


























Figure 3 - Central Location Close to Grandridge Blvd.

The advantages of this location are that it provides for a more prominent address and identity
along Grandridge Blvd. and a more professional appearance to the facility. The larger area
for tie-downs allows for substantial expansion in the future. This location is also within
proximity to the future planned main intersection of the Vista Entertainment District as
envisioned in the City of Kennewick, 1999 Mulvanny Report.

The drawback of this option is much higher cost than any of the other locations, mostly due
to the more highly developed terminal building and large apron area. This plan would
preclude any private development adjacent to Grandridge Blvd. This plan assumes that a
minimum 2,400 sq. ft. building would accommodate the FBO needs, as does the bottom floor
of the existing FBO building.

The estimated cost for this option, including a minimum 2,400 sq. ft. FBO building, 6,000 sq.
ft. hangar, 32,000 sq. ft. apron/tiedown area, fuel dispenser relocation, access road and
parking is as follows.

FBO Building (2,400 sq. ft.) $480,000
Hangar (6,000 sq. ft.) $300,000
Apron Area (32,000 sq. ft.) $160,000
Fueling Facility Relocation $210,000
Utilities $60,000
Access Road and Parking $125,000

Subtotal $1,335,000
Contingency (15%) $200,000
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Sales Tax (8.3%) $111,000
Total Project Cost $1,645,000

Ideal Hangar Size and Amenities

The recent Master Plans envisioned 50 fixed based aircraft and 44,000 operations in twenty
years. Vista Field Airport is currently categorized as B-1 with some limited B-II aircraft
landing regularly. There is hope to be able to accommodate larger aircraft in the future, but
with limited airspace that is not likely to be substantiated. Here are some examples of FBO
operations that might be considered similar in nature:

Pullman-Moscow Airport - Interstate Aviation

The FBO at Pullman (Interstate Aviation) has expanded or replaced his facility recently. He is
not the only repair FBO as there is one other small shop, but he does have the largest facility,
has the fueling, and does pilot training. Pullman has 71 based aircraft of which 3 are jets
(Sweitzer Engineering Lab).

The FBO built a new hangar that encompassed and expanded the old office/lounge. The new
facility added a 34 x 120’ office/storage area that includes the old office space that
accommodates storage and meeting rooms and corporate lounge. The new portion added
behind the old was 34’ x 70°. He did most of the work himself but did create a nice upper
pilots lounge with windows, a training/testing facility for student pilots, his offices, and a
smaller lounge. There is no restaurant, but he does have shacks, etc.

The hangar portion is approximately 80' x 100' and has the bi-fold door on one end and a
freight door on the opposite end. Next to it is a 60" x 100” storage hangar.

Figure 4 - PMRA FBO Facility

Othello Airport - Christenson

This FBO primarily operates crop dusting aircraft for the local farms. This FBO facility is
about 7,500 sq. ft. in size, to include office and administrative area at about 1,500 sq. ft.,
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and aircraft storage and maintenance. This facility is discussed as the hangar is able to hold
about three aircraft.

Optimum Hangar Size

A key question for future needs of the FBO is hangar space. The existing maintenance hangar
at 2,400 sq. ft. will provide for storage and servicing of one small aircraft, though at times a
smaller second aircraft could be shoehorned in. Most FBO operations will have at least one or
two aircraft in various degrees of repair, as well as regular 50- and 100-hour maintenance
that can take up to one week per occurrence. Itinerant aircraft will on occasion desire their
aircraft to be hangared for two or three days as well. If the FBO is doing training or serving
itinerant parking during the winter months, storage of the aircraft prior to use in the morning
is typical.

Based on these considerations, the minimum storage area should be three aircraft to
effectively operate and serve clientele. A more effective size would be capable of serving up
to five aircraft at a time. Figure 5 depicts the approximate aircraft storage for various
hangar sizes. 6,000 sqg. ft. is the minimum size to house three aircraft, while it will take a
hangar of 10,000 sq. ft. to properly serve up to five aircraft.
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Figure 5 - Hangar Sizes
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Based on these examples and other observations, the existing 2,400 sq. ft. maintenance space
is too small for anything more than one small aircraft at a time. It does not give the FBO
adequate room to work on other aircraft simultaneously. If the FBO were waiting for parts
for a disassembled aircraft, they cannot move it out to accommodate other aircraft repairs.
The FBO may have simultaneous repairs on aircraft, while needing to manage 50 and 100 hour
aircraft maintenance functions. The apron area should have sufficient space for 5 to 8 rental
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and itinerant aircraft as well. A separate hangar for itinerant aircraft storage and aircraft
warm-up during winter is useful, but could come later.

e Minimum - 6,000 sqg. ft. Maintenance Hangar
0 Business office space, reception, and administrative functions.
o0 Pilots lounge and concessions.

0 Pilot training facilities to include a computer station, simulator, and testing
facilities.

A conference room for pilot training.

Maintenance area to accommodate two or three aircraft at a time.

O O O

Wireless Internet and phone service.
0 Apron area to accommodate 5 to 8 rental aircraft and itinerant aircraft.

e Future Functionality - 7,500 sq. ft. Maintenance Hangar, 10,000 sq. ft. Hangar
Storage

o0 Maintenance area to accommodate two to four aircraft at a time. Minimum of
7,500 sq. ft.

0 Hangar storage for itinerant aircraft and warm-up during cold weather.
Minimum of 10,000 sq. ft.

0 Apron area to accommodate 5 to 8 aircraft.

Analyze Current FBO Building

Does it Meet Current Criteria?

With the exception of the maintenance area and hangar storage space, the existing FBO
Building can accommodate most of the other needs identified above. Specifically with regard
to the administration services, the available area of 2,400 sq. ft. on the main floor is more
than adequate for FBO operations, leaving the upper floor for separate lease. The
maintenance area is too small and will require an additional 6,000 sqg. ft. minimum adjacent
to the building. Since most operations will need to be configured to the north, the existing
hangar door is adequate. Apron area will need to be expanded to the north, to accommodate
the new hangar and four to five aircraft tiedown areas, approximately 15,000 sg. ft.
additional.

Can it be Remodeled and Brought up to Standards?

In 2005, the Port embarked on a FBO remodel project that was later abandoned because of
the high cost. In reviewing these plans with Tere Thornhill, the architect, there are minimum
mechanical and electrical issues that need to be addressed in the remodel. In the Appendix is
a memo from Mitch Crowe to Tere Thornhill outlining the issues. A real problem is the
undersized HVAC equipment, lack of outside make-up air and uninsulated ducting. Also
attached is a breakdown of construction costs for the project. As for ADA issues, there was no
requirement to make the upstairs offices ADA compliant (i.e. no elevator), as there was no
change in "existing conditions." Because of the significant remodeling downstairs, the
bathroom and shower were required to be ADA-compliant and a new fire detection system
was required.
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The two major causes of energy use are the lack of building insulation and the HVAC system.
The uninsulated exterior walls can be insulated with rigid foam and air-sealed either from the
inside or outside. The HVAC system can be upsized to increase air movement and bring
efficiencies to both heating and cooling. The ducting can be insulated and programmable
thermostats can be installed.

W&H Pacific and Johnson Controls assisted the Port recently with an energy audit and
reaffirmed the original audit. The building shell is fine and would serve well if upgrades are
made. The building does not qualify for the State program that might have paid for the
upgrades.

The estimated cost in 2005 for the remodel of the FBO was $370,000 but bids came in at
$600,000. Using these base numbers, and assuming a lesser remodeling effort, including
insulating the building, upgrades to the FBO area, and mechanical/electrical upgrades, but no
additions to the building footprint, the cost is estimated at $300,000.

Hangar Expansion Capabilities

In order for the existing FBO to function at minimum operations, a 6,000 sq. ft. hangar space
will need to be constructed to the west/northwest of the maintenance hangar to
accommodate up to three aircraft. Since all of the operations will be focused to the east of
the FBO building, some site planning will be needed. City of Kennewick building codes on
hangar construction indicate that 6,000 sq. ft. is the point at which fire detection/alarms are
required. However, fire and building codes are subject to interpretation, and requirements
vary depending upon the type of occupancy and fire loads.

The estimated cost for a complete new 6,000 sq. ft. steel hangar is $300,000. The additional
apron area including relocation of the fueling dispenser is estimated at $75,000.

Estimated Costs to Operate out of the Existing FBO Building

The recommended costs to use the existing FBO facility and expand the hangar and apron
area are as follows.

FBO Building Remodel $300,000
Hangar (6,000 sq. ft.) $300,000
Apron Expansion $75,000
Subtotal $675,000

Contingency (15%) $100,000
Sales Tax (8.3%) $56,000
Total Project Cost $831,000

Temporary or Permanent Use of Corporate Hangars

The existing Gauntt and Musser hangars purchased by the Port in 2007 are in excellent
condition. Each of the hangars is 4,500 sqg. ft. (60° x 75’) with an office area of
approximately 900 sqg. ft. Consideration may be given to using these facilities for FBO
operations in the short term until the master plan is complete and a new or renovated FBO
building is constructed or as the permanent facility for the FBO operations.
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Temporary Operations

The hangar space is adequate for about two aircrafts in each. The office space is small for
full FBO operations, but would work for limited operations, such as administrative work. The
biggest drawback is apron area, as well as proximity to the fuel facilities. With the
separation standards minimal on the south side, there is limited space for aircraft parking.

The corporate hangars could serve the FBO on a limited basis while the FBO is remodeled or
reconstructed, though there will be operational and aircraft storage complications to deal
with. Paving the south side of the hangars within the fenceline for temporary aircraft storage
is estimated to cost $120,000 and will provide a tie-down area for three aircrafts.

Permanent Operations

The two corporate hangars could act in tandem as a permanent facility for the FBO operations
on the east side of the airport. There would be some drawbacks to not having FBO operations
centralized on the west side where most of the future hangar operations will occur. To
accommodate five to eight B-I aircraft parking for storage and training, both the vacant area
south of the corporate hangars and north of Shannon’s hangar would be needed.

Aprons

Figure 6 depicts the likely layout for additional aircraft parking on the corporate
hangar side, with three aircraft spaces on the south and four on the north. There is
insufficient property to the east to create a larger apron area on either side. Total
estimated cost of the two new apron areas is as follows:

South Apron Area - $120,000
North Apron Area - $130,000

Fueling
Aircraft fuel dispensing is currently provided on the west side of the airport. For

efficient operations, fueling should be adjacent and accessible to the FBO operations.

Assuming the existing fuel tanks remain, piping and pumping the fuel to the corporate
hangar area will require borings under the runway and taxiways. Fuel dispensing could
be relocated between the two hangars as depicted in Figure 6. Total estimated cost to
relocate aircraft fuel dispensing to the east side, while retaining the tanks on the west
side, is $325,000.00.

The fueling cost is high due to the crossing of the runway and taxiway pavements and
pumping. The cost to relocate and install new above ground tanks and decommission
the existing underground tanks is estimated at $365,000. Either of these fueling
options seem prohibitive, which relegates the fueling to remain on the west side.

Offices

The configuration of the two hangar office areas lends each one to provide different
services for FBO operations. The south office would likely serve the pilots needs with a
lounge, computer, and training, while the north offices could serve FBO administrative
needs. Some remodeling of the two offices is anticipated at a cost of $50,000.00.

Incorporating the FBO operations on the east side of the airport has some advantages and
many disadvantages. Without the benefit of master planning these are a few considerations:

Advantages

o Full utilization of the Port owned corporate hangars.
e Newer buildings requiring minimal remodeling.
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o Combined hangar areas large enough for storage, maintenance and repairs.
e FBO hangar expansion ability to the south.

Disadvantages

o Aircraft fueling would either remain on the west side or incur substantial
cost to relocate to the east.
Loss of future revenue from the corporate hangars.
A majority of future aircraft are likely to be hangared on the west side,
requiring runway crossings for fueling and FBO needs.
Limited aircraft tie-down and hangar space on the east side.
There is insufficient width on the east side to accommodate future B-lI
operations. Any B-Il aircraft that needs FBO assistance or fueling will need
to be done on the west side.

Without the benefit of some long-term master planning to better facilitate the best use of the
airport with FBO operations on the east side, it is likely that there will be some inefficiencies
in operating on the east side. Total costs to accommodate FBO operations on the east side are
estimated at $675,000.00, if fuel dispensing is relocated to the east side. If fuel dispensing
remains on the west side, total costs are estimated at $352,000.00.
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Conclusions

Addressing each of the questions asked of this Feasibility Study in the Introduction leads to
the following conclusions:

Determine the optimum location of an FBO Operation, if there truly is one.
Four possible locations were identified and are summarized herein:

1. Existing FBO Location - if the existing FBO location remains, the facility will
need to be remodeled and an adjacent 6,000 s.f. hangar constructed. All
apron and tiedown areas must be located north of the building and elongated
due the City of Kennewick property to the west.

2. Centralized Location North of and Adjacent to the Runway - this location will
require a new 2,400 sqg. ft. FBO building and 6,000 sq. ft. maintenance hangar,
along with access road, parking, and apron area. This option places the
operations central and closer to the runway, set back about 250 feet from
Grandridge Blvd. This should provide room for possible private development
west of the FBO and adjacent to Grandridge Blvd.

3. Centralized Location North and Adjacent to Grandridge Blvd. - this option is
similar to the previous option, but the building would front Grandridge Blvd. as
more of an address of distinction. This option would preclude future private
development adjacent to Grandridge Blvd.

4. Corporate Hangars on the East Side - this option would convert the two
corporate hangars into FBO operations, with administrative services in one
building and pilot services in the other.

Of the four options, the existing location is lower in cost to accommodate minimum needs,
but causes elongated northerly operations for hangar and apron areas, as there is only about
200 feet from the City of Kennewick property line to the object-free area on the airport.

Each of the centralized options is more optimal for future expansion and effective operations
of the airport long-term. For the corporate hangars to work effectively, fuel dispensing needs
to be on the same side as the FBO. The loss of future revenue from the corporate hangars has
not been considered, but should be weighed in before selecting this option.

The question really becomes, does the Port want to create a long-term efficient and effective
airport operations area, or make do with available constraints at less cost. The Master Plan
should be able to accommodate any scenario, though the existing FBO location will limit
planning considerations. Two important questions will not be addressed until the Master Plan
is updated, and these are the FBO location impacts on proposed private development along
Grandridge Blvd., and the interaction with the Vista Entertainment District.

Determine the ideal hangar site and amenities.

The minimum to operate an effective FBO would be a maintenance hangar of at least 6,000
sq. ft. Long term, the FBO would likely need to expand to an additional 10,000 sq. ft. The
apron area should be adjacent to the FBO and accommodate 5 to 8 aircraft. These are the
minimum amenities recommended for FBO operations:

0 Business office space, reception, and administrative functions.

0 Pilots lounge and concessions.
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o Pilot training facilities to include a computer station, simulator, and testing
facilities.

A conference room.
Maintenance area to accommodate two or three aircraft at a time.

Wireless Internet and phone service.

O O O O

Apron area to accommodate 5 to 8 rental aircraft and itinerant aircraft.

Analyze Current FBO Building.

The existing building, as it sits now, is not likely to accommodate the expectations for a fully
functional FBO operation. The office space area is adequate, but needs extensive remodeling
and mechanical and electrical upgrades. The maintenance hangar at 2,400 sqg. ft. is too small
and needs to be expanded to at least 6,000 sq. ft. The aircraft apron and tiedown area needs
to be expanded to accommodate relocated aircraft tiedown areas and future storage.

Can the Corporate Hangars on the East Side Provide Temporary or Permanent Housing for
the FBO?

Temporary

The corporate hangars on the east side will be effective for FBO operations temporarily, while
the FBO building is remodeled or relocated. The operational difficulties will be with aircraft
storage and apron area, as well as proximity to the fueling facilities. The hangar pad areas to
the south could be paved to provide temporary aircraft parking at an estimated cost of
$130,000, including sales tax.

Permanent

Operating the FBO permanently out of the existing corporate hangars on the east side has
both pros and cons. The most significant disadvantage is that most of the aircraft hangared
operations will be on the west side needing crossing of an active runway for fueling and FBO
needs. B-1l aircrafts will remain on the west side as well. The greatest benefit is in capital
costs, particularly if the fueling remains on the west side, though this has a huge impact on
FBO operations.

Cost Comparison

Estimated costs for each of the three options discussed above are summarized here.

Proposed Location Estimated Cost *
Existing FBO Location $831,000
Centralized North Location Adjacent to the Runway $1,547,000
Centralized North Location Adjacent to Grandridge Blvd. $1,645,000
Corporate Hangars (Relocated Fueling) $675,000
Corporate Hangars (No fueling on East side) $352,000

* The reader is cautioned that these costs are cursory and based on available published
information and data. Further detailed analysis is recommended before proceeding with
budgetary considerations.
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Recommendations

Making a decision about the future optimal location for your FBO facilities is difficult to
accomplish without a thorough master planning process, with appropriate stakeholder
participation. A portion of the pilot community believes the existing facility is adequate to
serve an FBO at Vista Field. The cost to upgrade the FBO to minimum needs is less cost, by
nearly half, of any relocated new facility. The conclusions of this brief study are that the
existing FBO facility is not necessarily in a bad location, it just has some operational
challenges being so close to the aircraft separation standards and the City of Kennewick
property to the west. The existing site could be remodeled, expanded, and operate fine if an
effective Master Plan is developed around it.

The key question for this study is whether or not the Port could advertise, select, and bring
on a new FBO operator without completing the Master Plan. The answer is yes, you can, and
the FBO could be located within the existing FBO facility or temporarily use the corporate
hangars to the east. The Port could let the FBO decide where they want to be housed
temporarily or permanently, as part of the RFP process.

Improvements at the FBO building could be accomplished while they are operating in the
facility, though with some inconvenience and limited maintenance space. The construction
costs might be slightly higher if a building contractor needs to work around the FBO.

Working out of the corporate hangars temporarily would give the FBO more hangar space for
maintenance and repairs. It would also avoid disruption while the new facility is remodeled
or relocated. A tie-down apron would need to be constructed at a cost of $130,000.

The Port should consider letting the FBO make that choice during the RFP process, such that
it gives them the most effective facilities during temporary operation. Later, the Master Plan
process can fully analyze the future FBO location, and then allow the Port to choose the best
long term solution.
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Vista Field FBO Operation
Meeting with Airport Manager Dan Cryer
April 13, 2010
Meeting Minutes by Marjy Leggett
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On April 13, 2010, Airport Manager Dan Cryer met with 16 members of the aviation
community to discuss the needs of the airport users regarding a Fixed Base Operator (FBO)
and to discuss the design of the FBO building.

Those attending were:
Spencer Montgomery - J-U-B Engineering Malin Bergstrom - Bergstrom Aviation, Pasco
Marjy Leggett - Pilot/AOPA Airport Support Ed Keenan - Pilot, Vista Field

Network Herb Brayton - Pilot, Richland
Bob (RJ) Blahut _PP;:)Zts/e\:‘aCkson Flight Center, Monte Bauder - Pilot, Vista Field

Dr. Michael Shannon - Pilot/Hangar owner - Don Clayhold - Pilot, Vista Field

Vista Field Larry Wheeler - Jackson Flight Center, Moses
Darren Jackson - Jackson Flight Center, Moses Lake

Lake Mike White - Pilot, Richland
Daryl Jackson - Jackson Flight Center, Moses Doug Cheney - Pilot/Martin Field

Lake

David Steagall - Finley Air Service

Carl Cadwell - Cadwell Laboratories/Pilot Dan Cryer - Airport Manager, Vista Field

Dan Cryer spoke of his background leading to airport manager and gave a brief history of Vista
Field going back six years to the time that Mr. Cryer took over as airport manager. In 2003 a
vote by the Port commissioners was taken, a Master Plan update was done, which resulted in
applying for and winning a grant to do a slurry seal and restriping on the runway. Plans to
remodel the FBO building were done, a bid was solicited, and the commissioner approved
$400,000 for the renovation. All bids came in over $600,000, so the plan was dropped.
Comments from the City at that time were, “Why improve the building? It will just make it
that much more difficult to close the airport.” With that, progress and development on the
airport stopped.

With new vote to keep the airport open, the commission has ordered:

The Master Plan be updated.
A capital improvement plan will be created
The airport will be brought up to FAA standards in order to qualify for FAA funding
Decide whether the land adjoining Rio Grande Road will designated aviation or non-
aviation businesses

o Feasibility study of current FBO building—Does it meet codes? Can it be brought up to

standards? What needs to be done?

The Commission has ordered the FBO operation be put on a fast track, hence the meeting
April 13 to gather input from airport users and businesses. This meeting serves as part of the
public process. In two weeks, Mr. Cryer will report to the Port Commission a recommendation
for the FBO facility based on the suggestions and input gathered at this meeting and through
e-mail correspondence.

Questions to be considered are:

o Placement of the FBO building on the airport
o Whether the current FBO building can be rehabbed
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Whether a new FBO building needs to be built

Who is going to build it?

Where it would be sited?

Can the large hangars on the east side of the airport temporarily house an FBO, if
needed?

e Should a maintenance building be built?

¢ Who pays for the upgrade/new building?

Considerations are that if the Port invests a great deal of money into the FBO building, there
won’t be money to make other improvements. A message sent by airport user Scott Musser
posed the question, if all the money is spent on an FBO, how can we have enough funding for
infrastructure, hangar pads, and other necessities to expand the airport?

Mr. Cryer has already had several people suggest that the maintenance hangar should be 100’
X 100°. Past FBO operator Ben Tuttle felt limited because he could never work on more than
two airplanes at a time. Mr. Cryer questioned whether a hangar of that size was really
necessary and how much it would cost. Quick estimates of $300,000 -$750,000 were tossed
about.

The Port tries to run the airport in the black, spending $50,000, but to make that happen, it
likely will be necessary to rent out part of the FBO building to another business. Previously,
the Visitors and Convention Bureau rented the upstairs portion of the FBO. The FBO building
could be leased out entirely to an FBO operator or partially leased to another business.

A question was asked about the worthiness of the building, asking if an assessment had been
done to determine if the building met code and if the Port had any idea what would be
involved in cost and labor to bring it to code. Mr. Cryer answered that the last assessment
was when the architect planned for the upgrade in 2006. It was then determined that the
electrical system needed upgrading the most, with the uninsulated block walls the second
most dire issue. When the building was rented out, the electrical costs were running $15,000,
while the income to the Port from leases was $25,000. It would cost approximately $60,000
to upgrade the electrical system. When the electrical system is upgraded, separate meters
will be installed for the various businesses using the building. Currently, the building is all on
one meter.

Additional improvements would be changing the lights from T-12s to T-8s, some structural
improvements to the stairs, and new carpet. The Port is researching energy grants which may
enable the upgrades to be done with little cost to the Port.

A discussion about hangar size ensued. Malin Bergstrom said their hangar is 100 X 120 feet.
They have nine planes in it right now and wish they had a larger hangar. Darryl Jackson said
they operate hangars from 2000 to 6000 square feet, but the size of the hangar needed
depends on the types of planes and the needs of the FBO operator, which can vary
considerably. After a discussion about hangar size, the group seemed to agree that although
a larger sized maintenance hangar is ideal, one needs to start somewhere and perhaps it is
best to start out with what we have.

Currently the airport is rated B-1 on the taxiway, which is small aircraft. They are hoping to
soon have it rated B-Il, which is for planes with a 49 foot wingspan and a weight of 12,500
pounds. Because of limitations, B-1l clearance would only be given on the west side of the
airport.

Height overlay is not a problem, as it all complies with the 7 to 1 ratio off the side and 20 to
1 off the ends.
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High performance airplanes must contact the Pasco tower before departing to ensure they do
not penetrate Pasco airspace, but Pasco controllers say they have absolutely no problem with
airplanes from Vista entering their airspace.

The consensus was that it made most sense to keep the FBO where it is due to the
infrastructure already in place and the proximity of the fuel tanks.

The Port may need to install a blast shield to separate the planes at the large tie-downs from
blasting the office buildings just south of the FBO.

The fuel tanks had a $125,000 upgrade in the 1990s which meet all of the environmental
requirements.

One of the capital improvements that was scheduled, was to do a two-inch overlay on the
asphalt near the fuel tanks and along part of the apron.

Although an airplane washdown area is desirable, the environmental requirements for
wastewater and oil/water separation have caused most FBOs to abandon their washdown
facilities.

Mr. Cryer asked the group’s opinion about the following amenities:

Wireless Internet

Sleeping room for pilots

Dedicated conference room

Door access to the FBO from the runway area (the earlier plan had a double door
leading from the runway side of the airport into the FBO)

It was unanimously felt that all of those amenities are necessities. Pilots (particularly those
who fly charter flights) need a place to relax with a TV screen, phone, Internet, and weather
access—and coffee and doughnuts ©.

The Port also plans to have a courtesy car available. It was suggested that rental cars also be
available. Malin Bergstrom explained that it is more difficult to have rental cars available
because rental firms have reduced inventory. A suggestion was made to have a transit bus
stop at the airport, although it was pointed out that a transfer station is about a half mile
walk away.

Mike White suggested it would be helpful for pilots flying in to add to the posted list of
hotels, which ones offered shuttle service from Vista Field. Mr. Cryer said he could easily do
that.

Ground transportation is an issue at all airports, and is considered by the pilots to be one of
the factors that encourage them to return to a community.

Darryl Jackson pointed out that one of the marketing features is that there is no other airport
in the state of Washington where one can fly to and be able to walk to food, entertainment,
shopping, hotels, and conferences.

The fuel tanks are right on the edge of the “object free” areas. The dispensers will need to
be relocated in order to accommodate larger planes, but the tanks can remain where they
are. This will be one of the items J-U-B will be asked to address in the Master Plan update.

The Port contracts with Connell Oil. In the 2005 RFP, the responsibility of running the pumps
was placed on the FBO. Tuttle Aviation had a huge financial issue of building up the fuel in
the tanks so that it belonged to him and not to Connell Oil. The best the airport has ever
done was sold 30,000 to 35,000 gallons of 100 low lead fuel in a year and 10,000 to 12,000
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gallons of Jet A. The Jet A sales were only achieved because mobile fueling was available at
the time. Tuttle Aviation did not have a mobile fuel truck, but had a tug he would use for
refueling.

There has been an issue with the dispenser and credit card system either limiting the amount
of fuel one can purchase or placing more on the credit card than was purchased. A “user
friendly”” fuel pump dispenser is desired.

A suggestion was made to move the pilot lounge and make it more inviting. Pilots want a
place where they can sit down, have a cup of coffee, visit, and watch airplanes. The current
lounge is small, dark, and does not allow pilots to watch airplanes. Discussion ensued about
where to place the pilot lounge. Mr. Cryer said they had talked about removing the hallway
and opening up the room where the windows are. He will talk to the architect on Friday
about opening up the conference room. Another suggestion was to square up the building,
filling in the area where the grass is with a pilot lounge or conference room. Mr. Cryer
guessed that any money invested would likely go into improving or enlarging a maintenance
hangar. The Port is talking about investing $1 million over 10 years, with the aid of grant
monies.

A suggestion was made to work with the Visitors and Convention Bureau to promote the
airport. Currently, the visitors guide does not show any of the Tri-City airports in its map of
the Tri-Cities. They need to know Vista Field is “open for business”.

Don Clayhold stated that when an FBO operator is eventually in place, they need to join
Tridec, the Chamber of Commerce, and the Visitors and Convention Bureau to begin letting
those organization know what the airport has to offer.

Other airports have additional amenities such as a golf cart to pick up the pilot, passengers,
and luggage, or a little red carpet for the pilot. These little touches make the visitor feel
special and leave him or her with a feeling of wanting to return. We have a lot to offer here
in Kennewick and we need to promote it.

Darryl Jackson asked when they were going to post the Request for Proposals. Dan Cryer said
the order by the commissioners was to put the FBO on a fast track. He anticipates that
between now and the next Port meeting, he will be gathering information, comments, and
suggestions. On April 28 the FBO will probably be put out to bid. Information will be sent out
to the newspaper and to the pilot community. There likely will be a 30 day window to submit
the proposals. It must be advertised, there must be time for people to respond, and they
have to go through a public process.

A question was brought up as to why the Port is limiting it to one FBO. Mr. Cryer responded
that they only had one building, although if someone wanted to come in and provide their
own building, they conceivably could have a second FBO.

Tentative Timeline:
May 1 - Post in paper RFB proposals
June 1 - Proposals are due
June 15 - Decision made
July 1 - FBO moves in

Phone: Dan Cryer asked how important it was to have a phone. All felt it was very important
because cell phones are not always dependable. They need a pay phone outside for when the
office is closed. Mr. Cryer said they are thinking of removing access to long distance and
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allowing the phone solely for local calls, although it was pointed out that people would need
to be able to call 800 numbers for weather, etc.

Vocational Program: Mike White asked about coordinating the FBO with the Kennewick
Schools Vocational Center to offer an aviation program. This suggestion was well received by
those present. Mr. Jackson said they are working in a similar program with Big Bend
Community College in Moses Lake and it works out beautifully.

LSA: Carl Cadwell asked about providing Light Sport Aircraft training. Mr. Cryer reviewed the
Port requirements of the past FBO operator, which listed services that are mandatory and
services that are suggested. By being too specific, it limits the number of responses they will
receive. Mr. Cryer does not want to make the criteria too tight.

Darryl Jackson said 8 out of 10 of their students enroll in the LSA course.

The document used five years ago for recruiting an FBO operator was distributed. Mr. Cryer
asked for comments to be delivered to him within the next two weeks so he would have them
in time for the next board meeting. He invited those present to read through the document
and determine what they liked, what they would like to add as requirements or suggestions
for a future FBO operator. Mr. Cryer said he would send it out in a WORD document and
asked those present to make comments right on the document, if they chose. E-mail is the
preferred method of communication.

Michael Shannon asked about installing a camera that can be used to check weather or can be
turned to view various areas of the airport. Mr. Cryer replied that there are grants for that
and a camera is one of the tools they plan to add.

The meeting ended at 8:30 PM.

Marjy Leggett

AOPA Airport Support Network
598, Vista Field, Kennewick
MarjyL@charter.net

(509) 547-4347
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Memorandum
Terence Thornhill, AIA
June 23, 2005
Tri-City Convention Bureau Building
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Apr 22 10 03:57p

Thornhill Architect Vitru 509 547 8912 p.3

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Existing Buildin

The estimated mechanical HYAC fo add more cooling capacity, zone the HVAC,
insulate the ductwork, and modify the bathrooms as currently planned is the following;

HVAC: $42,000

The estimated electrical to relocate the existing service, install new equipment, and
clean up the existing exterior exposed conduit is the following;

Electrical: $32,000
ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS

New Building Addition

The estimated new Mechanical HYAC and Plumbing (saw cut allowance) to provide for
the 1,330 SF addition is the following;

HVAC & Plumbing:  $19,500

The estimated electrical to provide for new lights including outdoor, receptacles, LAN
oullets, phone outlets, and fire alarm for the 1,330 SF addition is the following;

Electrical: 518,500
Please review these costs and call me if you have any questions.
Sincerely,
Mitin. Lomer~

Mitch Crowe, P.E.
Project Manager

Received Time Apr.22.  3:58PM

1471
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Cost Analysis

Part of Kennewick
Fixed Base Operations Facility
Remodel and expansion
Budget Analysis - Option 2

Prepared by:
Terence L. Thornhill, Architect Inc. P.S.

7.5.05

Anticipated Estimated Estimated
Space/Element Status Woaork Level Area Cost/PSF Budget
Upper Level Exisitng  Repalr / Limited 2,395 SF $8.50  $20,357.50
Hangar Exisitng MNane 2373 sf $0.00 $0.00
FBO Office Area Exisitng Remodel / Minor 1,212 sf $40.00  $48,480.00
TCVCB Existing Remodel / Major 1,181 sf $655.00  $64,955.00
TCVCBIFBO New Mew 1,330 sf $110.00  $146,300.00
Exterior wall treatment $40,000.00 -

Sub-total 8,491 sf $320,002.50

WSST B8.33% $26,663.71

AJE Fees (approx.) 7% of sub-total $22,406.48

(Includes Architectural, Structural, Electrical, Mechanical)

Total $369,162.68
Assumptions

Incorporation of changes per T.L. Thornhill, Architect plans

New extension of parking lot as required by design.

New Entry Sign/Statement as required by design.

Framing and Recladding / Stucco of entire exterior of existing building - existing parapet structure to remain
Rehab of HVAC controls, ducting and systems as required by code.

Rehab. of electrical system as required by code.

Plumbing as required by code.

All completed under prevailing wage req

Basic cost of remodel / repairs per square foot of area effected:
$369,162.68 divided by 3,723 sf $99.16 psf

Replacement cost of entire facility
8,491 sf @ $120.00 psf $1,018,920.00

Estimated cost divided across entire square footage
$369,162.68 divided by 8,491 sf $43.48 psf
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