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ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS

INTRODUCTION
The purpose of this chapter is to identify and evaluate alternative development strategies
for long-range development planning at the William R. Fairchild International Airport
(CLM) and to select the preferred development plan to serve as the basis for development
of the Airport Layout Plan (ALP).
The analyses have concentrated on these primary areas.
 Runway Length: The runway analysis showed that the existing length of 6,347
was sufficient for all operations forecast at CLM in the future.
 Provide For Increased Instrument Capability:
Improving instrument
capability at CLM has been identified as the number one priority of this master
plan. This began with the development of a new Non-precision Instrument
Approach procedure to Runway 26 that will be available by December 2009.
This chapter will address actions that can be taken to assure that this approach is
maintained and that other, better approach facilities can be implemented in the
future.
 Meet FAA Design Criteria: This includes improvements to the airfield to assure
that FAA Design Criteria is met as well as to identify and remove obstructions to
FAR Part 77 Surfaces that exist on airport property.
 Provide For Activity Growth: Chapter 4 developed a listing of new facilities
that will be needed to accommodate anticipated demand. This includes the
passenger terminal building and support areas, air cargo facilities, general aviation
hangars and support facilities, and other aviation related needs. The facility
requirements were presented for both traditional master planning timeframes
(short term 0-5 years; intermediate term 6-10 years; and long term 11–20 years)
as well as for a 50-year outlook intended to define the ultimate needs of the
airport. This look-ahead included the needs for Port facilities such as
administrative offices, maintenance facilities and potentially for non-aviation
related development such as an emergency operations center.
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 Use Airport Property Efficiently: Once the airport development needs of the
Port are accommodated for the next 50-years, the plan shows that there is Port
land available beyond the need for airport facilities. This land may be available
for non-aviation related purposes in the long-term. It was important to identify
potential uses for this land that support and are compatible with the operation of
the airport so that the Port can generate revenues on airport to support future
aviation development.
Exhibit 6-1, Summary of Decisions, shows the major conclusions of these alternative
analyses. The exhibit includes a description of current airport development issues and
describes the selected course of action.

Exhibit 6-1: Summary of Decisions
Issue

Conclusions

Alternatives Available

Airport Classification and Design:
FAA ARC Classification

B-II for all airfield facilities.

No alternatives are considered –Based on aircraft
currently using the airport and forecast to continue in the
future.
In instances where existing facilities exceed the criteria
such as runway width, the Port should maintain existing
conditions where possible. In some instances the
improvement of facilities that exceed FAA criteria may
not be eligible for FAA funding.

FAA Design Standards
Compliance

Assure that all facilities meet
standards.

No alternatives are considered

Runway Length 8/26

Assure that the existing runway length
of 6,347 feet is maintained.

No alternatives are considered

Runway Instrumentation

Improve instrument capacity to the
airport.

Install new non-precision instrument approach
procedures to Runway 26.

Provide as appropriate within new
development areas

None

Runway System:

Taxiway System:
Taxilanes
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Pavement Maintenance:
Runways

Continue maintenance of runway pavements

Runway 13/31 is not eligible for FAA funding for
maintenance. Therefore any maintenance projects will
need to be financed by Port funds. The Port is
committed to keeping this runway open and safe as long
as it is feasible. However, when the Port decides to
relocate the terminal, the runway will need to be closed.

Taxiways

No taxiways have immediate needs for
rehabilitation but long-term maintenance is
required for all taxiways.

None

Aprons

Major rehabilitation is required on several
pavement areas such as the apron area east of the
terminal, the hold area south of the Runway 31
threshold and the parking apron adjacent to the
FBO Hangar.

None

The current terminal facilities are an obstruction to
the FAR Part 77 Transitional Surfaces for Runway
08/26.

The entire terminal area will need to be relocated and
reconstructed. The area provided needs to be large
enough to accommodate terminal building, apron area
and auto parking facilities. Three potential positions
were examined to the south of the existing building with
a recommendation to relocate the terminal to a position
to the east in order to allow for independent
constructability. When the terminal is relocated,
Runway 13/31 will be closed.

Terminal Facilities:
Passenger Terminal facilities

In order to assure long-term flexibility for the terminal,
an area that is larger than currently recognized need
should be set aside. Actual construction will depend on
the demand levels at the time of relocation.
Support Facilities

With the relocation of the terminal the Port’s
management offices, maintenance facility and the
U.S Customs and Border Patrol area will also need
to be relocated.

Ultimate location is based on the terminal decision since
these are best collocated with the terminal to reduce the
need for duplication of facilities and construction costs.

Air cargo facilities will need to be expanded to
meet future demand for aircraft parking and cargo
processing.

In addition to the need for additional facilities, the
current FedEx building will need relocated at the same
time as the terminal. This report recommends that a
consolidated air cargo facility be constructed at the time
that the terminal relocation occurs. This will save costs
by minimizing the need to duplicate utility extensions,
connector taxiway and parking aprons.

Air Cargo:
Air Cargo Building

William R. Fairchild International Airport Master Plan - September 2011

6-3

Chapter 6: Alternatives Analysis

General Aviation:
General Aviation Facility

The existing GA area will need to grow in order to
accommodate the increased demand for hangar and
aircraft parking aprons.

Two potential locations were identified for this
expansion. The first was to continue to develop the
existing GA area where plans allowed for development
through the 20-year planning period. The second looked
at creating a new GA area in another location. The
recommendation is to continue to construct hangars in
the current area until its capacity is reached. At that
time (beyond 20-years) consideration should be given to
developing a new GA area on the north side of Runway
8/26 in the area where Runway 13/31 exists today. This
will take advantage of the relatively flat site as well as of
the existing airfield connection.

Based Aircraft Hangar Storage

Recommend construction of corporate and Thangars

Build or No-build

Based Aircraft Tiedown
Storage

No expansion needed.

None

Aircraft Apron

Recommend apron extension to permit more
efficient movements.

Build or No-build

FBO and support facility
expansion

New FBO facilities are required to provide support
for the general aviation community

Build or No-build

Fueling

The current system is adequate. The private sector
will continue to upgrade and improve as needed.

None

Airport Maintenance

Recommend consolidated maintenance facility be
constructed.

On or off-airport site.

Rental Car Facilities

Recommend that customer service related facilities
such as ready and return lots be maintained in the
terminal area but service and storage areas be
located in remote areas

Contiguous site identified.

Support Facilities:

Other Facilities:
Emergency Operations Center

AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT ASSUMPTIONS
The following assumptions have been applied to the airside and landside areas of CLM.
They are drawn from analyses prepared in previous chapters and represent the framework
for formulating development strategies for the airport.
 All future activity levels will be accommodated at the existing airport location.
The level of investment at the existing airport and the expense involved in
constructing a new airport make any consideration of allowing demand to relocate
to an alternative airport as a means of meeting forecast demand levels
unsupportable.
 CLM will continue to accommodate all segments of aviation including
commercial service, air cargo, business and general aviation, flight training, and
military. To serve these, the airport should consistently accommodate use by the
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forecast aircraft fleet under all weather conditions. To do so, Runway 8/26 should
be maintained to provide a length of at least 6,347 feet.
 FAA ARC classification B-II and precision approach capability to Runway 8 and
non-precision capability to Runway 26 should be maintained.
 Although forecasts of aviation demand are relatively low, any decisions regarding
new terminal locations should be made under the assumption that the foreseen
operating conditions could change considerably. Any consideration of terminal
locations should assure that adequate area is available to respond to forecast need.
The actual facility constructed will rely on information and market conditions at
the time of the project
 Air cargo activities should be consolidated into a single operations area to
minimize costs to the Port and the carriers.
 Military activity will continue to be minimal at CLM but with the additional
runway length, it is expected that some additional activity by larger Coast Guard
aircraft will occur.
 General aviation activities will continue to be accommodated within the area until
full facility build-out occurs.
 The airport will remain compatible with the surrounding community.
Only projects where alternative solutions were identified were reviewed under this
alternatives evaluation process. By completing these analyses, the selected alternatives
can gain FAA approval and be included on the Airport Layout Plan (ALP) for future
consideration.

RUNWAY ALTERNATIVES
To assure long term maintenance of adequate runway length at CLM several alternative
methods can be considered. Three alternatives have been identified for achieving this
length;
 Alternative 1: Use Declared Distances. This alternative would maximize the
runway length by publishing declared distances for efficient use of the existing
runway. Exhibit 6-2 shows the declared distance sketch explaining how this
would be accomplished. The FAA uses four measures in the calculation of
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declared distances available at an airport. These measures are defined by the
FAA as follows:
1. Take-Off Run Available (TORA): The runway length declared available
and suitable for the ground run of an airplane taking off.
2. Take-Off Distance Available (TODA): Includes the TORA plus the length
of any remaining runway or clearway (CWY) beyond the far end of the
TORA.
3. Accelerate Stop Distance Available (ASDA): The runway plus stopway
(SWY) length declared available and suitable for the acceleration and
deceleration of an airplane aborting a takeoff.
4. Landing Distance Available (LDA): The runway length declared available
and suitable for a landing airplane.
 Alternative 2: Maintain Existing Pavement with Displaced Threshold. Exhibit
6-3 shows the detail on this alternative
 Alternative 3: Extend Runway 8 by 1,107 feet and permenantly relocate the
threshold on Runway 26. As shown on Exhibit 6-4.
To assess these alternatives several analytical criteria were identified and comparisons of
the three alternatives were made. The following pages contain a list of the criteria as well
as a discussion of how the criterion applies to the alternatives.

Exhibit 6-2: Declared Distances
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Analysis of Runway Alternatives
Determining which of these alternatives is the best course of action at CLM requires a
comparison of each, based on established criteria that consider both the needs of the
airport and its users as well as the environmental and community impacts that are
associated with the development. The evaluation criteria used in comparing the
alternatives is discussed in the following.
Meets Airport Needs: The types of aircraft that are forecast to use CLM require
that the current runway length be maintained for takeoff under all circumstances.
Airport operational flexibility requires that the takeoff length be available in both
directions. Under this criterion, either Alternatives 2 or 3 are acceptable. Using
declared distances would only permit full-length take-off operations to the west.
Impact on Public Land (Lincoln Park): City owned Lincoln Park is located on
the east side of the airport. This park offers a variety of use options to the public
including recreational (baseball fields) and casual enjoyment. Portions of the park
are heavily forested with trees exceeding 100 feet in height. None of the
alternatives will affect the park in terms of reducing the amount of land available
for recreational purposes. In addition, regardless of the alternative selected, an
obstruction clearing effort will be needed if a reliable instrument approach
procedure to Runway 26 is to be maintained. At present, the Port has committed
to a process that acquires the easement rights equal to a 34:1 approach slope to the
current displaced threshold on Runway 26. This easement will permit the
clearing of trees now and in the future.
Prior to any clearing program however, the Port has the responsibility to assure
that the action is necessary and that impact to the Park is minimized. As part of
this process, the Port is committed to helping the city in the development of a new
park plan that reacts to the potential clearing and makes full use of the resource in
an appropriate and compatible way. Additionally, the FAA will require that full
consideration is given to the environmental approvals process, including a
detailed examination of the impacts on this park, which is classified as a section
4f) resource.
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Impact on Current Precision Approach to Runway 8: The current precision
instrument approach to Runway 8 requires aircraft to begin their procedure
approximately sixteen miles west of the airport and to coordinate their approach
with Air Traffic Control at Whidbey Island. The combination of time, distance
and the capabilities of Whidbey Air Traffic Control results in having only one
aircraft in the approach at any given time. While the new approach to Runway 26
and advances in Air Traffic management are likely to offer alternatives to the
precision approach thereby increasing practical capacity, the referenced approach
will remain the only precision approach to the airport and it is important that no
action be taken that would detract from the procedure.
Alternatives 1 and 2 will provide for the required runway length without changing
the Runway 8 threshold and therefore would have no negative impact on the
published approach. Alternative 3 provides for the threshold to move 1,107 feet.
Although the exact impact that this movement would have on the approach is not
clear, air traffic and flight procedures personnel have indicated that such a
revision would cause the minima to be raised.
Land Use and Environmental Compatibility: In addition to the potential
impacts on Lincoln Park, other land use or environmental factors that could
influence the final choice of alternatives need to be considered. These include
noise exposure, as measured by the size of the DNL65 noise contours and their
impact on land uses, any wetland or stream impacts, or other factors that may be
unique to individual alternatives.
For Alternative 1 there would be no change over current conditions. Noise
impacts would remain confined to airport property and no wetland or other
impacts would be experienced.
Under Alternative 2, there would be a slight change in the area covered by the
noise contour, although this change would be over land that is mostly considered
compatible with airport operations.
Alternative 3 would have the highest impact with an extension of the noise
contours to the west. However, these would have little impact since they would
fall over mostly undeveloped or compatible land. The primary issue raised under
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Alternative 3 would be the fill operation that would be needed for the runway
extension. This would have a negative impact on numerous wetland areas as well
as on Dry Creek itself.
Engineering/Logistical Considerations: Beyond the environmental impacts of
the alternatives, each has potentially complicated logistical or engineering issues
associated with it. Alternatives 1 and 2 require no physical change to the airport
and therefore are free of complicating factors. Alternative 3 will require
extensive land preparation efforts including a lot of grading to assure that the
RSA and OFA requirements are met.
Estimated Cost of Implementation: Planning level cost estimates have been
prepared to include all aspects of the project as well as environmental and
permitting requirements (including mitigation), design fees, taxes and
contingencies. These are offered for comparative purposes only and the true
estimate of cost will need to be based on more detailed study. Alternative 1 cost
would be negligible since no physical changes would be required. The change
can be made with a simple paperwork transaction.
Alternative 2 requires minimal change since the pavements and surfaces exist and
have been used as runway in the past. This alternative would require that the
runway marking be redone, the repositioning of runway lights (including
threshold lights) and signs and NAVAIDS.
Alternative 3 requires extensive effort to implement. The initial step would be to
secure environmental approvals. The project would likely require that an EIS be
conducted.
Following this, a complex construction project would need
implemented. Most significantly would be the site preparation effort that would
be needed to meet RSA and OFA requirements. The site would involve more
than 6 acres and require more than 185,200 cubic yards of fill. Other activities
are more routine (paving, lighting, etc) but expensive. All told, the price would
likely exceed $9 million.
Exhibit 6-5 presents a summary of the alternative analysis conducted for the
runway alternatives.
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Exhibit 6-5: Analysis of Runway Alternatives
Alternative 1
Meets Airport Needs

Impact on Public Land
(Lincoln Park)

Takeoff length
available in only one
direction
No change from
present conditions

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Takeoff length available in
both directions

Takeoff length available
in both directions

Would require that
obstructions (trees) be
removed from the park to
allow for instrument
approaches to Runway 26.
No impact

No change from present
conditions

Impact on Current
Precision Approach to
Runway 08

No impact

Land Use and
Environmental
Compatibility

No off-airport impacts

Engineering/Logistical
Considerations

None

Slight change in the land
exposed to the 65 DNL
contours associated with
airport operations.
None

Estimated Cost of
Implementation

None

$350,000

Moving the runway
threshold 1, 107 feet
requires that the
instrument procedure be
amended. Moving
closer to the controlling
obstruction will raise the
minimums on the
approach and degrade
the airport’s usability.
No off-airport impacts

Construction will
involve grading and
clearing an area
exceeding 6 acres. The
area includes Dry Creek
and other
environmentally
sensitive areas.
$17,800,000

Recommended Runway Alternative
Alternative 1 provides for the needs of the aircraft at CLM for take-off length. Although
it will not meet the needs of aircraft departing on Runway 8, the percentage of time when
this occurs is too small to justify a change in the runway designation. Therefore this is
recommended as the runway alternative for CLM.
The extension of Runway 8 in Alternative 3 is rejected due to the significant land
acquisition and site preparation that would be required and the negative impacts that
William R. Fairchild International Airport Master Plan - September 2011
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would be experience in the precision approach. A western extension of the runway
lowers the altitude of aircraft operations during the approach procedure and is likely to
raise the minimums available at the current time and degrade the approach and therefore
the capacity of the airport.
Reclaiming the original runway threshold through a program of obstruction removal,
pavement remarking and NAVAID relocation is also not feasible at this time. An
integral part of this program will need to include a continuation of the cooperative
process with the City of Port Angeles to allow for development with minimal disruption
to Lincoln Park.

TERMINAL AREA ALTERNATIVES
The current terminal building lies within the 500-foot Primary Surface as well as the 7:1
Transitional Surface for Runway 8/26. The first step in determining the ultimate terminal
location is to define the size of the parcel of land that is required for a terminal area
development. Making this determination begins with defining a prototypical terminal
area layout that can not only meet forecast activity needs but also is large enough to serve
the airport’s needs beyond the forecast. For this reason, the following design elements
have been considered.
1. The terminal building should be sized to accommodate all of the elements of a
passenger terminal that were discussed in Chapter 4. Even though current
operations and regulations do not require that Transportation Security
Administration (TSA) security measures be met at CLM, any new building should
consider that these functions might need to be added in the future. Therefore,
even though the initial stage of the terminal can be as small as 7,500 square feet,
the area set aside for terminal development should be adequate for future
expansion and inclusion of TSA security.
2. The forecast for future commercial service at CLM expects that any airline will
use aircraft with fewer than 10 seats such as the Cessna Caravan, Piper Navajo or
Pilatus PC-12. However, when looking at a site for a new terminal, good
planning requires that the final location for development be such that larger
aircraft could park at the building in the future without violating FAR Part 77
standards. The prototypical terminal plan was developed so aircraft with tail
heights up to 30 feet could be parked at the terminal. This height includes most of
the RJ fleet as well as the Q400s. In addition, the terminal apron dimensions are
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such that two aircraft with fuselage lengths of up to 120 feet and wingspans of 95
feet can be parked on it.
3. A functioning terminal building will need to have a minimum depth of 55 feet
between the front entrance and the apron side. This allows for all ticketing and
enplaning processing functions.
The prototypical layout for a new
terminal
area
based
on
these
assumptions is shown on Exhibit 6-6.
This layout requires a parcel of land that
is approximately 4.5 acres with a lateral
dimension of about 350 feet and a depth
of 550 feet. In determining where the
terminal relocation should occur, this
prototypical layout was overlaid on three
positions on the south side of the runway
that are shown on Exhibit 6-7 and
described below.

Exhibit 6-6: Prototypical Terminal Layout

 Position 1: Move complex to
the south to the location
identified in the previous master
plan
 Position 2:
Relocate the
complex to the southwest to a
position that can combine the
terminal apron with an expanded
GA parking apron
 Position 3: Relocate the complex to the southeast, closer to the entry road.
These positions were compared using a set of criteria that evaluated the differences at the
locations in order to determine which would best serve the airport’s needs. The criteria
and a comparison of the positions are as follows.
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Analysis of Terminal Alternatives
Exhibit 6-8 presents a summary of the alternative analysis conducted for the terminal area
alternatives. The following presents a comparison of the locations.
Meets FAR Part 77 Criteria: Does the site allow for all functions to be
positioned outside of FAR Part 77 Surfaces. No position should be considered
that does not meet this criterion. Moving the terminal to either Position 1 or 3
would meet this criterion. However, the position of Alternative 2 is directly under
the approach surface for Runway 31. While this runway is currently not eligible
for federal funds it is in use and the Port has been committing their own funds to
the operation and maintenance. Therefore, construction of a terminal area would
be incompatible with the surface as long as the runway is operational.
Sufficient Land Available: Is the site large enough to accommodate an
expanded terminal building to provide for long term traffic increases as well as to
allow for flexibility in operations should conditions change in the future;
relocated terminal aircraft parking and loading parking apron, relocated public
auto parking areas, relocated Airport Management offices and relocated U.S.
Customs offices and aircraft parking positions
All three positions have adequate land available.
Can Site Adapt to Unforeseen Needs: Any new terminal area needs to be
adaptive to unforeseen increases in demand levels, especially at airports like
CLM. This includes the possibility that larger aircraft will be used, that more than
one airline will offer service or that passenger levels will increase faster than
forecast.
All three potential locations are expandable.
Access Visibility: An important aspect is whether the terminal is visible and
accessible to the travelling public as they approach. This makes the facility more
user friendly.
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While any of the three can be made visible and accessible, Position 3 due to its
location closest to Airport Road has the best potential to be a community
landmark.
Compatibility with Other Land Uses: For a passenger terminal area
designation to be appropriate, it must compliment or at least not conflict with
surrounding uses. None of the sites create compatibility issues with surrounding
land. Additionally, all three create opportunities for use on adjacent airport
property.
Design Issues: This factor identifies whether there are any site-specific issues
that could complicate the design and construction of terminal facilities. These
factors include soils, grading, removal of existing facilities, etc.
On Position 1 the new terminal would be constructed immediately behind the
existing building. This would complicate the construction process since the
existing building would need to be removed before the new building could
function. No other specific design issues have been identified at any site.
Cost Issues: Working with the design issues identified in the preceding, cost
factors were developed to represent relative cost differentials between the sites.
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Exhibit 6-8: Summary of Terminal Location Analysis
Position 1
Meets FAR Part 77
Criteria

Solves Part 77 issue

Sufficient Land
Available
Can Site Adapt to
Unforeseen Needs
Access Visibility
Compatibility with
Other Land Uses
Design Issues

Cost (Terminal
construction and
demolition of existing
structures)

Position 2

Position 3
Solves Part 77 issue

Adequate land is
available.
Meets Criteria

Moves the terminal into
the Approach Surface
for Runway 31.
Terminal could not be
constructed until the
runway is
decommissioned.
Adequate land is
available.
Meets Criteria

Visible from local
streets
Compatible

Visible from local
streets
Compatible

Visible from local
streets
Compatible

Can’t open without
disruption of existing
terminal
$16,100,000

Independent utility

Independent utility

$16,100,000

$16,100,000

Adequate land is
available.
Meets Criteria

Recommended Terminal Area Alternative
Alternative 1 for the terminal reflects the recommendation from the 1997 Master Plan.
This is rejected in this plan given that construction of the area would be complicated by
the need to continue operation of the existing building. This results in complicated
staging and phasing of construction and initial operation of the facility.
Alternative 3 presents a new terminal on a “clean site” that could easily be developed
without interfering with longer-term development of the GA area.
Alternative 2 is as shown on the general aviation area development planning that has
been guiding development in recent years. Under this layout, the terminal is integrated
into the larger south side development creating a unified apron and airport support area.
As this development is scheduled, the Port will need to discontinue use of Runway 13/31.
This alternative is recommended.
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AIR CARGO IMPROVEMENTS
The existing air cargo facilities do not comply with FAR Part 77 requirements and would
need to be moved concurrent with the terminal. The cargo facility should contain aircraft
apron, cargo processing buildings and truck/auto lots. For this study we are assuming
that all cargo carriers will
be housed in a joint use
building and that the
Exhibit 6-9: Air Cargo Development
building,
apron
and
parking area will be
located in the same
vicinity as is the terminal.
This
allows
for
a
continuation of the current
situation and minimizes
the need to construct
exclusive use aprons,
access roads and taxiways.
Exhibit 6-9 shows how the
air cargo development
could be collocated with
the terminal. This reduces
costs
as
well
as
consolidates commercial
operations
into
one
location.

GENERAL AVIATION/AIRCRAFT STORAGE
REQUIREMENTS
To meet FAR Part 77 Requirements, several existing hangars (40 T-hangars to the west
of the terminal and 2 corporate hangars attached to the terminal) will need to be relocated
to comply with FAR Part 77 requirements. In addition, the Facility Requirements chapter
identified new facilities that will be needed;
 Three new covered aircraft parking positions (open sided T-Hangars such as the
one that exists on the north portion of the GA apron.)
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 Thirty five additional T-hangar units
 Twenty additional Corporate hangar positions by 2027 with an additional forty by
2057
 Additional tie down apron for both transient and based aircraft
 Expanded or new FBO facilities
For more than 10 years, the Port has been developing general aviation facilities on the
parcel located west of the FBO hangar. The site was graded and utilities extended to
facilitate hangar and other aviation development and new T-hangars have been
constructed. In the interim, general aviation area layout planning has been completed
that allows the remaining graded area to be developed for both A and B category aircraft.
Recent hangar development and apron expansion projects were constructed following this
layout plan. The area can accommodate all GA expansion and relocation requirements
through the year 2027 and most of them through 2057. Therefore, the GA expansion will
follow the plan as it exists today. Exhibit 6-10 shows the general aviation development
plan. Also shown is a representation of how the GA and passenger terminal area would
interface.
For the period from 2027 through 2057, there may be demand for corporate hangars that
exceeds the capacity of the current GA area. This being the case, area for up to 40 new
corporate style hangars will be needed between 2027 and 2057. Of course, given the
remote timeframe involved in this projection a high level of uncertainty must be
associated with it. However rough calculations show that each corporate hangar will
require approximately 1.8 acres of land be set aside to accommodate the hangar, required
setbacks, roadways, taxiways, etc. Therefore, a new development for 40 hangars could
require up to 70 to 75 acres. Since these hangars will not be needed until after the closure
of Runway 13/31, the Port should take advantage of the airfield connection offered by the
runway taxiway system and the flat site and reserve this land for long-term corporate
aviation development. Exhibit 6-11 shows the area recommended being reserved. This
area offers potential tenants of the industrial park with the option of combining their
industrial facility with a corporate aviation center at CLM.
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OTHER REQUIREMENTS
As noted in Chapter 2, Existing Conditions Inventory, fuel service at CLM is available
for both Jet A and 100LL aircraft fuel. Two above ground storage tanks each provide
12,000-gallon capacity and are located on the west General Aviation apron. No changes
were recommended to the existing fuel service at this time.

Airport Maintenance Building
According to FAA Advisory Circular 150/5220-20, an airport requires one snow removal
vehicle per each 750,000 square feet of paved surface to be maintained. Given that the
pavements at CLM exceed this threshold today, the Port will need to purchase additional
snow removal equipment. The current equipment storage building that is attached to the
airport manager’s office is adequate for the present needs but will need to be expanded to
accommodate the new snow removal and maintenance equipment. At the time that the
expansion is needed the building should be relocated and made part of a multi-purpose
facility that would include an ARFF building and other aviation related needs. The
relocation should be coordinated with the terminal relocation. This facility is best placed
along the airport’s flightline as part of the terminal area development.

Aircraft Rescue and Firefighting Facility
Although the airport does not currently require an ARFF Facility to be located on-airport,
any planning for future expansion needs to allocate area for the eventual construction of
an ARFF building. This facility will need to be located at a point that allows for a
response time of less than 3-minutes to the mid-point of the runway. Having an ARFF
location within the terminal area would support this response time. In addition, any land
set-aside for an ARFF building should allow for a two-bay facility that would support
Index A criteria with the capability to be expanded to Index B at some undetermined
point in the future.

Emergency Operations Center
As noted earlier the William R. Fairchild International Airport is the only facility on the
Olympic Peninsula that has adequate runway length, instrument approach capabilities,
physical facilities, and access to population centers to allow it to be the central player in
emergency responses. The requirements for this function were determined during
meetings with the agencies involved in the provision of the relief services including;
Clallam County Emergency Services, the City of Port Angeles Fire Department, the
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Washington State Emergency Services Division, the Jefferson County Emergency
Services and the United States Coast Guard.
During these meetings, Clallam County Emergency Services expressed a need for a
centralized Emergency Operations Center. This center would need to be available 24
hours per day, 7 days a week to include:
 Communications Center (200 sf)
 Offices for staff of five (500 sf)
 Briefing Room for the full incident response team of 20 people (500 sf)
 Response Command Center (200 sf)
 Conference Room (300 sf)
 Equipment Storage (200 sf)
 Other (190 sf)
This building, should it be constructed, would need to be capable of continuous operation
under adverse circumstances. As such, it would need emergency back-up power and
communications capabilities. Two potential locations were identified for this facility.
The first would have it collocated with the passenger terminal in order to take advantage
of existing facilities such as roadways and parking areas and to provide the potential for
unified coordination during any emergency. The second potential location would be to
construct an independent facility within the industrial park. This would have access to
the airfield during emergencies but would otherwise be divorced from the facility. For
this master plan we have shown that the EOC would be constructed in the terminal area,
but not have direct airfield access. Rather, the EOC would be built in a location where
utilities and roadway connections were available but where there was no airfield access.
With the location of the EOC, it can be expected that a regional dispatch center such as
that constructed in Kitsap County would collocate. This area will require parking for all
of the full time staff as well as have a plan for overflow parking during an emergency
situation so response personnel could be accommodated.
In conjunction with the EOC concept, there may be a need for the airport to serve as the
base for recovery efforts in Clallam County. This will require that sufficient land be
available to allow the various agencies to base crews and other response efforts at the
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airport. To do this the concept that would need to provide for temporary space and
provide “hook-up” facilities for the service providers to set up mobile headquarters at the
airport. This would include:
 A Pencom antenna
 Parking space for mobile headquarters vehicles and trailers
 Utility hook ups – to include emergency electricity, potable water,
communications systems, etc
 Emergency aircraft parking areas (on existing ramp facilities)
 Designated helicopter take-off and landing areas as well as parking pads.
 Emergency equipment/supplies staging areas
 Crew sleeping (tent set up or trailer) areas with potable water, toilet facilities, etc.
 Parking/maneuvering area for trucks
Examining the needs for these facilities shows that providing for these occasional uses
does not require specific parcels to be set aside and dedicated to them in perpetuity. Most
of these are low impact facilities that have little cost associated with them. If properly
situated the Port could accommodate these in the terminal area and make use of the auto
parking lots and graded areas for parking, mobile headquarters areas, and temporary crew
campgrounds. By placing these in the terminal area, the aircraft operations that are
needed to support the activities could utilize existing pavements. Exhibit 6-12 shows the
areas that could be used for these activities through the planning period.
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AIRPORT LAND USE PLAN
Combining these recommendations into a single long-term development plan allows for a
look at the long-range use of the airport as envisioned. Exhibit 6-13 shows the on-airport
land use plan that results from implementation of these alternatives. Land within the
existing airport property boundary is categorized into nine broad land use categories
based on role or function.
The land use categories of the Airport Land Use Plan are defined as follows:
 Aircraft Operations Area (AOA): This area comprises the runway and taxiway
system, associated aircraft movement areas, and the Object Free Area and
Runway Safety Area.
The Aircraft Operations Area is defined by
recommendations promulgated by the Federal Aviation Administration in
Advisory Circular 150/5300-13, Airport Design, and Federal Aviation Regulation
(FAR) Part 77, Objects Affecting Navigable Surfaces. No development is
allowed within these areas except that permitted by FAA and specifically required
to support aircraft operations at the Airport. In this case, the AOA associated with
Runway 8/26 is shown while that for Runway 13/31 is shown as being available
for other uses. This is a result of the runway being closed in the future.
 Avigation Easement: This area includes that portion of non-airport property
where development needs to be controlled in order to enhance the airports
potential for improved instrument approach capability. In this area, it is
recommended that the Port purchase avigation and clearing easements from the
City of Port Angeles in order to assure that they can continue to exercise control
over the area.
 Terminal/Support: This land use category includes the passenger terminal
building, The terminal aircraft apron, auto parking areas, rental car facilities,
cargo areas, airport support facilities and other uses, activities and services
engaged in supporting the commercial facilities and passengers at the airport
including but not limited to the proposed ARFF facility, Airport Maintenance
Facility, and ground service equipment storage.
 General Aviation: The general aviation uses include FBO services, aircraft
storage and tiedown facilities, T-hangars, conventional hangars, aircraft
maintenance and repair hangars, specialty aviation services, and corporate and
aviation activities and businesses.
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 Corporate Aviation Area: An area is established for future development of a
corporate aviation facility. This area will have access to the runway and will be
required only after the primary GA area is at capacity.
 Aviation/Industrial: This category accommodates commercial and industrial
activities that are compatible with airport operations and noise levels. The uses
may or may not be aviation oriented but should be limited to those that
specifically benefit from their proximity to the airport, or that are able to operate
without adverse impacts to airport operations. This could include commercial
services such as gas stations, hotels, or convenience stores that would benefit the
passengers using CLM.
 Light Industrial Use: This area encompasses the property that has been
designated as the airport industrial park
 Light Industrial/Commercial: This area has been shown to be non-essential to
future aviation development at CLM and is designated for development as light
industrial or commercial in order to assure the airport with long-term financial
stability. In making decisions, priority should be given to any entity that has an
aviation related mission. Given the limited market for such lands however, the
Port should allow for non-aviation users also.
 Reserve: This Airport property is currently undeveloped and available to support
aeronautical and other uses.
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