Appendix G Airport Master Plan Update
FAA CORRESPONDENCE Mulino Airport

Mortivead Mountain 1=

L5, Deparbmant Sealile Alporls Districl Offos

of Trarsporiafion 1601 Lird Suonua 5.5, Sulle 250
Faderal Aviakion Renban, Washinsgton 98067-13515
Administration

February 25, 2007

M. Jason Gately
Port of Portland

P. 0. Box 3520
Portland, OR 97208

Dear Mr. Gately:

Alrport Layout Plan (ALP) Review Commenis
Porfland - Muling Airport; Portland, OR
AP Project Mumber 3-41-0072-010

The coordination for review within the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) has been
completed on the drafi Airpert Layout Plan set of drawings for the proposed improvements at
Portland - Muling Airport. Our review comments, previously sent to you on January 25,
2007, are again provided herein.

Alsg, an seronautical study (No, 2007-ANM-T86-NRA) was conducied on the proposed
davelopment lo determine its affect on the safe and efficient wilization of the navigable
alrspace by alroraft. There were no ohiections based on that evaluation.

The Master Plan raport will be accepied upon receipt of two coples of the final document.
The FA& will approve the ALP and drawings related to Federal Avlation Regulation (FAR)
Part 77 once our comments are reflected on the final drawings, with propozed development
subject 1o envirenmental approval, where applicable. Pleass send us 3 sets of prints, signed
and dated by you, the sponsar, plus 1 set of mylars (unsigned), along with the ALP CADD
files on disk when they are finalizad, We will return 1 approved sef to you, the spensor.
Please call me at (425) 227-2654 if | can be of further assistance.

1 Enclosure

e
| Dan Clemn, Oregon Department of Aviation
’ Sarah Lucas, WaH Pacific |
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FAA REVIEW COMMENTS
DRAFT AIRPORT LAYOUT PLAN (ALF) SET
PORTLAND - MULIND AIRPORT

Previously Submitted Comments on 1/25/07
Sheet 1 - Airport Layout Plan

1. The FAA's ALP Checklist specifies that the elevations of roadways "where they intersect
the RPZ edges and extended runway centerling be depicied. Extendad runvway
centerfing elevation is shown, however, the edpe elevations are not, Please show the
addifional slevations.

2 Tha FAA's ALP Checkiist specifies that the elevations of structures on the alrport be
shawn. “If a tarminal area plan is not included, show structure top elevations on this
sheat ” Please add, Also, Bullding 16 is shown within the BRL. Whal is the top elevation
of this structure? Does it penetrafa the Part 77 Transitional Surfaca?

1 The dimensian between the full lengih parallel taxiway and the parial parallel taxiway s
shown as 270 feet, however, the amowhead of the dimension ling is drawn to the edge
of the full-langth parallel taxiway, not the centerline. Please corredl,

4, The FAA's ALP Checklist specifias that the Design Alrcraft be shown in the Airport Data

Tabie for each runway or airfield component. Please add.

The FAA's ALP Checklist spacifies that the Maximum elevation of the runway above

MEL be shown in the Runway Data Table. Please add,

6. The FAA's ALP Checklist specifies that the Name and Location of the airport be shown
in the Title and Revision Blocks. Alport name is shown as *Muline Alrport”. Name of
record for the airpor is “Portland-Muline Airport” and is located in Porlland, OR. Flease
comack.

o

Sheet 2 - Airspace Plan

7. The FAA's ALP Checkiist specifies that the Airspace Plan include small scale profile
views of existing and ulimate approaches. Sheet 3 shows [nner Portion of Approach
profiles within the RPZ, but not much beyond. Scope of Work states that the entire
approach profiles shall ba shown, Please medify the drawing sst o neclude. Refar to
ALP Checklist for specifications on what must be shown on these profilas {Le., [tems
2.h.01), (2), and (3)).

8. ALP on file with the FAA (dated B/8/08) indicates two additional structures have been
airspaced since that ALP was approved. Alrspace ¢ase numbers were. 2005-ANM-551-
OF and 2006-ANM-4884-0F. Please verify if these two structures have been
constructed, or not, or whether they are obstructions, of not.

Sheet 3 - Inner Portion of the Approach Surface

§. Suggest renaming the sheet from RWY 14/32 Approach Surface Plan and Profile to
Inner Portion of the Approach Surface to coinclde with the FAA's ALP Checklist.

10. The FA&'s ALP Checklist specifies that the horizontal scale of the drawing ba 1" = 200"
and the vertical scale be 17 = 20", All scales are correct except the graphic scala for the
Horizontal portion of the Proflle view is shown as 17 = 1,000°. Please corracl,
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Mulino Airport

11.

12

13

14.

18,

The FAA's ALP Checklist specifies that all traverse ways be identifiad, by numbers, with
elavations and computed vertical clearance in the approach, Please add intersection
points with edges of the RPZ,

The FAM's ALP Checklist spacifizs that the existing and ultimate physical end of the
runways be depicted, "Mote runway end number and elevation.” Please add elevations.
ALP on file with the FAA {dated 8/8/08) indicates many more cbstructions than are

shown on this sheet. Please verify whether or not these obtructions have been removed,

If not, make sure they are added to the currenl plans and profiles. This may be a scale
issue and the fact that the entire lengfth of the approaches are not shown.

Sheet 5 = Land Use Plan

The FAA's ALP Checklist specifies that the land use drawing include all land uses, on
and off the airport, o at lzast the 85 DML contour. The Checklist also specifies that the
gcale of the drawing be the same as the Airport Layout drawing. Scale shown is 17 =
1,600 feat.

The FAA's ALP Checklist speciiies that the drawing “identify public facilities (such as
schools, parks, and others).” Please verify if this is applicable,
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Morthwest Mountzin Reglon

LLE, Deparlment Seatlle Arports District Odfice

of Transportation 60 Langl Avenue 3 W  Sigla 250
Faderal Aviation Rentan, Washmgton S8057-3356
Administration

January 25, 2007

Mr. Jason Gately
Port of Portland

P. O. Box 3529
Portland, OR 97208

Dear Mr. Gately: [
Draft Airport Layout Plan (ALP) Review Comments -
Portland - Muling Airport, Portiand, OR
Airport Improvement Program (AIP) Project Number 3-41-0072-010
We have reviewed the draft ALP set of drawings for Porttand-Muling Airgort, Qur preliminary ,
review comments are enclosed and will be forwarded to other Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) divisions reviewing the ALP and conducting an asronautical study on

the proposed improvements. These comments are being provided at this time as a
corveniencs to the consultant and to expedite revisions to the drawings.

The plans should not be finalized for submittal until the asronautical study has been
completed, as additional revisions may be necessary. We will forward final comments upcn
completion of the asronautical study. Please call me at (425} 227-2654 if | can be of further
assistance, :

Sincenaly,

Stanley C. Allison
ORAND State Planner

1 Enclosure

CcC:
Dan Clem, Oregon Department of Aviation
Sarah Lucas, WE&H Pacific

RECEMEDR |
JAN 3 0 7008

WE&H PACIFIC
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FAA REVIEW COMMENTS
DRAFT AIRPORT LAYOUT PLAN (ALP) SET
PORTLAND - MULING AIRPORT

Airport District Office Comments
Sheet 1 — Airport Lavout Flan

1. The FAA's ALP Cheacklist specifies that the elevations of roadways "where they intersect
the RPZ edges and extended runway centerine be depicted. Extended runway
centerline elevation is shown, however, the edge elevations are not. Please show the
additicnal elevations

2. The FAA's ALP Checklist specifies that the elevations of structures on the airport be
shown, “If a terminal area plan is not included, show structure top elevations on this
sheet" Flease add. Also, Building 16 is shown within the BREL. What is the top
elevation of this structure? Does it penetrate the Part 77 Transitional Surface?

3. The dimension betweean the full length parallel taxiway and the partial paraliel taxiway is
shown as 270 feet, however, the arrowhead of the dimension ling is drawn {o the edge
of the full-length paraliel taxiway, not the centerline. Flease comecl

4. The FAA's ALP Checklist specifies that the Design Aircraft be shown in the Airport Data
Table for each runway or airfield component. Flease add

5. The FAA's ALP Checklist specifies that the Maximum elevation of the runway above
MS5L ke shown in the Runway Data Table. Please add.

G. The FAA's ALP Checklist specifies that the Name and Location of the airport be shown
in the Title and Revision Blocks. Airport name is shown as "Muling Airport”. Name of
record for the airport is "Portland-Muling Alrport™ and is located in Portland, OR. Please
comeact,

Sheet 2 - Arspace Plan

7. The FAA's ALP Checklist specifies that the Airspace Plan include small scale profile
views of existing and ultimate approaches, Sheet 3 shows Inner Portion of Approach
profiles within the RPZ, but not much beyond. Scope of Work states that the entire
approach profiles shall be shown. Please modify the drawing set to include. Refer to
ALP Checkiist for specifications on what must be shown on these profiles (i.e., ltems
2.h. (1}, {2}, and {3)).

8. ALP on file with the FAA (dated 8/8/06) indicates two additional structures have been
airspaced since that ALF was approved. Airspace case numbers were: 2008-ANM-551-
OE and 2008-ANM-4884-0FE. Please verify if these two struciures have heen
constructed, or not, or whether they are obstructions, or nat.
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Sheet 3 — Inner Portion of the Approach Surface

9. Suggest renaming the sheet from BEWY 14/32 Approach Surface Plan and Profile fo
Inner Portion of the Approach Surface to coincide with the FAA's ALP Checklist.

10. The FAA's ALP Checklist specifies that the horizontal scale of the drawing be 1" = 200°
and the vertical scale be 17 = 20", All scales are correct except the graphic scale for the
Harizontal portion of the Profile view is shown as 1" = 1,000'. Please correct.

11. The FAA's ALP Checklist specifies that all traverse ways be identified, by numbers, with
elevations and computed vertical clearance in the approach. Please add intersection
points with edges of the RPZ,

12. The FAA's ALP Checklist specifies that the existing and ultimate physical end of the
rumways be depicted. "Mote runway end number and elevation.” Please add elevations.

13, ALP on file with the FAA (dated 8/8/08) indicates many more obstructions than are
shown on this sheet. Please verify whether or not these obstructions have been
rermnoved. If not, make sure they are added to the current plans and profiles. This may
be a scale issue and the fact that the entire length of the approaches is not shown.

Sheet 5 — Land Use Plan

14. The FA&'s ALP Checklist specifies that the land use drawing include all land uses, on
and off the airport, to at least the 65 DML contour. The Checklist also specifies that the
scale of the drawing be the same as the Airport Layout drawing. Scale shown is 17 =
1,600 feet.

15 The FAA's ALP Checklist specifies that the drawing "identify public facilities (such as
schools, parks, and others).” Please verify if this is applicable.
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Mulino Airport

WiH

PACIFIC

0755 5W Barnes Road, Suite 300
Partiand, Cregon 97225
503,626.0455 5

Fax 503.326.0773

TRANSMITTAL

To: Mr, Stan Allison, SEA-644 Date:
Federal Aviation Administration Project Mumber; 33211

Seattle Airports District Office
Address: 1601 Lind Ave. SW

Compay:

Project Mame: Muline Adrport Master Plan Uipdate

City/Stare:  Rewton, WA 98035 Re: Final ALP Set (revised)
Phone: 425-227-2654

Fax: 4252271650

From;  Sarzh Lucas

Phone:  (503) 372-3533

Fax:  (503) 526-0775

We are sending: These Are Transmitted: Copied To:

(<] Attached O For Your InfodFile Jason Garely, Port O cope vig (ISP

|:| Facsimile (M| As Requested Larry Weber, ODA (F copy wig LISPS)
E For Review & Comment Project File

[ copie [ - I

A | ALP Drawing Set (full size) via UPS i Dy Air

Stam,

All comments proviced in Dave Roberts' letter dated October 11, 2007 have been addressed in the amached revised
ALP drawing set - with the exception of comment #6 as the wind rase period provided 13 the only data available.

An electronic copy of the Master Plan text will be posted to our FTP site for vour review. [ will e-mail you once this
data is available, with the link w the FTP site. Al changes made as & result of Dave’s letter will be highlighted in
track changes,

Please contact me if you have any questions or concenms.

whppscific. oot s ELNVBYE landscape archifects
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U5, Department Soattle Alrports District Office

of Transportation 1601 Lind Avenwve, 5. W, Ste 250
Hanton, Washinglon S8055-4055

Federal Aviation
Administration

Crctober 11, 2007

Mlr, Jason Gately
Port of Portland
PO, Box 3529
Portland, OR 97208

Dear Mr.Gately:

Divaft Airport Layout Plan (ALP) Review Comments
Mulino Airport
AIP Project No. 3-41-0072-010

1 have reviewed the draft ALP set of drawings for Muline Airport and the final draft of the
Master Plan. My preliminary review comments are enclosed. Please revise the ALP to address
these comments and send five corrected copies so thal we may coordinate with other Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA) division. These comments are provided al this time as a
convenience to the consultants and to expedite revisions to the drawings.

The plans should not be finalized for submittal until the aeronautical study has been completed,
as additional revisions may be necessary, | will forward final comments upon completion of the
aeronautical study. Please call me at (4253 227-2029 if | can be of further assistance.

Sincerely,

oL G Lt

Dave Foberts

Civil Engineer

Enclosure: FAA Review Comments Draft Airport Layvout Plan (AP Set
FAA Associate Administrator’s letier of August 29, 2005
Portion of Director’s Determination 16-06-06

Cc Sarah Lucas W&H Pacific

www .faa.goviairports_airtraffic/airportsiregional_guidance/northwest_mountain/
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FAA REVIEW COMMENTS
DHRAFT AIRPORT LAYOUT PLAN (AL SET
MULIMO AIRPORT

Sheet 1 = ATRPORT LAYOUT PLAN

1. Under “Buildings and Facilities " table number 15, a non-aviation Reserve {Aviation
compatible) has been established. The land in this avea was purchased with Federal Funds
1988 for aviation development purposes. Federal Iaw does not permit use of land acquired
for aviation development purposes be used for non-aviation purposes. Please remove the
designation and shaded area.

1. Under Note 2 aod itern 16 of the “*Buildings and Facilities * table, residential airparks are
considered to be a non-compatible land use on or adjacent fo publicly owned airports. See
attached Associate Administrators letter dated August 29, 2005 and portion of Director’s
Determination for Afton-Lincoln County Docket No. 16-06-06. Please remove the note and
reference to item 16, Also, on the first sheet , we do not label areas off the airport
“potential aviation compatible™ unless the area is also designated for Mulure acquisition and
inclusion into the airport. If an area is aviation compatible, it should be shown on the land-
use sheet.

3. Meed to add note that existing runway width excceds the design standards for the critical
aircraft and that the need for the wider runway will be addressed ar the time of the next runway
rehabilitation.

4. The future access road shown on the ALP will cut ofaviation access to a portion of the
airport. Please revise access road so the aviation access is not cut off to that section of the
airport,

5. At each proposed AWOS location show 500 foot radius clear area.

6. The wind rose peried just says 1980, usually there is a range of dates for when the coverage
was measured.

On the Runway Data table:
a. For Runway 32 use 45-12-43.743 latitude and 122-35-16.35% longitude (est.} These
coordinates provide a runway that is 3425 feet long. These are also what is shown in the
NAS.

ALL OTHER DRAWINGS
Revisions must be made where appropriate for consistency with {he above comments. Please

make needed corrections and/or provide information from available sources o the extent
specified in the approved scope of work.
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MASTER PLAN REPORT REVIEW COMMENTS

The following comments were provided in our Janvary 10, 2007 letter to the airport, “runway
Pavement Length, page 4-7; is there a need for this footnote? We do not usually include
guidance from other regions in cur documents.” and “Airpark, page 4-15; Remove section, ..
These comments were not addressed in the final revised master plan.

On page 3-17 afler paragraph on the decrease in operations between 2006 and 2012, indicate that
this reduced operations results in smaller noise contours,

On page 5-20 first paragraph change to indicate proposed non-aviation reserve area is contrary to
use of development land purchased with FAA lederal funds.

On page 5-20 second paragraph. [1is against FAA policy as cutlined in Carey v. Afton-Lincoln
County Municipal Alrport, FAA Docket No. 16-06-06, Directors Determination dated Janoary
19, 2007, 1o permit federally obligated airports to enter info in new ingress-egress (through-the-
fence) agreements with residential aivparks. This paragraph should be modified to remove
reference to airpark, Also since the area should not be noted on the ALP per earlier comment.
The paragraph should simple refer to the area west of the airport as having future potential for
aviation development.

Om page 7-4, Capital Improvement Program, T-hangers are considered eligible for AIP funding
and could be included under FAA funding source,
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- Vasconce f03
U4 Dopantment e of Associals Adminlslrator - 500 Independence Ava,, SW,

ol Transpoiohion E fat Aipods Washisgton, DG 20591

Faderal Aviafion

Achminlshotion

PAVICI. I W

Mr. Hal Shevers

Chairman

Clermont County-Sporty's Alrport
Batavia, (VH 45103

Dear Mr. Shevers:

Thank you for your letter of July 18, In your letter, you supgested the Federal Aviation
Admipistration promote developing residential airparks as a means to improve airport security
and redece the elostee rale of general aviation airports. Fesidential airparks developed next o
an airport usually rely on “throogh-the-tence™ agreements to gain access to the airfield,

First, I would like to make clear that the FAA does not oppose residential sirparks at private
use airports, Private use airports sre operated for the benefit of the private owners, and the
owrers are free to rjake any use of alrport land they like, A public airport receiving Federal
financial support is different, howover, because it is operated for the benefit of the gencral
public, Alsa, it is obligated W meet certain requirenents under FAA grant agreements and
Federal law. Allowing residential development on or next 1o the airport conflicts with several
of those requirements.

An airpark is a residential use and is therefore an incompatible use of land on or immediately
adjacent 1o a public airport. The fact there is aircraft parking collocated with the house does
nol change the fact that this is a residential use. Since 1982, the FAA has emphasiced the
importance of aveiding the encroachment of residential development on public airports, and the
Agency has spent more than $300 million in Alrport Improvement Progeam (AIF) funds to
address land use incompatibility issues. A substaniial pant of that amount was used to buy land
and houses and to relocate the residents. Encouraging residential airparks on or near a federaily
obligated airport, as you suggest, would be inconsistent with this effort and commitment of
[E30UICES.

allowing an incompatible land use such as residential development on or next to a federally
uhligated airport is inconsistent with 49 USC §47104(a) (10) and associated FAA Grant
AMssurance 21, Compatible Land Use, This is because a federally obligated airport must ensure,
1o the best of its ability, compatible land use both off and on an airport, We would ask how an
airport could be successful in preventing incompatible residential development before local
zoning authorities if the airport operator promotes residential airparks on or next to the sirport,

Additionally, residential airparks, if not located on airport property itself, requite throngh-the-
fence access, While not prohibited, the FAA discourages through-the-fence operations because

RECEIVED %

arT

i b7y

W&H PACIFIC

Mulino Airport
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they make 1t more difficult for an airporl operator to maintain contral of sirport operations and
allocate airport costs to all uscrs.

A throvgh-the-fenee sceess to the airficld from privale property also may be iconsistent with
security guidance issued by the Transportation Secunty Administration (TSA). TSA created
guidelines for general nviation sirports: Information Publication (TP} A-001, Seenrity
Cutdelines for General Aviation Afrporss. The TSA guidelines, drafted in cooperation with
several user organizations incloding the Adreraft Owners and Pilots Associations (AOPA),
recommend better control of the airport perimeater with fencing and tphter aceess controls.
Accordingly, we do not agree with your view that a residential alrpark and the sssociated
throuph-the-fenee ageess points can be sald w improve airpon security. Tn fact, multipls
throngh-the-fence aceess points to the airfield eould hinder rather than help an airport operalor
mzintain perimeter decurity.

. Finally, we find your statement that general aviation airports have been closing at an alarming
rate to be misleading, becausc it is simply vntrue with respecl to federally obligated airports. In
fact, the FAA has consistently denied airport closure requests. Of approximately 3,300 airports
in the United Stateswith Federal obligations, the number of clogures approved by the FAA in
the last 20 years has been minimal. The closures that have ocenrred generally relate 1o
teplacement by a neiw aitport or the expiration of Federal obligations, AQPA has recognized
our efforts, In its latest eomespondence to the FAA on the Revised Flighr Plan 2006-2014,
AOPA stated, “the FAA is dolng an exeellent job of protecting airports actoss the country by
holding commumities aceountable for keeping the alrport open and available to all vers.”

For the above reasons, we are nol able to support your prapasal to promote the development of
residential airparks at federally obligated airports., :

1 trust that this inforfnation is helpful.

Sincerely,

U L) !5@13‘1 h}‘:
Woodie Woodward

Woodie Woodward
Associate Adminisicaler
for Alrports

Catl: 20051267-0FAA-0S0816-006
AAS-400:MVasconeelos: 78 T30:08/26/05:5ch :
Gt AAS-200W ascancclos\Final Adrpor Tssues\ 2005 1267-0 Shevers.dov
AAS-400ARPAGL-60MNV asconeelos
Tage: |
mE Suntistics 2005 1267-0 SheversLdac, TS words |
Cheipinal, 26 Aug 2005 07:14 |
Style Index 11, Excellent for a Lener *
Avverage Senfence 22, Fuir
Prssive Indes 16, Good
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on Birpor |:|er|n|:nl.Erl_1r,Jl Meither does the Town of Afton p-l:rmﬁ residential dwellings on
airpart pmp-nrly.g' [FAA DD Exhibit 1, Item 3, exhibit page 33.] Even though zoning
may be the responsibility of the Town of Afton, the Respondent is expected to mezt its
grant assurance obligations. The Respondent is responsible for ensuring hangars are not
used for residential facilities and that no residential facilities are developed on the aimport
in conflict with the Airport Layout Plan and the other grant assurances.

The administrative record in this matter is persuasive, Complainants allege al least one
tenant is permitted to use his hangar as a residence. The Respondent does not deny the
claim. Rather, the Respondent attempts to deflect attention by stating (a) it is not the
responsibility of the Respondent to enforce zoning violations, and (i) the Complainants
have or had also used hangars for personal activities. [FAA DI Exhibit 1, Ttem 3, pages
T-8.] It does appear the Respondent is not enforcing the ban on residential hangars on
alrport property. We expect the Respondent to confirm that hangars are not being used
for residential facilitics and to exert whatever cffort is necessary to ensure this activity is
not permitted on airport property. At this time, the Director finds the Respondent is in
violation of grant assurance 21, Comparible Lond Use, by failing to enforce a prohibition
on residential use of hangars on the airport.

(2) fesue Frbj: Residenttol Hongars Adjncent to Airport Properiy

Whether Respondent is in violation of grant assurance 21, Compatible Land Use, by
encowraging the development of a residential airpark adjacent to the airport,

The administrative record shows a residential airpark was developed adjacent 1o airport
property with Airport Board support.

¢ On Auvgust 18, 2004, the Adrport Board discussed a proposal to combine privately
owned acreage adjacent to the airport for use as an airpark that would include
hangars, residences, and a camping arez. The Alirport Board discussed turning the
old runway into a road to provide access to the park area. [FAA DD Exhibit 1,
Item 3, exhibit page 93]

o On Movember 17, 2004, the Airlpnrl Baoard again discussed plans for the proposed '
alrpark, [FAA DD Exhibit 1, Iiem 3, exhibit page 109.]

s On January 27, 2003, the Airport Board discussed the water source for the .
airpark, the resolution of the old taxiway, and the general aviation camping area. /

* See Land Lse Comprtibiline and Aipores: 4 Guilde for Effective Land Use Planming nt
tinpttveanw, (. gevd nipets_dictrallbe/airponssmsitpnmeantalland sy, Page I of 141 lists examples of
mcampatible land wses, includivg regidential, sehsals, ard chiurches, Gram sssurance 21, Cawnparille L Use, f
ablipates the aisort o ngdement whalever sleps are necessany Lo prevent inconigadihle [and ase, |

¥ 1 a Seplember 19, 2003, letter 1o Complainant M, Daniel Carey Trom James K. Sandersan, Counsel for
the Towwn of Afton, br, Sanderson stated, “wider no circumstances were thene 1o be living quariers
contained within the hangers af the airporl, The airport is not currently zoned for any residential
dwellings.” [FAA DD Exhibit 1, tem 3, exhibit page 217.]

Al ol 57
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9755 SW Bames Road, Suite 300
Fortland, Oregon 87225
503.626.0455

Fax 503.526.0775

TRANSMITTAL

To: Dave Roberts, SEA-G43 Drate:

Company:  Federal Aviation Administration Project Mumber, 33211

Address: 1601 Lind Ave, SW Project Mame: Muling Airpert Master Plan Update
City/State:  Renton, WA 98055 Re: Dirafi Final Report

Phaote: 425-227-2654

Fax:

From;  Sarvah M. Lucas

Phone: (5037 626-04355

Fax: [503) 326-0773

We are sending: These Are Transmitted: Copied To:
[] Attached O For Your Info/File Jason Gately, Porl
] Facsimile d As Requested Project File
# Of Pages Including Cover & For Review & Comment ar
CL;P"*“-" ....... ___Deserlption I

| ALP Drawing Set {full size)

Dave,
Please comtact me if you have any guestions.

Regards,

Sarah

whpaaiie.com Hanmers SUVEYOPS engineers landseape avchifects
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9753 SW Barnes Road, Suite 300
Portland, Oregon 97225

503626 0455

Fax 503526 07T

TRANSMITTAL

To: Suzanne Lee-Pang Date:

Compamy:  FAA Progct Number: 33211

Address: 1601 Lind Ave. 5W Project Mame: Mulino Awrport Master Plan Update

City/State:  Renton, WA 9B05T Re: Drraft Tasks 6 and 7 {Arrpom Layout
and Capital Improvement Flans)

Phone: 425.227-2654

Fax:

Confidentiallty Moiboe: This faosimile 1 nvended only for the use of

From: Sarah Lucas the individual snd exempt from disclosure under applicable law. 1f the
mader of this message is not the intended recipient, you ane here'ty
Phone: (503) 6260455 notified that the unaurharized disseminarion, digribution or sopying of

this commmunication, or te taking of any action in eliance on the
conents of this information is sricthy prohibied. If yon have received

Fax: ljﬂ]_l 50775 this Excsimile inerror, please notify us immediately by wlephone
[oollect) Thankyou

Ye are sending: These Are Transmitted: Copled To:
] Artached O For Y our Infa'File
O Facsimile O As Requested
# O Pages Includng Cover E For Review & Comment
Copies Dscription
2 Draft Task & — Auport Layout Plan
2 Diraft Task 7 — Capital Improvement Plan

ALP Drawing Set (full see)
ALP Drawing Sat (172 size)
ALP Checklist

[ [y pu

Suzanne,

The advisory commitiee meeting to discuss the above items will be held at the Mulino Elementary School on June
5% fram 5:30 — 6:00 prm. I look forward to receiving your comments and please let me know if you have any
questians.

whpaciic. com planners SUTVEVOrS EMgiNears landscape architects
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Article I.  APPENDIX F - AIRPORT LAYOUT PLAN DRAWING SET

The following list provides general guidelines in preparing the Airport Layout Plan drawing set.
The individual sheets that comprise the Airport Layout Plan drawing set will vary with each
planning effort. During the project scoping activities, planners must determine which sheets will
be necessary. Checklists from FAA Regional and District Offices and many state aviation
offices may supplement the guidance provided in this Appendix. Since these checklists are

comprehensive, not all items will be applicable to a specific project.

1. Airport Layout Drawing

Sponsor/Consultant

Yes

No

N/A FAA

a. Sheet size — Minimum 24” x 36”

X

b. Scale — Within a range of 1”7 =200’ to 1” = 600’

c. North Arrow

1) True and Magnetic North

2) Year of the magnetic declination

3) Orient drawing so that north is to the top or left
of the sheet

d. Wind rose

1) Data source and the time period covered

2) Include individual and combined coverage for:

a) Runways with 10.5 knots crosswind

b) Runways with 13 knots crosswind

DD DR DR A DR PR PR PR X

¢) Runways with 16 knots crosswind

d) Runways with 20 knots crosswind

olle

e. Airport Reference Point (ARP) — Existing and
ultimate, with latitude and longitude to the nearest
second based on NAD 83

>~

f. Ground contours at intervals of 2’ to 10°, lightly
drawn

g. Elevations (Existing and Ultimate to 1/10 of a foot)

1) Runway

2) Displaced thresholds

3) Touchdown zones

el

4) Intersections

5) Runway high and low points

6) Roadways where they intersect the RPZ edges
and extended runway centerlines

elle

7) Structures on Airport — If a terminal area plan is
not included, show structure top elevations on this
sheet

h. Building limit lines — show on both sides of the
runways and extend to the airport property line of

Mulino Airport G-16
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RPZ

i. Runway Details (Existing and Ultimate)

1) Dimensions — length and width within the outline
of the runway

2) Orientation — Runway end numbers and true
bearing to nearest 0.01 degree

3) Markings

4) Lighting — Threshold lights only

5) Runway Safety Areas — Dimensions may be
included in the Runway Data Table

el o T e e

6) End Coordinates — Note near end (existing and
ultimate) of each runway end, to nearest second

7) Displaced threshold coordinates, to the nearest
second

8) Declared Distances — For each runway direction
if applicable. Identify any clearway/stopway portions
in the declared distances

j. Taxiway details (Existing and Ultimate)

1) Taxiway widths and separations from the runway
cetnerlines, parallel taxiway, aircraft parking, and
objects

el

k. RPZ Details (Existing and Ultimate)

1) Dimensions

2) Type of property acquisition (fee or easement)

1. Approach slope ratio (20:1; 34:1; 50:1)

m. Airport Data Table (Existing and Ultimate)

1) Airport elevation (MSL)

2) Airport Reference Point data

3) Mean maximum temperature

4) Airport Reference Code for each runway

5) Design Aircraft for each runway or airfield
component

n. Runway Data Table (Existing and Ultimate)

1) Percent effective gradient

2) Percent wind coverage

3) Maximum elevation above MSL

4) Runway length and width

5) Runway surface type

6) Runway strength

7) FAR Part 77 approach category

8) Approach type

9) Approach slope

10) Runway lighting (HIRL, MIRL, LIRL)

11) Runway marking

12) Navigational and visual aids

eliaiieitaitaltaiteitaltaltalieilaital B el el teilaitaltalteilailallel
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13) RSA dimensions

o. Title and Revision Blocks

1) Name and location of the airport

2) Name of preparer

3) Date of drawing

4) Drawing title

5) Revision block

6) FAA disclaimer

eltaiteitaitaltaiteilalls

7) Approval block

p. Other

1) Standard legend

2) Existing and Ultimate airport facility and
building list

3) Location map

HIX| XX

4) Vicinity Map

Remarks

Explanation for fields answered “No.”
e Sheet size = 22” x 34" so sheet can be printed on 11 x 17”
e g.7. Structure top elevations currently unavailable. Information forthcoming will be
surveyed June 5, 2007.
e 1.6. End coordinate data located in Runway Data Table.
e i.8. Declared distances presented in Declared Distances Table.

2. Airport Airspace Drawing

a. Plan view of all FAR Part 77 surfaces, based on
ultimate runway lengths

b. Small scale profile views of existing and ultimate
approaches

c. Obstruction data tables, as appropriate

d. Sheet size — same as airport layout drawing

HIX| X X

e. Scale — 17 =2,000’ for the plan view; 17 = 1,000’
for approach profiles; and 17 = 100 (vertical) for
approach profile

f. Title and revision blocks — same as the airport
layout drawing

g. Approach Plan View Details

1) USGS for base map

2) Show runway end numbers

el Pl

3) Include 50’ elevation contours on all slopes

4) Show the most demanding surfaces with solid X
lines and other with dashed lines

>~

5) Identify top elevations of objects that penetrate
any of the surfaces. For objects in the inner
approach, add note “See inner portion of the approach
plan view for close-in obstructions.”
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6) For precision instrument runways, show balance
of 40,000” approach on a separate sheet.

h. Approach Profile Details

1) Depict the ground profile along the extended
runway centerline representing the composite profile,
based on the highest terrain across the width and
along the length of the approach surface.

2) Identify all significant objects (roads, rivers, and
so forth) and tope elevations within the approach
surfaces, regardless of whether or not they are
obstructions

3) Show existing and ultimate runway ends and
FAR Part 77 approach slopes.

Remarks

Explanation for fields answered “No.”
e . See Sheet C-3 for profile views.
e g4, Alllines shown as solid.
e H.1. thru h.3, see Sheet C-3 for profile views.

3. Inner Portion of the Approach Surface Drawing

a. Large scale plan views of inner portions of
approaches for each runway, usually limited to
the RPZ areas

b. Large scale projected profile views of inner
portions of approaches for each runway, usually
limited to the RPZ areas

c. Interim stage RPZs when plans for interim runways
extensions are firm and construction is expected in
the near future

d. Sheet size — same as Airport Layout drawing

e. Scale — 17 =200’; vertical 17 =20’

f. Title and revision blocks — Same as for Airport
Layout drawing

g. Plan View Details

1) Aerial photos for base maps

2) Numbering system to identify obstructions

3) Depict property line

4) Identify, by numbers, all traverse ways with
elevations and computed vertical clearance in the
approach

R R K] [

5) Depict the existing and ultimate physical end of
the runways. Note runway end number and elevation

6) Show ground contours, lightly drawn

h. Profile View Details

1) Depict terrain and significant items (fences,
roadways, and so forth)

R X
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2) Identify obstruction with numbers on the plan
view

3) Show roads and railroads with dashed lines at
edge of the approach

1. Obstruction Table Details

1) Depict terrain and significant items (fences,
roadways, and so forth)

2) Identify obstructions with numbers on the plan
view

o] I B o] I B

3) Show roads and railroads with dashed lines at
edge of the approach.

4) Prepare a separate table for each RPZ X

5) Include obstruction identification number and X
description, the amount of the approach surface
penetration, and the proposed disposition of the
obstructions.

Remarks

Explanation for fields answered “No.”
e ¢. Vertical Scale — 1”7 =200’
e i.4. All obstructions are within one table, and identified clearly.

4. Terminal Area Drawing

The need for this drawing will be decided on a case-by-case basis. For small airports, where
the Airport Layout drawing is prepared to a fairly large scale, a separate drawing for the
terminal area may not be needed.

a. Large scale plan view of the area or areas where N/A
aprons, building, hangars, and parking lots are
locate
b. Sheet size — Same as Airport Layout drawing N/A
c.Scale—1"=50"to 1” =100’ N/A
d. Title and revision blocks — Same are for Airport N/A

Layout drawing

e. Building Data Table — To list structures and show N/A
pertinent information about them. Include space
and columns for:

1) A numbering system to identify structures N/A

2) Top elevation of structures N/A

3) Existing and planned obstruction markings N/A
Remarks

A Terminal Area Drawing is not being updated as part of this AIP project.

S. Land Use Drawing

a. Include all land uses (industrial, residential, and so X to 55
forth) on and off the airport, to at least the 65 DNL
DNL contour
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b. Sheet size — Same as Airport Layout drawing

c. Scale — Same as Airport Layout drawing

d. Title and revision blocks — Same as for Airport
Layout drawing

e. Aerial base map

f. Legend (symbols and land use descriptions)

g. Identify public facilities (such as schools, parks,
and others)

h. Drawing details — Normally limited to existing and
future airport features ( i.e. runways, taxiways,
aprons, RPZs, terminal buldings, and navigational
aids)

T P R e e

Remarks

Oregon Department of Environmental Quality requests noise contours be depicted to the 55

DNL line.

6. Runway Departure Surfaces Drawing

a. Large scale plan views of departure surfaces for N/A
each runway end that is designated primarily for
instrument departures. The one-engine
inoperative (OEI) obstacle identification surface
(OIS) should be shown for any departure runway
end supporting air carrier operations.

b. Large scale projected profile views of departure N/A
surfaces for each runway that is designated
primarily for instrument departures.

c. Sheet size — Same as Airport Layout drawing N/A

d. Scale — Horizontal 1” = 1000’; vertical 1 = 100’ N/A
(runway departure surfaces); and Scale —

Horizontal 1” = 2000’; vertical 1” = 100’ (OEI
obstacle identification surfaces)

e. Title and revision blocks — Same as for Airport N/A
Layout drawing

j. Plan View Details N/A

1) Aerial photos for base map N/A

2) Numbering system to identify obstructions N/A

3) Depict property line, including easements N/A

4) Identify, by numbers, all traverse ways with N/A
elevations and computed vertical clearance in the

departure surface

5) Depict the existing and ultimate physical end of N/A
the runways. Note runway end number and elevation

6) Show ground contours, lightly drawn N/A
k. Profile View Details N/A

1) Depict terrain and significant objects, including N/A
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fences, roadways, rivers, structures, and buildings

2) Identify obstructions with numbers of the plan N/A
view

3) Show roads and railroads with dashed lines at N/A
edge of the departure surface

1. Obstruction Table Details N/A

1) Depict terrain and significant objects, including N/A
fences, roadways, rivers, structures, and buildings

2) Identify obstructions with numbers of the plan N/A
view

3) Show roads and railroads with dashed lines at N/A
edge of the departure surface

4) Prepare a separate table for each departure N/A
surface

5) Include obstruction identification number and N/A
description, the amount of the departure surface
penetration, and the proposed disposition of the
obstructions

Remarks

The Runway Departure Surfaces Drawing is not being updated as part of this AIP project.

7. Airport Property Map

a. Sheet size — Same as Airport Layout drawing N/A
b. Scale — Same as the Airport Layout drawing N/A
c. Title and revision blocks — Same as for Airport N/A
Layout drawing
d. Legend N/A
e. Data Table N/A
1) A numbering or lettering system to identify N/A
tracts of land
2) The date property was acquired N/A
3) The Federal aid project number under which it N/A
was acquired
4) Type of ownership (fee, easement, federal N/A
surplus, and others)
f. Show existing and future airport features (i.e. N/A
runways, RPZs, navigational aids and so forth) that
would indicate a future aeronautical need for airport
property.
Remarks

The Airport Property Map is not being updated as part of this AIP project.
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Moriwast Mouniain Region

LIS, Departmeant Seatlle Airports District Office

of Transporiation 1601 Lind Avenue S5, Suite 250
Federal Aviation Renton, Washington 38057-3358
Administratbon

January 10, 2007 RECE
=IVED

Mr. Jason Gately

Port of Portland JAN 1 2 2007

P. O. Box 3529 :

Portland, OR 97208 WeH BACIEIA
FACIFIC

Dear Mr. Gately:

Airport Master Plan Update
" Portland-Muling Airport
Airport Improvement Program Project Number 3-41-0072-10
Review Chapter 4 Airport Facility Requirements

| have reviewed the Airport Facility Reguirements working paper received in
December 2006 from the consultants for the Airport Layout Plan Update project for
Portland-Mulino Airport (459). My review comments at this time are as follows:

a. Table 3A: Blast pads are not required unless blast erosion control is required
for takeoff operations. The way it is presented in the table may present the
perception that the airport needs blast pads. If this is not the case, either
remove the line item or place a footnote that blast pads are not needed at the
airport.

Provide better distinction between the width, and length of the RSA, OFA and OFZ,
* et in the table. The data in the table appears to run together.

b. Runway Pavement Length, page 4-7: |s there a need for this footnote? We do
not usually include guidance from other regions in our documents.

c. Airpark, page 4-15: Remowve section. We do not support any residential
development near an airport including airparks. It is not a compatible use. If
this is allowed, it would probably lead to a through the fence agreement. The
airport does not have through the fence operations now nor does the FAA
recommend these types of agreements. Some of these agreements have
been found to be detrimental to the economic viability of the airport. Further
digcussion can be conducted with our office if there are more guestions.

As to identifying airport land as "surplus" and then eventually selling it, this is not an
option. The land shown on Exhibit A as airport property was acquired for
airport/aviation use from 1984 onwards with AIP funding. This was fairly recent and
we see no benefit to civil aviation In releasing the land, especially not for the reasons
stated.
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This whole section presents unfeasible ideas that may be better off not presented
and the section removed. Or if presented, state that it is unfeasible because... and
leave it at that. Discussion on the surplus option should be totally removed.
Please call me at (425) 227-2654 if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Original signed by Suzanne Lee-Pang

Suzanne Lee-Pang
Oregon/ldaho State Airport Planner/Engineer

[+ Y
Sarah Lucas, W&H Pacific
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Q

Horthwest Mountsin Region

LS. Department Sealle Alrports District Office

of Transpostation . 1601 Lind Avenua 5.¥Y., Suite 250

Federal Aviation Renton, Washinglon 98067-3356

- Admindstration

March 26, 2007

Mr. Jason Gatel e O Py g g
F'UrtﬂfPDl‘t[Er‘H:ly i::li. E f—.-: il BTl
P. 0. Box 3529

Partland, OR 97208 MAR 2 8 2007

Dear Mr. Gately: WeH PACIHFIC

Airport Master Plan Update
Portland-Mulino Airport
Approval of Chapter 3, Aeronautical Activity Forecast

| have reviewed the revised Chapter 3, Aeronautical Activity Forecast submitted by
the consultants for the Master Plan Update project for Portland-Mulino (458). The
revisions, including the forecasts, are hereby approved by the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA). If | can be of further assistance, please call me at (425) 227-
2654,

Sincerely,

ORIGHIAL SIGNED BY

Suzanne Lee-Pang
Oregonfidaho State Planner-Engineer
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9755 SW Barnes Road, Suite 300
Portland, Oregen 97215
5036260455

Fax 503.524.0775

A AGTG Josrany

Swzanne Lee-Pang

Oregon-ldaho State PlannerEngineer
Federal Aviation Administration
1601 Lind Avenue SW, Suite 250
Feenton, WA 98057-3356

Re: Mulino Airport Master Plan Aeronautical Activity Forecast

AIP Project Number 3-41-0072-10
Dear Suzanne,

Thenk you for reviewing and commenting on the Mulino Airport Aeronautical Activity Forecast. We have
ncorporated information and clarnheation, as requested.  Your coniments were addressed as follows:

1. Table 3G = ndicate ow ihe preferred forecast wis calculated for year 2027,
a. Item accomplished by providing further explanation of forecast calculation within the

preceding paragraph.

2. Page 3-13— Elaborate in more defail the rationale in selecting the “preferred forecast.”
A, Move detail within the paragraph has been included for selection rationale,

3. Page 3-14 — last sentence on page, which “numbers™ are being referved fo?
8. The referstice is to aireraft operations. Clari fication bas been made,

4. Page 3-15— 3" pavagraph, when was the 21,300 reported by the Airport? On what basis was the

count provided?
a.  Duate of the Adrport Master Record Form 5010 was added. The count was based on Oregon

Department of Aviation RENS counts.
In last parragraph, eliborate more on wiy the increase in opevaffons more likely indicates more
franstent friffic.
b, Additional clarification was included.
5. Page 3-16 — first paragraph. Add sentence to why fuel sales can't be used as a measure of

etctivity, Le mo el fciliy af the tive,
a. Statement has been refined to exemplify this.

‘.'.n'l;}&ﬂl'.'lﬂ.e:c:l.r:ll anners SUTVEPOrS ﬁ.':'yl'.':lel;-:.lﬁ lanascape architecls
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*  Suzamvre Lee-Pang
July 11, 2007
Puge 2

6. Page 3-17 - first paragraph — elaborate more on why 568 ops are reasonalle to use. Present the
Justiffcation befrind this.
A, More justification has been added within the paragraph.

Third paragraph, lost sentence, ... from 2006 to 20027 Add words”™... based on “TAF

Jovecasts. However. ™
A Sentence has been restructied,

Table 3K — what do the ** indicate?
a.  The following was added to the table: * The accuracy of the base year (2006) operations
Sigure is questionable; a more accwrate rmmber may be 21,300, the menber reported for
2004 in the FAA s Aivport Moster Record (3013 Form).

7. Table 30 — wnder operations fleet mix, expound on wiy the multi-engine ops drops fhen
increase agmin.
g The following statement was added; * Miienging Piston operations declive from 2002 o
2007 hecause their shave of the operations mic declives from 1.3% o L0 av shown in
Tabfe 3M Their shave of the operaiions mix stoys e 1.0% Berween 2017 ane 2027 and so
the mumber af multi-engine operations grows from 2017 fo 2027 becawse total operations
are profected to grow,

8 We concur that the Airport reference code (ARC) BII is appropriate to establish current design

staveelanreds for the afefield,
a.  ARC BII has been retained for planning purposes at the Airport.

Enclosed is an updated version of the Aeronautical Activity Forecast chapter. We anticipate your approval
of the revised document. Please contact me at yowr caliest convenience if you have any questions.

Best regards,
W&H PACIFIC, INC.,

Rainse E. Anderson, P.E,
Project Manager

oC: Jason Gately, Poat of Portland

enc:  Mulino Airport Master Plan — Aeronautical Activity Forecast

whpacific.com planners SUYEYOrs engineers lardscape architects
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Morthwast Mouniain Region

LIS, Depariment Seatile Arports Districy Office
of Tranzpartation 1801 Lind Avenuva 5.W., Suite 250

Federal Aviaion RECE|vgp ™™™

MNovember 20, 2008 JAN 0 8 2007

Mr. Jason Gately W&H PACI‘FIC

Paort of Portland
P. 0. Box 3529
Fortland, OR. 97208

Dear Mr. Gately:

Airport Master Plan Update
Portland-Mulino Airport
Airport Improvement Program Project Number 3-41-0072-10
Review Chapter 3 Aeronautical Activity Forecast

| have reviewed the draft Forecasts of Aviation Activity working paper submitted by
the consultants for the Airport Master Plan Update project for Portland-Mulino Airport
(459 ). The working paper contains much useful information and reflects
considerable effort. My comments are as follows:

1. Table 3G - Indicate how the preferred forecast was calculated for year 2027.

2. Page 3-13 — Elaborate in more detail the rationale in selecting the * preferred
forecast.”" .

3. Page 3-14 - last sentence on page, which "numbers” are being referred to?

4. Page 3-15 — 3" paragraph, when was the 21,300 reported by the airport? On
what basis was the count provided?

In last paragraph, elaborate more on why the increase in operations more
likely indicates more transient traffic.

5. Page 3-18 - first paragraph. Add sentence to why fuel sales can't be used as
a measure of activity, i.e. no fuel facility at the time.

6. Page 3-17 — first paragraph — elaborate more on why 568 ops are reasonable
to use. Present the justification behind this.

third paragraph, last sentence, *...from 2008 to 2012." Add words “...based
on "TAF forecasts. However..."

Table 3K —what do the ** indicate?
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7. Table 30 — under operations fleet mix, expound on why the multi-engine ops
drops then increase again.

8. We concur that the airport reference code (ARC) Bl is appropriate to establish
current design standards for the airfield.

Sincerely,
Original signed by Suzanne Lee-Pang

Suzanne Lee-Pang
Oregon-ldaho State Planner/Engineer

co: ;
Sarah Lucas - W&H Pacific
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Q

U.S. Department Seattle Airports District Office
of Transportation 1601 Lind Avenue, S. W.,, Ste 250

Renton, Wiashington 98055-4056
Federal Aviation

Administration
May 4, 2006

Mr. Jason A. Gately
Aviation Planner
7000 NE Airport Way, 3rd Floor
Portland, OR 97218
Tasor—
Dear Mr-Gatety:

Airport Master Plan Update
Portland-Mulino Airport, Mulino, Oregon
FAA Review Comments on Draft Workscope
AIP Project No. 3-41-0072-10

I have reviewed the draft workscope submitted by the consultants for the Airport Master Plan Update for
Portland-Mulino Airport (459). My comments on the workscope are enclosed, This letter constitutes
conditional approval of the workscope, subject to the enclosed comments. If you have any questions or
concerns about the review comments, please let me know so we can discuss. Otherwise, the draft
workscope should be revised to include the enclosed comments, as appropriate. The revised workscope,
less proposed hours and costs, should then be sent to the independent estimator. Upon completion of the
independent estimate, please contact me for resolution of any outstanding issues. The final workscope,
including approved costs, should then be submitted as Part TV of the final grant application.

Before a notice to proceed can be issued to the consulfant, I have to approve the proposed consultant
contract. Afterwards, I will need a copy of the executed final agreement. Also, as a condition of project
approval, I would like to receive monthly status/progress reports in support of billings submitted by the
consultant. If I can be of further assistance, please call me at (425) 227-2652. Be advised, however, that
I will be out of the office, on training, May 22-30.

Sincerely,

Deon M, Larson
Airport Planner

Enclosure

ce:
Rainse Anderson, W&H Pacific
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FAA Review Comments on Draft Workscope
Airport Master Plan Update
Portland-Mulino Airport

1. Page 2, para. 1 — The airport layout plan (ALP) was also updated in 2004, and an unofficial
“obstruction chart” prepared, in conjunction with an Oregon Aviation System Plan project to conduct
field surveying for potential instrument approach procedures. That ALP has not yet been submitted by
the Port of Portland to FAA for approval.

2. Page 2, Task 0.3 — With the final application workscope, please submit a budget table with
hours/costs distribution by element, and a project timeline schedule by element.

3. Page 7, Task 3.3 — The FAA spreadsheet noted may be found in the FAA guidelines contained in
“Forecasting Aviation Activity by Airport™ ,
httpi//www.faa.gov/data_statistics/aviation_data_statistics/forecasting/media/AF1.do¢c. That guidance
also contains two Excel templates in Appendix B and C. Please provide the preliminary forecasts to me
in those Excel spreadsheets (via e-mail) before finalizing the draft working paper. This should not create
extra work, but should actually facilitate preparation of approvable forecasts as well as FAA review of
them. The reason for this is that FAA Headquarters is getting very strict on forecast approvals relative to
the FAA Terminal Area Forecasts (TAF), as can be seen in the current guidance:

hitp://www.faa. gov/arp/planning/For .

4. Page 10, Task 6.2 — The ALP *checklist” is now in Appendix F of AC 150/5070-6B. 1 will provide
via email an electronic version of it (verbatim from the AC) in true checklist format, but our FAA Region
has not yet modified it.

5. Page 12, para, 6 — It is suggested that noise contours beyond five years not be prepared. Aviation
demand forecasts for 20 years out, as well as the state of aircraft technology and noise characteristics at
that time, are so speculative as to be essentially meaningless for planning purposes. That is why existing-
and 5"-year noise contours are used in Noise Exposure Maps (NEM's) under Federal Aviation Regulation
(FAR) Part 150 noise compatibility planning.

6. Page 14, Task 8.1 ~ Upon project commencement, please provide an organizational chart depicting
Sponsor and other involved agencies, and a listing of the Master Plan Advisory Group members and their
affiliations. Working papers/draft reports should be received by FAA and the MPAG members af least
one week prior to meetings.
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