























We'd like to hear from you!
Your interest & participation are appreciated.
Anonymous90mments are accepted.
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Sincerely;

East Wenatchee, WA.
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February 24, 2009

To: Mead & Hunt

Re: Pangborn Memorial Airport
Comments regarding “Airfield Improvement Needs Assessment”

Dear All Concerned Parties:

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!

S

Stan Evénhus é
399 N. Union Ave.

98802

<y Jen

O
gy




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 1

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

Cheri Dudek

Cliff Sell

Nell Sell

March 31, 2009

March 31, 2009

March 31, 2009

March 31, 2009

811 South Van Well Avenue, East Wenatchee, WA

811 South Van Well Avenue, East Wenatchee, WA

851 South Van Well Avenue, East Wenatchee, WA

851 South Van Well Avenue, East Wenatchee, WA
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852 South Van Well Avenue
East Wenatchee, WA 98802
- 1 September 09

Patricia Moore

Manager, Pangbom Memorial Airport
One Pangborn Drive

East Wenatchee, WA 98802-9233

Re: Airfield Improvement Needs Assessment Study
Dear Pat:

I want to point out what I view as serious shortcomings in the process fo]lowed for selecting
the preferred alternative in the airfield needs study for Pangborn Airport.

I was disappointed in the selection of the citizen advisory committee and the extent to
which the airport ignored the interests of its neighbors. :

The airport selected a public advisory committee that was heavily slanted in favor of the
extension of the runway. The airport has signed grant assurances that it will seek input from impacted
people for major projects such as a runway extension. This came out of FAA directives from the
1970’s on airport expansion. The object was to uncover potential problems that could develop
later and solve them before they became large and costly. In various pieces of FAA literature, it is
suggested that a citizen advisory committee be set up to find any major d1sagreemcnts so that they
could be worked out at an early stage in the process. Any output of the committee is non-binding .
on the airport owners so that a committee should be selected to bring out difficulties and not just
be a collection of boosters for the project. When the public advisory commitiee was selected,
the airport owners asked people to serve who wanted a longer runway and specifically excluded
persons who would raise questions about the expansion.

The selection of the neighbors of the airport who would be affected is also questionable.
Omne “neighbor” lives several miles from the airport, He also was involved in a lengthy negotiation
with the airport during the time of the needs study. The airport budgeted over $1,300,000 for
buying some of his property which would be needed for the extension of the runway if the needs
study proposals were implemented. This is hardly someone who I would want representing the
interests of the neighbors who wanted to live near the airport.

A second member of the committee listed as being a neighbor is an employee of Executive
Flight. In the literature about the committee he is listed as an aviation mechanic. His involvement
with Executive Flight is not mentioned. This raises questions about his ability to protect the interests
of neighbors of the airport.



The third member of the committee listed as being a neighbor is a former county employee.
During the final meeting, he stated that the airport owners did not seem to be paying attention to
what the committee was doing. The airport seemed to be using the committee in a “CYA” capacity.
This committee member did seem to have the interest of the neighbors in mind but seemed to
believe that the committee was not being listened to in any meaningful way. His opinion seemed to
be born out by the fact that the Airport Governing Board gave the public until September 1 to give
written opinions about the needs study, but was going to vote on the preferred alternative on August
27. After it was pointed out that that made the public comments useless in their deliberations, they
postponed the vote until September 3. '

One member of the committee, a real estate agent, styled himself as someone who would
Jook out for the interests of the neighbors. He had run for a position on the board of the Chelan
County Port District, an owner of the airport, and had sought to be appointed to the board when.
there was a vacancy in the middle of a term. At committee meetings, he stated that he couldn’t wait
until there were direct flights to Salt Lake City from Pangborn. When hearing about neighbors’
homes that were threatened by expansion, he stated that the people should have known better
than to build there. This was not what [ heard from our real estate agent when we purchased our
property near the airport. When we stated what we wanted, he said the property near the airport
was excellent for our needs. This committee member, though stating that he would look out for
property rights, did not seem to agree with this assessment.

The other members of the committee, a private pilot, a real estate developer, the owner
of a travel agency, and the director of the Greater Wenatchee Regional Events Center, look like
they were chosen because they or their organizations would benefit from airport expansion. Also,
the membership of the committee was not very constant. When someone could not attend then
someone else would take his or her place. There seemed to be no consistency about who would
attend the committee meetings. One committee position had three different people attending the
four different meetings.

The most notable problem with the committee seemed to be the lack of any committee
member who would only be worried about protecting property rights of neighbors of the airport.
The aviation mechanic who worked at Executive Flight would have split loyalties. The heaviest
impact to the neighbors would be at either end of the main runway, 12/30. The Executive Flight
mechanic lived in a house at the runway 12 end, but there was no one on the committee living at
the SE or runway 30 end. Five houses are recommended for removal at that end due to expansion
even though the runway is being expanded in the other direction. One person living at the' SE end
of the main runway requested to be on the commitiee but was turned down and no one from that
area was asked to be on the committee to look out for the property rights of those neighbors.

The main beneficiary of the longer runway is Executive Flight. They listed the most problems
with the present runway length and were responsible for roughly two-thirds of the operations used
to justify the need for a longer runway. Employees of Executive Flight were given two of the ten
(20%) public advisory committee positions. When a member of the committee from Executive
Flight did not attend, another person from Executive Flight tock his place so that there would be
two people from Executive Flight at the meetings. Executive Flight also had an air ambulance plane



based at Pangborn that could use the present ranway. They eliminated the plane and wanted to fly a
jet air ambulance from another of their locations into Pangborn. They added this to the needs of the
airport. An employee of the hospital was asked to be a member of the committee to stress the need
for a longer runway so that we could have year-round air ambulance service. Executive Flight was
responsible for generating the deficiency in air ambulance service. Executive Flight runs a charter
jet service. I assume that the airport feels that it is more important for Pangborn Airport to be able
to land large corporate jets then live compatibly with its neighbors.

Horizon Air did not have a member on the committee. Horizon Air has switched over to
the Q-400 airplane for its flights into Pangborn. The current Airport Layout Plan is based on the
Q-400 as the design aircraft for the airport. Most of the time Horizon Air would have no problem
flying into Pangborn, but they would like to have a slightly longer runway allowing them to fly in

‘without any problem all the time. The calculations that they have sent in showing the need for a
longer ranway come about mainly because they ate landing with a 5 (6500 feet for landing) and 10
(7000 feet for landing) knot tailwind. If the RNP landing system were available as planned in the
needs study, why would Horizon Air be landing a Q-400 with a tail wind? They would be able to
land into the wind using runway 30. Also, the restrictions faced are theoretical. How many actual
instances has Horizon had where they had to restrict their payload because of conditions? They
have stated publicly that restrictions would be highly unlikely at the present time.

‘What do I want in the needs study? I would like it written into the needs study that all the
neighbors with homes recommended for removal would be able to have reasonable input into the
process and be listened to. They should be able to talk with the FAA about the situation. I would
also like the airport to advocate for the neighbors in a more forceful and meaningful way. Many
years ago, you convinced the FAA to allow a small corner of the OFA to go onto my property. The
airport has stated that they would argue in my favor again, but I would like to be involved so I can
hear it directly from the FAA. There are several times when I have been told things by the airport
that tumed out not to be entirely true.

During the needs study, the airport seemed to be willing to argue for special circumstances
for those using the airport. The upcoming use of the RNP approaches to Pangbomn would allow
the planes that are properly equipped to fly more precisely. They talk of similar systems allowing
planes to thread their way through the Himalayas and commercial planes to fly into Juneau. Yet
they seem to think that the area on the ground needed to protect people must stay the same size.
The airport seems to argue for flexibility for planes because of advancing technology, but people
on the ground are held to a stricter standard of safety even though the technology should make
them safer as well. The RPZs are designed for the protection of people on the ground. Don Harter
of Executive Flight has had discussions with the FAA about various regulations which he has
pointed out are based on the idea that airports are on flat ground. The RPZs are no exception.
" Runway 30 ends at a steep downward slope. The need for a strict adherence to the shape of the
RPZ is questionable. In the case of one piece of property, the RPZ is expanded to include a house
that is barely in the RPZ. This seems to show a hostility of the airport to the presence of neighbors
and the desire to eliminate them.

I was disaﬁpointed by the lack of alternatives discussed during the needs study. At the



beginning of the needs study, the consultants stated that they would look at the future needs of
the airport and then look at a great number of ways to satisfy those needs. They were not going
into the study with any preconceived picture of what the needs were and had no idea what the
airport would eventually recommend to meet those needs. They stated they had the same software
that was used by the FAA to determine the ideal runway length for the airport. They stated in the
final meeting that they were surprised that the final preferred alternative for development turned
out being the same plan that had been recommended to Douglas County during the discussion of
what was needed for the Airport Overlay District. There were three viable alternatives discussed
with several straw dogs. There were several variants of the viable alternatives that were not cven
discussed. The main idea that did not vary but which could have had different levels of impacts on
the neighbors was the visibility minimum, The present visibility minimum for Pangborn, as well
as for 2 number of other airports in Washington State, is 1 mile. The needs siudy decided that 3/4
mile visibility was what was needed without comparing it to the 1 mile visibility standard. Safety
was one of the criteria for the needs study. Dropping the visibility standard to 3/4 mile cannot be
safer than having it at | mile though it would increase accessibility. You can also have a visibility
standard of less than 3/4 mile. This was not considered even though this would have increased
accessibility. It appears that the desired outcome was set up to be the logical choice among many, .
the data were found to support that choice, and the preferred alternative was chosen. This was not
a study, but a marketing pitch to a desired outcome and the airport had various government grants
totalling $350,000 to do it.

How can I want to live where I do near an airport? Don’t I realize how noisy and dangerous
it is? When I built my house, I built a two story earth-sheltered home. It is very quiet and strong. I
hardly notice planes passing over. I am very used to them. How can people live in Malaga? I hear
the train whistles day and night as they pass through Malaga, which is one mile from my house.
When I go to town, I hear the street traffic. How can people living in town stand all that noise?
The airport has noise profiles which show that I live outside the area around the airport which is
considered too noisy because of planes. .

But what about the danger of a plane crashing on me? The study used by the state
Department of Transportation to demonstrate how dangerous it was to live near an airport showed
plane accidents over a ten year period in the late eighties and early nineties within five miles
of airports had killed eight people on the ground in the entire United States. One of the people
was even in a house, in particular, a mobile home. In the last few years, there have been some
plane accidents that have killed people in houses and other buildings. Near Orlando, Florida a jet
crashed into a subdivision destroying two houses and killing a number of people in the houses, but
the distance and direction was more like Fancher Heights, which is in the approach path for the
airport, than where I live. Should we worry about plane crashes around Wenatchee? I would worry
about flash floods out of the canyons, like the one that I heard came down the Squilchuck and’
destroyed a number of homes. It could never happen in Wenatchee, but what if a train exploded
near downtown or derailed spilling toxic chemicals? If you lived in a condo between the railroad
tracks and the river, where would you go to escape? If you lived up a canyon and a kid started a fire
at the mouth of the canyon, how would you and your neighbors get out? People flee many events,
train derailments, floods, fires,... but I have not heard of people in a large geographical area fieeing
from a plane crash.



I resent being told by the government that where I live is dangerous and noisy, without much
evidence to back it up. I have spent many years in a home which I consider safe and reasonably
quiet. I can not stop the airport if it wants to take my house, but at present I am quite comfortable
here and do not want to move.

In conclusion, I believe that the public advisory committee for the needs study was chosen
to include boosters of the runway extension and exclude anyone who might have any question
about the runway extension no matter how valid. I believe that the airport is willing to displace over
20 families to assure the ability of pnvate corporate jets to use Pangborn, even though the airport is
designed for the aircraft that provides commercial service at present and will into the foreseeable
future. I believe that the airport is willing to ask the FAA to consider making exceptions for planes
flying into Pangborn because of special circumstances, but does not ask for similar consideration
for neighbors based on the same special circumstances. I want it written into the needs study that
homeowners who might be displaced by any expansion would have more direct contact with the
FAA. I was disappointed by the lack of reasonable alternatives that were included in the study.
Slight variations in some alternatives could have reduced the impact on neighbors significantly.
Finally, the idea of safety and noise as reasons to acquire homes around the airport seemed to be
more of an excuse than a necessity for the protection of those living near the airport.

Sincerely,

ﬂ%/@

Bruce H Baguley





