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Introduction

The Port of Kennewick Commission recently reaffirmed their desire to keep the Vista Field
Airport open and operating. A Master Plan will be conducted later this summer to evaluate
and identify future planned development needs for the airport. In the meantime, there has
been substantial interest amongst the pilot community to get a Fixed Based Operator (FBO)
restationed at the airport. The Port is anxious to move forward with a new FBO at the
airport, but realizes that a full determination of the future for FBO planning may not be
accomplished until completion of the Master Plan. This FBO Feasibility Study has been
commissioned to provide the Port Commission enough information so they can decide at a
commission meeting on April 27, 2010 whether to proceed, or not, with immediate issuance
of a public Request for Proposals (RFP) for new FBO Operations within the existing FBO
building.

The following tasks will be conducted in this study:

e Determine the optimum location of an FBO Operation, if there truly is one.
o0 Identify utility systems related to various locations.

o Compare siting to current Master Plan and previously identified private
development commitments.

0 Analyze sites with reference to airport fence line and potential movement of
fence.

Determine ideal hangar size and amenities for the FBO Operation

Analyze current FBO building, including:
0 How does it meet the criteria set forth above?
o0 Can it be remodeled in place and brought up to standard, and at what cost?

0 Hangar size options - can current hangar be modified, or another built, and at
what cost?

o If the building is either remodeled or demolished, can it be done without
suspension of fueling operations?

o Determine if the corporate hangars on the south side can serve as either
permanent or temporary housing of FBO Operator.

e Advise Port Commission if findings are consistent with the existing 2006 Airport
Master Plan Update.

The reader is cautioned that the short time frame of this study did not allow a thorough
investigation and evaluation of the needs and optimum considerations. As such, this is a
cursory review and evaluation of whether the existing FBO facility can be used for
operations immediately without compromising the Master Plan. The recommendations
are made without benefit of the master planning process.
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Existing FBO Facility

FBO Building

The FBO building was built in November, 1981. It combines 4,756 square feet of 2 story
office/FBO space (2,378 each floor) with a 2,390 square foot maintenance hangar. It is of
mixed construction - the west and south facing walls are non-insulated CMU block. The hangar
is of metal construction, with metal siding, and is fully insulated. The west-facing wall of the
office space has metal siding as well, and is probably insulated. The shared wall between
offices and hangar is a rated fire wall and is insulated. The flat roof is sheeted with 24-gauge
Galvalume (installed in 1997). There is R-19 insulation between the roof and the office space,
and R-13 insulation over the hangar. There have been various other improvements to the
building, including replacement of chiller units and air handling units. The HVAC is comprised
of 3-ton and 3.5-ton units, with the chillers placed in the parking lot and the stack units on
the second floor. Heat is electric forced air.
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Fuel System

The fuel system was originally installed in 1982, comprised of two single-walled steel,
asphalt-coated underground tanks (6,000 and 12,000 gallons), with dispensers. In 1990, leak
detection equipment was added. In 1998, a major retrofit was done to meet Department of
Ecology requirements. This included lining of the tanks with epoxy, replacement of all fuel
lines with double-wall flex piping, line leak detectors, current cathodic protection,
containment sumps and sump monitors, electronic tank monitoring/inventory control system,
overfill containment, lighting and cardlock system. The system currently meets all DOE
standards.
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Aircraft Parking

There are presently tiedown areas south (4), north (12), and directly adjacent to the FBO (3)
north of the building. Both the north and south tiedown areas are within the B-Il aircraft
separation zone and have been slated for relocation in the Master Plan. The apron adjacent
to the building provides about three aircraft tiedown spaces at 17,000 sq. ft. (130 ft. x 130
ft.).
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Vehicle Parking

The building is located 400 feet from Grandridge Blvd. via a paved access road. Vehicle
parking is behind and to the south of the building, encompassing about 7,600 sqg. ft. (66 ft. x
115 ft.) and 2,400 sq. ft. (60 ft. x 40 ft.). Total parking provides for 30 vehicle spaces.

Utilities

Both water and sewer services are adequately provided by the City of Kennewick, located in
Grandridge Blvd. north of the airport. A water line serves the FBO building at a 12-inch water
main on Grandridge Blvd. with pressure in the low to mid 60 psi. Cascade Natural Gas
provides natural gas to the area via a 4-inch mainline in Grandridge Blvd. There is a 2-inch
gasline within 150 feet of the FBO building.

Public Feedback

In an effort to gain as much institutional knowledge and guidance as possible in a short time
frame, the pilot community was enlisted to provide ideas and feedback on considering
whether the FBO facility could be used immediately by a new FBO operator. Seventeen local
pilots and interested stakeholders attended a meeting with Port staff to discuss their
thoughts. A copy of the minutes prepared by Marjy Leggett, AOPA Support Network, is
provided in the appendix.
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Key comments and feedback from the group are as follows:

Most of the group agreed that the existing maintenance hangar of 2,500 s.f. is
insufficient for proper FBO operations. A minimum size of 6,000 to 10,000 s.f. is
recommended.

The size of the hangar will really depend on the type of aircraft that are anticipated
to be repaired or stored. The needs of an FBO and their capability can vary widely.

“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-I which is for aircraft up to a wingspan of 49 feet,
weight less than 12,500 Ibs, and approach speeds less than 121 knots. They would like
to get it rated for B-Il for at least ground separations of aircraft with wingspans up to
79 feet.

The group felt that the FBO should remain where it is because there is existing
infrastructure already in place and the proximity of the fuel tanks. The fuel tanks
were upgraded in 1998 and meet environmental considerations.

The fuel dispensers are within the B-Il object free area and will need to be relocated,
but the tanks are located out of the area and can remain in place.

There is concern for the aircraft parking to the east of the FBO building. Particularly
the noise and blasting of the adjacent office buildings to the south.

Desire to have pilot amenities such as wireless internet, sleeping room, conference
room, courtesy car, golf cart, local phone service, and maintenance door access to the
FBO directly from the runway side.

There is a desire to move the pilot lounge closer and visible to the runway, as a more
inviting place to relax.

The FBO RFP should consider the following additional roles:
a. Coordinated training with the Kennewick Schools Vocational Program.

b. Light Sport Aircraft training.

Optimum Location for an FBO at Vista Field

An FBO building generally provides space for the commercial activities, maintenance and
repair of aircraft, air charter, and training. The administrative function of the FBO
accommodates the public, pilots, passengers, visitors, and occasionally the airport manager’s
office. Siting the facility adjacent to the primary aircraft parking apron offers convenience
for both local and itinerant pilots. Apron frontage is a premium airport space and should be
judiciously utilized near the FBO for service. Since aircraft arrive and depart in both
directions, it is important, but not mandatory, that FBO facilities be centrally located for
convenience. In the 2002 Master Plan Update, several locations were considered for
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placement of a long term FBO and terminal facility. Herein is a brief discussion and
evaluation of each of those proposed locations.

Existing FBO Location

The existing FBO building location is fairly close to the runway. In order to accommodate B-Il
aircraft on the north side, all facilities and objects need to be at least 306 feet from the
runway centerline. The existing building is approximately 370 feet from the centerline,
leaving less than 50 feet of available area for aircraft parking and fueling. If the building
were to remain, there will essentially be no available tiedown and apron area fronting the
runway. The primary apron area would need to be situated to the north as depicted in the
2006 Airport Layout Plan. The 2,400 sqg. ft. maintenance hangar is inadequate for minimum
operations for an FBO, as it can only service one aircraft at a time, though a smaller second
aircraft could be shoehorned in at times. A second hangar would need to be constructed to
accommodate larger aircraft repairs and itinerant storage. Figure 1 depicts the general
layout of the FBO area, as envisioned by the 2006 Master Plan, if it remains in its existing
location.

Figure 1 - Existing Location Layout
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The advantages of keeping the existing location are primarily financial. There is an existing
parking area, infrastructure is in place and the building is close to the fueling, though the
fueling dispensers would need to be relocated. This plan assumes the existing fence would be
relocated to the City of Kennewick property line.
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The drawback of keeping the existing location is in expandability. If the FBO ever
wants/needs to expand for more hangar and maintenance space, it would need to be further
away to the west/northwest rather than adjacent to the building operations for convenience.

The estimated cost for this option is discussed later in the section, "Analyze Current FBO
Building."

Move the FBO North and Centralized adjacent to the Runway

The 2002 Master Plan considered relocating the FBO to a more centralized location but as
close to the runway as allowed under B-1l standard separation. Figure 2 depicts this proposed
location, which includes a larger tie-down area for itinerant and local aircraft as well as
larger maintenance hangars to the south and adjacent to the FBO. This option also requires
relocating the fueling system. The main building is still situated off Grandridge Blvd. about
250 feet via an access road. This plan could accommodate some private development plans
west of the FBO and adjacent to Grandridge Blvd. This plan would require relocation of the
fence.

Figure 2 - Central Location Close to Runway
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The advantages of this location includes its proximity to the future planned main intersection
of the Vista Entertainment District as envisioned in the City of Kennewick, 1999 Mulvanney
Report. It effectively centralizes all FBO operations for convenience and accessibility.

The drawback of this location is cost. A new FBO/office building would need to be
constructed with new infrastructure. 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.
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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 $150,000
Utilities $55,000
Access Road and Parking $65,000
Subtotal $1,255,000

Contingency (15%) $188,000
Sales Tax (8.3%) $104,000
Total Project Cost $1,547,000

Move the FBO North and Centralized adjacent to Grandridge Blvd.

The 2002 Master Plan considered relocating the FBO to a more centralized location and
adjacent to Grandridge Blvd. Figure 3 depicts this proposed location, which includes a larger
tie-down area for itinerant and local aircraft, separated by large and small aircraft. The
larger maintenance hangars are situated to the south and adjacent to the FBO building. This
option also requires relocating the fueling system. This plan would require relocation of the
fence.
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Figure 3 - Central Location Close to Grandridge Blvd.
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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.
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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. Crye