
















We'd like to hear from you!
Your interest & participation are appreciated.

Anonymous90mments are accepted.
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Pangborn Memorial Airport
Airfield Improvement Needs Assessment

Pangborn Drive
East Wenatchee, WA 98802

or Fax To: (509) 884-0113



Comment Form
Your interest and participation are greatly appreciated.

Anonymous comments are accepted.
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Please deliver to:
Pangborn Memorial Airport
Airfield Improvement Needs Assessment
1 Pangborn Olive
East Wenatchee, WA 98802

Or Fax to us at:
Fax: (509) 884-0113



Re: Pangborn Memorial Airport
Comments regarding "Airfield Improvement Needs Assessment"

I currently live at 399 N. Union (north of Grant Road and Pangborn's north/south
runway). I am strongly opposed to any expansion or lengthening of the runway to the
north (towards Grant Road). The needs are simply not justified. If Horizon Air or their
parent company, Alaska Air, were paying for this out of their pocket the project would
not move forward!

The current runway is currently more than ample in length to land any airplanes
they intend to use! In fact, my observations and on-site viewings reveal that the larger,
newer planes they are currently using, use less of the runway both on take-off and
landing! I am not opposed to growth or improvements as long as they are justified and all
of the facts are on the table. In the 3.5 years I have been involved with this proposal, I
have had a very hard time getting the truth from individuals on the inside! As a nation in
a current financial crisis, I do not see how this project can be honestly justified and
should not be paid for by any government funds/taxpayer monies.

I am of the belief, based on common sense, that the expansion, if completed,
should be done to the south as it would have the least impact on surrounding, impacted
landowners and existing roads!

I am also concerned as to the fact that no costs associated with any approaches to
any road redesign are not included in the current cost proposals! My current driveway of
approximately 1,800 feet runs straight into Grant Road and I would want that approach
maintained as it is! I would not be interested in any other approach to my residence! I
would also request that the entire driveway be paved as the increased vehicle usage of the
driveway, because of it's closeness to Grant Road, would create dust and rutting
problems for not only our vehicles but also those of the orchard and warehouse owners
that also currently use the road.

I am hopeful that my concerns will be addressed before the project is finalized!

Evenhus
399 N. Union Ave.
East Wenatchee, WA. 9S802
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									         March 31, 2009

Pangborn Memorial Airport 
Airfield Improvement Needs Assessment
1 Pangborn Drive
East Wenatchee, WA 98802 

Comments on Airfield Needs Assessment Study

	 As concerned neighbors of Pangborn Airport, we believe that the current update to the 
airport’s master plan is woefully incomplete in its consideration of alternatives and their impacts 
to the surrounding environment.  Many of us have long been involved with the Airport’s public 
processes and are very familiar with the wide range of options and variables that constitute the 
alternatives in this study.  Several important parameters should be reconsidered that would have 
minimal effect on the operations of the Airport, but major impacts to the surrounding neighbors.  
In the draft document these variables have at best been mentioned, but seem to be completely 
ignored and unconsidered in the final alternative selection.  Additionally, the economic 
evaluation presented in the study is severely out of date and does not reflect the current state of 
reality in our area.

	 As of this writing, there appear to be four alternatives under consideration; one no-
action alternative and three that extend runway 12/30 in various ways.  The no-action alternative 
analysis is dated in its study of the economic horizon over the next decade.  There have been 
many changes in the economic climate since then which call into question many of the premises 
about the need for a lengthened runway 12/30.  The need for a longer runway to accommodate 
Horizon Air’s Q400 service, possible service by Delta Airlines and Allegiant Air as well as use 
by charter and business jets were the main reasons given in the first phase of the report.  Horizon 
has successfully launched its Q400 service and continues today with apparently no significant 
impact to their economic bottom line utilizing the existing runway 12/30 length.  Horizon has 
publicly stated that it would be a rare instance where the length of the runway would be the 
reason impairing their ability to serve Pangborn.   Indeed, the Q400 is the design aircraft for the 
current Pangborn Memorial Airport Airport Layout Plan, so the FAA seems to agree they should 
have little trouble serving Wenatchee. No specific economic impact analysis was provided by 
Horizon in the draft document showing the true impact to flight operations with the existing 
runway length, only that it was a rare possibility.

	 Delta Airlines and Allegiant Air were mentioned in the report to the committee as being 
potentially interested in Wenatchee if we had a longer runway.   It was pointed out that Delta 
had started flying into Yakima so Wenatchee could be another destination they would consider. 
Delta has ceased operations into Yakima in 2008 and has no plans that we are aware of to return.  
We have not seen anything that shows any interest Delta would have to fly into Wenatchee now 
or in the future due to economic factors that will not change with the lengthening of runway 
12/30, such as the proximity to major airport hubs in Seattle and Spokane.  Allegiant Air flies 
MD-80s which would not be able to land in Wenatchee even if runway 12/30 was 7000’ due to 
the thickness of the paved surface, according the the current master plan.  No alternative in the 
draft study addresses or even mentions upgrading the thickness of runway 12/30 by itself or in 
addition to lengthening it to accommodate large jet airliners.

	 This brings us down to the use of Pangborn to serve jet charter and corporate jets.  The 



sole charter jet service based at Pangborn, Executive Flight, had the most problems with being 
impaired in its use of Pangborn due to the runway length.  They listed 423 operations that were 
impacted.  The FAA requires that 500 operations be impacted for them to consider the need for 
a longer runway.  There were nearly 200 operations by itinerant jet aircraft that were listed in 
the report to push the number over 500.  In the actual questionnaires that we reviewed, there 
were few comments that the length of the runway impacted their ability to use Pangborn.  It is 
questionable whether the FAA’s threshold was definitely demonstrated or if the threshold was 
reached by counting unconfirmed impact comments.  The more important question, however, is 
whether the projections that were given in the report are still applicable.  We can check to see 
whether 500 operations in 2008 were impacted.  What is the overall use of Pangborn by charter 
jets and corporate jets now and into the future? Is it a net economic benefit to simply reduce 400 
or so impacts to private jet operations while greatly disrupting the surrounding neighbors and 
their contributions to the agricultural industry in our region?  With the change in the economy, 
will as many corporations want to fly their jets anywhere, much less Wenatchee.  This is not even 
considering the environmental issues raised by the use of corporate jets on climate change and 
carbon dioxide emissions.  This was not clearly, if at all, discussed in the draft report.

	 We believe that the consultants did not consider many variables within the alternatives 
when they chose the list of alternatives for the airfield needs study.  While they considered 
three alternatives for lengthening runways 12/30, they changed the runway approach visibility 
minimum for runways 12/30 from greater than 1 mile to greater than 3/4 mile without clearly 
demonstrating the need.  This decrease in the minimum visibility was originally discussed 
publicly in the airport advisory committee meetings to recommend changes to Douglas County 
land use zoning surrounding the Airport.  While the variable change seems minor, the impacts 
are disproportionately large to the surrounding neighbors due to over tripling in size of the FAA 
required Runway Protection Zone (RPZ) to the southeast.  This change puts five houses southeast 
of the airport into the RPZ for runway 30 which were not previously affected, as well as impacts 
over a dozen parcels on the northwest end depending on the chosen alternative.  To this day, 
there has been no documented need for this reduction in visibility minimum for the Airport, nor 
is it currently reflected as a studied alternative.

	 Another variable missed in the draft report’s alternatives is the use of different visibility 
minimums on opposite ends of runway 12/30. Many other airports in Washington State of 
comparable size have runway pairs that have different runway approach visibility minimums that 
differ for the two ends of the runway.  Why isn’t there an alternative considered where just one 
of the runways, either runway 12 or runway 30, would serve as the runway with the precision 
instrument approach with a reduced visibility minimum. In the Washington State Airport System 
Plan (WSASP) System Wide Reports - Approach Categories and Visibility Minimums list, we 
see that most airports in Washington have 1 mile visibility minimums. Here are some examples 
of airports roughly comparable to Pangborn with runways having differing visibility minimums 
at each end and/or where at least one is greater than 1 mile:

Boeing Field/King County International 13R/31L 13R D-PIR greater than 1 mi
Boeing Field/King County International 13R/31L 31L D-NPI greater than 1 mi
Grant County International 14L/32R 14L D-NPI greater than 1 mi
Grant County International 14L/32R 32R D-PIR CAT I
Olympia 17/35 17 C-PIR CAT I
Olympia 17/35 35 C-NPI greater than 1 mi
Pullman/Moscow Regional 05/23 05 C-NPI greater than 1 mi
Pullman/Moscow Regional 05/23 23 C-PIR greater than 1 mi



Tri-Cities 03L/21R 03L B-Visual greater than 1 mi
Tri-Cities 03L/21R 21R C-PIR CAT I
Walla Walla Regional 02/20 02 C-NPI greater than 1mi
Walla Walla Regional 02/20 20 C-PIR CAT I
Yakima Air Terminal 09/27 09 B-Visual greater than 1 mi
Yakima Air Terminal 09/27 27 C-PIR CAT I

	 The study also brought up the question of whether runway 30 is a non-precision (NPI) 
or a precision runway.  The FAA regulations seem to be unclear on the point.  The consultants 
decided to treat both runway 12 and runway 30 as precision runways in the draft, putting even 
greater restrictions on the neighbors to the southeast of the runway without documenting the 
need for doing so.  These variables need to be incorporated into in-depth study for alternatives in 
the draft.

	 In the draft report alternatives, FAA RPZs are shown and it is stated that their function 
is to ensure the safety of people on the ground, not the safety of overflying airplanes. When the 
RPZs were originally set up by the FAA, their dimensions were calculated so that the ground 
35’ under the approach plane was relatively free of people and buildings. The size of the RPZ 
was also based on the assumption that an airport would be on flat ground. The consultants chose  
a 50:1 approach plane so this worked out to be an RPZ that is 1750’ in length.  The terrain 
southeast of Pangborn Airport slopes steeply to the south and below the elevation of runway 
12/30 (the primary surface).  The houses, county roads and people on the southeast end of the 
airport are on ground that is well below 35 feet under the approach plane.  If the alternative was 
chosen that extends the runway to the northwest, they would remain below this threshold.  This 
seems to be a blind application of the dimensions of the RPZ without regard to the terrain, is 
unwarranted, should be questioned, and further analyzed.

	 Again, what is the documented need for the decrease in minimum visibility, the need 
to decrease the minimum on both ends of runway 12/30, deciding the precision/non-precision 
runway status, or the ignoring of the actual surrounding topography and why were these 
documents or variables not indicated or discussed in any of the proposed study alternatives?  
With a quickly changing economy, current economic data must be included, as well as future 
economic projections based on today’s situation.  Therefore, we request that, at a minimum, 
these items be further documented, discussed and included in additional proposed alternatives.

Sincerely,

Bruce Baguley  	 March 31, 2009	 852 South Van Well Avenue, East Wenatchee, WA     

Christine Baguley	 March 31, 2009	 852 South Van Well Avenue, East Wenatchee, WA  

Darline Burchinal	 March 31, 2009	 4210 10th St. SE, East Wenatchee, WA  

Robert Burchinal	 March 31, 2009	 4210 10th St. SE, East Wenatchee, WA  



Britt Dudek		  March 31, 2009	 811 South Van Well Avenue, East Wenatchee, WA  

Cheri Dudek		  March 31, 2009	 811 South Van Well Avenue, East Wenatchee, WA  

Cliff Sell		  March 31, 2009	 851 South Van Well Avenue, East Wenatchee, WA  

Nell Sell		  March 31, 2009	 851 South Van Well Avenue, East Wenatchee, WA  














