
work with the service providers in order to understand the SASPs niche in the market and work towards a
strategy for the future service location which meets long-term needs of both the SASP and the Airport.
Further analysis of economic development potential relevant to SASPs can be found in Appendix X,
Eugene Airport Economic Development Study.

PREFERRED DEVELOPMENT PLAN
The preferred development future is the combination of the preferred development ideas for each
functional alternative area (airfield, terminal, landside, and support). The preferred development can be
described in terms of the ultimate airport build-out vision and the defined planning activity levels. This
section will place emphasis on describing the preferred development through PAL 3, while keeping the
ultimate vision in mind. Thus far, the four alternative areas (airfield, commercial terminal,
landside/roadway, and support facilities) have been evaluated to a degree of independence, however,
they are required to work in a harmonious balance. Through collaborative workshops with Airport
leadership supplemented by the public involvement process, a comprehensive preferred development
future was selected. That comprehensive preferred development future is described in this section. At
the conclusion of this chapter, Figure 4-27 presents a conceptual illustration of the preferred ultimate
airport land use vision. This future is only achieved through incremental development which aligns with
the vision. In accordance with that vision, the following chapter will describe the preferred development
future through PAL 3, beginning with leading elements and concluding with trailing elements.

Preferred Airfield Development
The airfield is the foremost leading element in airport planning. The preferred airfield development
future, shown in Figure 4-22, addresses FAA design standard deficiencies and creates a safe and
operationally efficient airfield system. The taxiway connectors for Runway 16R-34L are optimally located
according to current and forecast fleet requirements. A new run-up area is created near the Runway 34L
threshold to replace the recently removed Taxiway A8 non-standard bypass and to prevent operational
constraints when that runway is in use. Taxiway R is offset from Taxiway B3 to eliminate direct access to
Runway 16L-34R from the East General Aviation Ramp area and Taxiway B2 is offset from Taxiway C to
avoid potential runway incursions from aircraft traveling east on Taxiway C and missing a turn onto
Taxiway B. Terminal area development and airfield reconfigurations within the infield area are marked
with a yellow boundary. Infield reconfigurations will be detailed later in Section 4.6.4, Preferred Airfield
Terminal Area Development, because they are dictated by terminal area development. Finally, occurring
beyond the planning period, Taxiway M is extended from Taxiway P to Taxiway A to allow dual traffic
flows between the parallel runways. The extension of Taxiway M is a logical step to complete the
reorientation of the primary airfield movement surfaces but analysis shows that it is not needed to meet
facility demands within the 20-year planning period. As the terminal area develops and capacity restraints
begin to develop in that area, the extension of Taxiway M should be reviewed to determine the project’s
need.
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FIGURE 4-22
PREFERRED AIRFIELD DEVELOPMENT

Source: RS&H Analysis, 2017

Preferred Terminal Development
The selected preferred terminal development is a refinement of the combination of Alternative Concept
#1 and Alternative Concept #3. This preferred concept includes the best elements of the alternatives
identified during the advisory committee review process. This new concept is able to be phased over the
planning period and works incrementally toward the ultimate vision of the commercial terminal area. As
shown in Figure 4-23, 20-year planning period growth is identified in solid bold blue colors while the
ultimate vision is represented in faded transparent colors with dashed boundaries. The solid light blue
indicates the short-term terminal growth for the ticketing and baggage screening/handling area as well as
a new concourse with departure lounges, boarding gates, and associated concession space. The new
concourse needs to be a second story structure, much like Concourse A is today, with jet bridge access
(and stairways/elevators or switch-back ramps for a ground boarding option) to parked aircraft and access
points at the ground-level which allow ground service equipment to move freely between the baggage
handling area and the parked aircraft.
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FIGURE 4-23
PREFERRED TERMINAL DEVELOPMENT

Source: RS&H Analysis, 2017

This preferred terminal development concept provides terminal expansion in alignment with the existing
building orientation as needed over the planning period, but reorients the building in later expansions to
coincide with long-term ultimate terminal configuration. This point of reorientation is located at roughly
the southeast corner of the TSA Administration Building. This portion of the new concourse becomes the
first portion of what will ultimately become a future re-oriented terminal facility. The southern wall of the
re-oriented departure lounge defines what will eventually become the northern landside edge of the
future terminal building. As future activity levels increase and begin to necessitate expansion beyond the
planning activity levels and the existing terminal building nears or reaches the end of its useful life,
consideration can be given to begin the development of a replacement facility in the area shown on
Figure 4-23.
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Preferred Landside/Roadway Development
The selected preferred landside/roadway development concept is a refinement of Landside Alternative #4
as shown in Figure 4-24.
FIGURE 4-24
PREFERRED LANDSIDE/ROADWAY DEVELOPMENT

Source: Concept by Curtis Transportation Consulting; Graphic by RS&H, 2017

This preferred landside/roadway development pattern takes advantage of existing roadway infrastructure
by repurposing Lockheed Drive as an expanded section of the terminal loop road. A roundabout
intersection at Northrup Drive and Lockheed Drive will provide a safe and efficient traffic management
solution to traffic entering the terminal environment and general aviation traffic entering and exiting the
facilities on Northrup Drive. Northrup Drive will continue to maintain two-directional traffic flow to allow
traffic to exit from Northrup Drive without requiring them to bypass the terminal curb. By expanding the
terminal loop road, the area available for parking and rental car facilities increases by more than 3 acres.
Parking expansions in the area should meet City of Eugene code standards to ensure customer levels of
service are maintained from the moment passenger exit their vehicles. A new service road for the parking
lots and rental car facilities spurs from Lockheed Drive to eliminate the need for rental car traffic to bypass
the terminal curb. Likewise, a new cell phone lot located on the east side of Northrup Drive and
immediately south of the new roundabout intersection, will provide a holding location for vehicles
needing to wait for arriving passengers. This cell lot will eliminate the unnecessary vehicle congestion
which currently occurs as the result of individuals who are waiting to pick up arriving passengers by
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making laps around the loop road, parking at the curbside for extended periods of time, or even parking
illegally along Northrup Drive. What was previously programmed as a long-term overflow parking lot is
already programmed to become a long-term economy lot served by an on-demand shuttle service,
effective October 1, 20177. Finally, the tenant employee parking and administration office employee
parking are planned to be combined into a single employee parking lot at the northern perimeter of the
terminal loop road.

Preferred Airfield Terminal Area Development
Development of the terminal area airfield was determined to be dependent upon preferred development
of the airfield and the commercial terminal building. With the preferred primary airfield and terminal
development future established, the terminal area apron and infield taxiway system can be designed
around the needs of those leading elements. Figure 4-25 shows the preferred development plan for the
infield portion of the airfield, near the commercial terminal.
Concrete apron is required to accommodate parking of the critical aircraft at future concourse boarding
gates. The concrete portion of the apron will need to extend a minimum of approximately 250 feet from
the building face to allow various aircraft parking positions and ground service equipment access. Beyond
the concrete aircraft parking area, asphalt at appropriately designed depths is adequate for taxiing
aircraft. Taxiway G and Taxiway K should be realigned to better serve commercial aircraft in the terminal
area. The North Ramp area could then be used for commercial aircraft pushback and taxi. In order to
allow this new use, existing light poles and small aircraft tie-downs in the North Ramp area need to be
removed and some portions of pavement need to be reconstructed at strengths suitable to serve larger
commercial aircraft. Commercial Remain-Over-Night (RON) aircraft parking positions are proposed to be
created north of Concourse A, positioned and designed to allow power-in/power-out aircraft parking
operations. One additional heavy pad is proposed on the apron south of Taxiway F. This placement
creates flexibility by serving as both an RON parking position and a hold position for aircraft entering the
terminal environment. The heavy aircraft RON parking positions are best suited in the near-term in the
locations identified in Figure 4-25, but the connection between Taxiway G and Taxiway K should be
preserved as a new terminal area taxilane. These heavy aircraft parking pads will meet facility
requirements while design and construction is completed for the terminal concourse expansion. The
three RON locations north of Concourse A create an opportunity to include ground power connections as
an element of the new RON heavy pads. Power could be made available from the nearby electrical line
serving the lighted segmented circle. Creating ground power connections in the parking pads would
eliminate the need for mobile Ground Power Units (GPUs) and may be eligible for Federal funding under
the Voluntary Aircraft Low Emissions (VALE) program. It should be noted that creating permanent power
connections in the ground has the potential to lower the flexibility of the parking positions for serving
many different types of aircraft. Terminal expansion will make Taxiway G and Taxiway K no longer
available for general aviation aircraft taxiing past the commercial terminal between the south airfield and
north airfield. Instead, these general aviation aircraft will need to route via the new apron taxilane/taxiway
(parallel to Taxiway A), Taxiway P, Taxiway M, and/or Taxiway C. As the terminal concourse develops,

7

Parking rates updated per City of Eugene Administrative Order 58-17-22.
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Taxiway K will become an apron taxilane serving commercial aircraft and only general aviation aircraft
originating in the North Ramp area.
Many buildings in the North Ramp area will be impacted by the development of the commercial terminal
expansion and the associated aircraft parking positions. These buildings are identified in Figure 4-25
with red shading. The impacted buildings will require demolition in order for terminal and airfield
development to occur over the 20-year planning period.
The terminal area apron and airfield plan retains general aviation parking on the South Ramp over the
planning period but begins the process of creating a full apron edge taxiway running parallel to Taxiway
A. Ultimately, the vision for beyond the planning period is to continue the development of a full parallel
taxiway which meets an extended Taxiway M. The extension of the apron edge taxiway should reach
north to meet Taxiway P by PAL 3 to allow for a taxi route which bypasses the commercial terminal
pushback area. Later extensions connect this new taxiway to a redesigned Taxiway D.
FIGURE 4-25
PREFERRED TERMINAL AREA AIRFIELD DEVELOPMENT

Source: RS&H Analysis, 2017
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Pavement which should be eliminated over the planning period is outlined in red dashes. These
pavement surfaces are repurposed remnants from a previous airfield configuration and many do not meet
modern FAA design or geometry standards. Some pavement sections will be preserved and
reconstructed as connections to Taxiway A when practical, such as Taxiway D, Taxiway E, and Taxiway F.
The connection of Taxiway P to Taxiway A is proposed to be eliminated, but the remainder of Taxiway P is
preserved as an efficient bypass for general aviation traffic taxiing around the commercial terminal area
during the planning period. The Taxiway D connection between the terminal apron and Taxiway A is
proposed to be eliminated. Some portions of Taxiway D will be repurposed to access new deicing pads
and as a connection between the new taxiway (parallel to Taxiway A) and Taxiway A. The dashed areas of
new taxiway extending Taxiway M and the new apron taxiway/taxilane parallel to meet Taxiway A
represent pavement not required during the planning period but identified as important airfield
connections beyond the planning period. As terminal concourse expansion occurs and the building
becomes reoriented to the airfield configuration, the need for Taxiway M and the apron taxiway extension
will be realized. After the completion of these critical future airfield connections, it is recommended that
Taxiway P be removed.
The preferred terminal area airfield development accommodates a variety of deicing options. Deicing
operations can occur at the gate, after aircraft pushback, or in the new heavy pad positions away from the
terminal gates. A 2011 study by RS&H evaluated alternative deicing pad designs and locations and
determined a preferred location for a centralized deicing pad in the area of the airfield currently home to
the segmented circle, surrounded by Taxiway A, Taxiway D, Taxiway E, and Taxiway P. At the time of this
study, it was believed that new Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) deicing effluent guidelines would
come into effect, updating 40 CFR Part 449 by requiring the collection of 60 percent of effluent produced
during deicing operations. This rule was altered prior to its issuance in 2012, exempting existing airports
like Eugene Airport from such collection requirements8. For this reason, the deicing pad designed in the
2011 study was never constructed. No near-term EPA policy changes are anticipated, however, State of
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality can implement more stringent collection policies.
Therefore, centralized deicing pads were considered in the design of this terminal area airfield.
Since the time of the 2011 deicing pad study, airline deicing agent usage at the airport has shifted from
Type II to Type IV. This allows longer holdover times for taxi and take-off. With that operational change
in place, reducing taxi distance during icing conditions for departing aircraft is no longer as critical to
ensure deicing fluids meet holdover time limitations. Ultimately, any facilities constructed for deicing
activities must be placed in locations which do not impede future development or require the burden of
relocation within the facility’s useful life. For these reasons, it is recommended that deicing take place on
proposed pavement/taxilanes after aircraft pushback, until such a time that deicing standards are updated
under Federal or State law to require enhanced fluid collection. As these rule changes come to fruition, a
plan is in place to accommodate a minimum of three deicing positions capable of holding three B737-900
aircraft at one time, as shown in Figure 4-25.

The update to 40 CFR Part 449 does, however, “require existing and new airports with 1,000 or more annual jet departures that
discharge wastewater associated with airfield pavement deicing to use non-urea containing deicers, or alternatively, meet a numeric
effluent limitation for ammonia.” (14.7 mg/L of ammonia at discharge points). Source: www.EPA.gov, Retrieved September 28, 2017.

8
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Preferred Support Facilities
Support facilities are trailing elements in the planning process but proper placement is still critical to
developing successfully. Preferred locations for supporting facilities can be seen in Figure 4-26.
FIGURE 4-26
PREFERRED SUPPORT FACILITY DEVELOPMENT

Source: RS&H Analysis, 2017

The cargo facility, as it exists, is well located to meet the ultimate airport development vision. Therefore,
the preferred placement for cargo facilities is its existing location. Empty land south of the cargo apron
should be preserved for future expansion of cargo operations as demand requires.
The preferred location for charter facilities is immediately north of the existing commercial terminal. This
location allows charter passengers and service providers to benefit from a synergistic relationship through
the use of shared support services such as rental cars, parking, and commercial vehicles. Many options
exist in this location for a new charter facility. The airport administration building could be reconfigured
to accommodate charter services if/when airport administrative functions are relocated. Alternatively, as
buildings are being demolished for commercial terminal concourse expansion, space could be
programmed for the construction of a new charter facility building. Another option for serving charter
passengers could be designed into the expansion of the commercial terminal concourse. Constructing
multifunctional “swing gates” within the terminal, similar to those used at airports for both domestic and
international flight operations, could allow a high level of customer service for charter passengers when
the gates are not being used for commercial airline flights.
Relocating fuel storage facilities within a secure area is a high priority for safety and security purposes.
The preferred location for fuel storage facilities is along Boeing Drive in the South Ramp general aviation
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area. This location suits the needs of development over the planning period and increases safety and
operational efficiency by creating simple and secure landside/airside access for fuel delivery trucks and
aircraft fueling trucks used by the existing Fixed Base Operator.
Preferred development for airport airside maintenance, including snow removal equipment and
maintenance employee spaces, is within the existing facility location area. Future development space is
preserved for airside maintenance buildings east and west of the existing buildings to allow campus style
development into the future. Landside maintenance employee space is accounted for within the airside
maintenance campus area, but equipment and materials storage structures are preferred to be located on
the south side of the airport. For this reason, the landside equipment and materials storage preferred
building location is adjacent to the preferred fuel storage facility, on the east side of the intersection of
Boeing Drive and Airport Road.

Ultimate Airport Land Use Vision
The ultimate land use vision for the airport, depicted in Figure 4-27, shows a potential development path
which organizes the variety of airport land uses according to the airport’s ultimate land use vision. This
graphic serves as a reference point while the airport continues development over the planning period and
beyond.
The chapter following this section will assess and describe a financially feasible Implementation Plan to
achieve the preferred development future. The Implementation Plan covers timing and phasing of
individual projects required to implement the preferred development future and updates the Airport’s
capital improvement program (CIP) accordingly. Implementation will be based upon the need, cost, and
funding feasibility of each element. This chapter of the master plan will then become the basis to update
the Airport Layout Plan for FAA approval. This will describe each element of the Airport Layout Plan which
serves as a guiding document for future airport development and FAA funding.
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FIGURE 4-27
ULTIMATE AIRPORT LAND USE VISION
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