


TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING #3
March 23, 2022

WELCOME BACK!



M ASTER PLAN  
PRO CESS



MASTER PLAN PROCESS







Chapter 3
FACILITY

REQUIREMENTS



Chapter 3

FACILITY
REQUIREMENTS



Exhibit 3A-1: 
Airfield Capacity Factors



Exhibit3A-2:

Airfield CapacityFactors



Exhibit 3B: 
Demand/Capacity Analysis



Runway Designations

2004 - Designations changed from 17R-35L/17L-35R
18-36/17-35 

Current Magnetic Heading – 177°/357°
FAA AC 150/5340-1M, Standards for Airport Markings “Parallel runways separated by a 
large distance, as by a central terminal…, it is preferrable to designate the runways 

as non-parallel runways to avoid pilot confusion.”

3,025’ Terminal Core



Exhibit 3C: Windroses
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Exhibit 3D: Runway 18-36 Grade Conditions
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Exhibit 3E: Runway 17-35 Longitudinal Grade Conditions



Exhibit 3E: Runway 14-32 Longitudinal Grade Conditions
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Figure 3B: 
Runway 35/Taxiway A Changes



Exhibit 3H: RSA Grading



Exhibit 3J: Taxiway Object Free Areas



Exhibit 3K: 
Airside Facility Requirements Summary









Table 3Z: 
Summary of 
Terminal Facility 
Requirements (sf)



Table 3AA: 
Terminal Program 
Trigger Point 
Summary



Table 3AB: 
Vehicle Parking 
Requirements



Table 3AC: 
Air Cargo Requirements



Kansas City International
FedEx – 15 Acres



Fort Worth Alliance
Amazon Air – 90 Acres



Tables 3AD, 3AE, 3AF: 
General Aviation Requirements
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Non-Development Alternatives
No-Build/Do-Nothing: 
• No new capital investments at the airport/limited maintenance.
• Bound by grant assurances – received $40+ million in development 

grants since 2002. 
• Results in diminished capability to accommodate existing and future 

users. Negatively impacts economy.
Relocate Airport:
• Abandon existing airport and build new facility.
• Requires: Feasibility/site selection study, master plan, 

environmental impact statement (EIS).
• Cost $1.09+ billion.
Transfer Service:
• Move services to another nearby airport.
• 5 public-use airports within 30nm of LNK. All GA airports unable to 

accommodate LNK-level activities.
• OMA only commercial option, located 48nm from LNK service area. 

Limited terminal capacity to accept transfer. NEANG/Duncan 
homeless.
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Exhibit 4A: Runway 18-36 Alternatives

Alternative 1 ‐ $57.863 million
Pros:
• Maintains full level of service (LOS) for existing users.
• 25‐foot shoulders eliminates need for shoulder 

grading work.
• No impact to existing instrument 

approaches/airspace.
• Opportunity to reconstruct to higher elevation to 

meet line‐of‐sight requirements.

Alternative 1 ‐ $57.863 million
Cons:
• Increased maintenance costs.
• Relocate runway/taxiway edge light systems & PAPIs.
• Longer taxi distances.
• Does nothing to mitigate Hot Spot #1.



Exhibit 4A: Runway 18-36 Alternatives
Alternative 2 ‐ $46.085 million
Pros:
• Reduced maintenance costs.
• Runway 36 end could be raised to meet line‐of‐sight.
• End around taxiway (Taxiways D/G).
• Runway 36 RPZ shifts north.
• Reduced taxi time/distance to Runway 36.
• Removes the most runway from floodplain.
• Improves noise exposure for south residential 

developments.

Alternative 2 ‐ $46.085 million
Cons:
• Reduce LOS for NEANG/UASF.
• Portion of Taxiway D within RPZ.
• Requires significant grading work.
• Relocation of MALSR, PAPIs, Localizer (18), glide slope 

antenna (36).
• Does nothing to mitigate Hot Spot #1.



Exhibit 4A-2: Runway 18-36 Alternatives

Alternative 3 ‐ $49.490 million
Cons:
• Reduced LOS for NEANG/USAF.
• Significant grading required to elevate Runway 18 

end.
• Relocation of MALSR, PAPIs, glide slope antenna (18), 

localizer (36).
• Maintains existing runway in floodplain.

Alternative 3 ‐ $49.490 million
Pros:
• Mitigates Hot Spot #1.
• Eliminates the RVZ.
• Remove/abandon Taxiways to north (reduced costs).
• Runway 18 RPZ shifts south off North Park Road.
• Space for relocated MALSR.
• Reduced taxi time/distance to Runway 18.



Exhibit 4A-2: Runway 18-36 Alternatives

Alternative 4 ‐ $54.816 million
Cons:
• Reduced LOS for NEANG/USAF.
• Significant grading required to fix grade issues.
• Relocation of all navigational aids/light fixtures.
• No space for Runway 18 MALSR (reduced approach 

minimums).
• Maintains runway within floodplain.

Alternative 4 ‐ $54.816 million
Pros:
• Mitigates Hot Spot #1.
• Eliminates the RVZ.
• Remove/abandon Taxiways to north (reduced costs).
• Runway 18 RPZ shifts south off North Park Road and 

36 RPZ shifts north off industrial property.
• Reduced taxi time/distance to both ends.



Exhibit 4B-1: 

Runway 14-32 Alternatives



Alternative 1 ‐ $2.927 million
Pros:
• Does not significantly impact LOS.
• Shifts RPZ off W Adams Rd.
• PAPIs remain in place.
• Better line‐of‐sight from ATCT.

Alternative 1 ‐ $2.927 million
Cons:
• RSA overlap is maintained.
• Taxiway A still in RPZ.
• Creates direct‐access point from 

terminal apron.
• Maintains small holding area issue 

on Taxiway N.



Alternative 2 ‐ $5.174 million
Pros:
• Adequate LOS maintained.
• RSA overlap is eliminated.
• Eliminates Taxiway N holding 

area.
• Better ATCT line‐of‐sight.
• No direct access from 

terminal apron.

Alternative 2 ‐ $5.174 million
Cons:
• Introduces runway profile 

grade changes.
• Runway 35 and Taxiway A 

still in RPZ.
• Requires instrument 

approach redevelopment.



Exhibit 4B-2: Runway 14-32 Alternatives



Alternative 1 ‐ $5.507 
million
Pros:
• Improves LOS, increases 

LDA to 8,649’.
• RPZs co‐located.
• 90‐degree entrance 

taxiway.

Cons:
• NW 38th St in RPZ.
• Perimeter road would 

need to be relocated.
• Existing building restricts 

lower minimums.
• Relocated PAPIs/REILs.



Alternative 2 ‐ $6.240 
million
Pros:
• Adequate LOS 

maintained.
• Shifts ROFA further from 

road.
• PAPIs/REILs remain in‐

place.
• Instrument approach 

unchanged.

Cons:
• Takeoff distance 

reduced.
• NW 38th St in RPZ.
• Existing building restricts 

lower minimums.



Alternative 3 ‐ $9.536 
million
Pros:
• Potential ¾‐mile 

approach.
• Opens up development 

potential NW or 38th St.
• Reduces maintenance 

costs.
• Adequate LOS 

maintained.

Cons:
• NW 38th St in ¾‐mile 

RPZ.
• Requires relocation of 

PAPI, REILs, edge 
lighting.

• Combined with 32 Alt. 2 
– 6,046’ long runway.



Exhibit 4C: Hot Spot 2 and 3 Mitigation Measures

Alternative 1 ‐ $4.896 million

Alternative 2 ‐ $1.934 million



Exhibit 4D: Taxiway Improvement Alternatives
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Exhibit 4D: Taxiway Improvement Alternatives



Table 4D: Landside Planning Considerations



Figure 4A: Terminal 
Site Envelope



Figure 4B: 20-Year Terminal Development



Figure 4C: 20+-Year Terminal Development



Figures 4D/4E: 
Terminal Parking 
Alternatives

Alternative 1 Alternative 2



Exhibit 4E-1: East Landside Alternatives



Exhibit 4E-2: East Landside Alternatives



Exhibit 4F: Northeast Landside Alternatives



Exhibit 4G: North Landside Alternative 1



Exhibit 4H: North Landside Alternative 2



Exhibit 4J : North Landside Alternative 3



Exhibit 4K: West Landside Alternative 1



Exhibit 4L: West Landside Alternative 2



Exhibit 4M: West Landside Alternative 3



NEXT STEPS

1. Recommended Concept
2. Capital Improvement Program



QUESTIONS?


