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Appendix A
Grand Canyon National Park Airport
Warranty Deed
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GRAND CANYON AIRPORT AUTHORITY

WARRANTY DEED

tics Divisi
THE STATE OF ARIZONA, by and through its Department of Transpcgrp%netrl:gt;’ the éﬁixtor: or the i
consideration of TEN DOLLARS AND OTHER VALUABLE CONSIDERATION, does hereby grant,
convey and warrant to the GRAND CANYON AIRPORT AUTHORITY, the Grantee, that certain real

property situated in Coconino County, Arizona, more particularly described as:

SEE EXHIBIT “A” ATTACHED

AND BY REFERENCE MADE A PART HEREOF.

SUBJECT TO current taxes and assessments, reservations and all easements, rights of way, covenants,
conditions, restrictions, liens and encumbrances of record. ' 3-155

PROJECT: S-364-601 and N-830 (Gen) SECTION: Grand Canyon Airport PARCEL: 3-0220
064 CN 000 HO888 DIR — R %/7/09




Tke Gractor or the Grantor’s heirs shall have the right to repurchese the property nerein described {or any

i
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remaining porticn thereof) purseant o A.R.S. §28-7096.

™N WITNESS WHEREOF, this instument is execued this ___~__ dayof AW/ 7 /9

7 Pl

NOTARY CERTIFICATION
Capacity claimed by smncr(s)

TINESS, my "EI}{I_:LT‘__..E“". cial seal.
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EXH!BIT uAn
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PARCEL NO. 1:

That certain tract of land situated within Sections 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 34 and 35,
Township 30 North, Range 2 East, and Section 3, Township 28 North, Range 2
East, Gila and Salt River Base and Meridian, Coconine County, Arizona, more

particularly described as follows:

Beginning at a point being the most Nartherly comer of the herein described tract
of land, from whence a recovered rock Saction Comer common to Sections 13,
14, 23, and 24, Township 30 North, Range 2 East, Gila and Salt River Base and
Meridian, bears a computed bearing of North 27°17'86" West, a computed
distance of 2745.27 feet;

Thence South 40°40'07" West, a distance of 15,993.57 feet to a point, said point
being the Southwest comer of the herein described tract of land;

Thence South 49°19'53" East, a distance of 2400.00 feet to a point, said point
being the Southeast comer of the herein described tract of land;

Thence North 40°40'07" East, a distance of 11,515.33 feet to a peint;
Thence South 48°19'53" East, a distance of 787.52 fest to a point;
Thence Naorth 40°40'07" East, a distance of 800.00 feet to a point;

Thence North 87°44'42" East, a distance of 100.00 feet, said point being also the
point of tangency of the West right of way line of State Highway 64, said point
being 100.00 feet opposite center line station 404 + 17.51 of said State Highway

6a:
Thence along the arc of a curve to the right, which radius is 7601.01 feet, a

distance of 100.00 feet along the west right of way line of said State Highway 64,
the chord of said curve bearing North 01°52'41" West, a distance of 100.00 feet

to a point;

Thence South 88°29'56" West, a distance of 100.00 feet to a point,



EXHIBIT “A”
20f3

Thence along the arc of a curve fo the right, which radius is 7701.01 fest, a
distance of 3061.29 feet to a point, said point being 200.00 feet oprosite center
line station 373 + 37.00 of State Highway €4, the chord of said curve tearing
North 09°53°13" East, a distance of 3041.17 fest to a point;

Thence North 21°16'30" East, a distance of 1060.58 feet to a point which bears
South 47°02' West, a distance of 1857.24 feet along the boundary of a tract of
land designated as H.E.S. 401, to a point, said peint being a field recovered rock
engraved “H.E.S. 401" and more commonly referred to as *H.E.S. No. 77,

Thence North 49°47’ West, a distance of 1210.47 feet to the POINT OF
BEGINNING.

EXCEPTING THEREFROM, all minerals, including oii, gas and coal, in the lands

together with rights thereof, reserved to the United States of America in Deed to
the State of Arizona recorded May 12, 1967, in Docket 277, page 589.

continued



EXHIBIT “A”
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PARCEL NO. 2:

A parcel of land known as EASTERN STAR MILLSITE CLAIM, Lot No. 12108B, in
Township 30 North, Range 2 East, Gila and Saft River Base and Meridian,
Coconino County, Arizona, and more particuiarly described as foilows:

BEGINNING at the Southwesterly comer of Grand Canyon Airport; thence North
68°43'12” East 1623.90 fest to the TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING at Cemer No.
1 of said Lot No. 1210B; thence North 68°18’30” East (North 67°42’ East
recorded) a distance of 660.00 feet to Comer No. 2; thence South 21°41'30°
East 328.87 feet (South 22°18" East 330.00 fest recorded ) to Comer No. 3;
thence South 68°18'30" West (South 67°42' West recorded) a distance of 660.00
feet to Comer No. 4; thence North 21°41'30" West 328.87 feet (North 22°18”
West 330.00 feet recorded) to the TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING.

EXCEPTING THEREFROM any water rights held by Gregg Gitbons, doing
business as Ten-X Ranch.



SPECIAL CONDITIONS:

(1 The property interest hereby conveyed shall automatically rever: tc the

STATE OF ARIZONA, BY AND THROUGH ITS DEFARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION in the event the lands in question are not developed or
utilized for public airport purpeses by the GRAND CANYQN AIRPORT
AUTHORITY, cr if the parcels are transferred, soid, or assigned without
prior written consent as defined below;

(2) The GRAND CANYON AIRPORT AUTHORITY, may not transfer, sall, or

3)

(4)

assign the parcels described hersin without the prior written consent of the
STATE OF ARIZONA, BY AND THROUGH ITS DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION, AERONAUTICS DIVISION;

If for any purpose the parcels automatically revert for reasons stated above,
the GRAND CANYON AIRPORT AUTHORITY will immediately sign and
execute a Deed conveying all interest back to THE STATE OF ARIZONA,
BY AND THROUGH ITS DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION,
AERONAUTICS DIVISION.

The property interest hereby conveyed shall automatically revert to the
UNITED STATES Of AMERICA in the event that the land in question
ceases to be used for airport purposes for a period of six months; The
State of Arizona agreeing by the granting of this conveyance that a
determination by the Administrator of the Federal Aviation Agency, or his
successor in function, that the lfands are not developed or have ceased to
be used for airport purposes shall be conclusive of the facts.
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DEED

TEZS DIZD, Made this .. , 196
between the UNITEZD STATES OF AMERICA, Pacty of the fi:s: paTt, acting by
znd through the Assistani Secretary cf Agricnltvre for Rural Developamea:l
and Consezrvatica, pu;:uant to the authority contained in section 1§ of
the Pederal Airport Act, approved May 13, 1946 (60 Stat. 179; 49 D.S.C.
illS), as smended by secticn 1402(b) of the Federal Aviaticm Act cf 1958
(72 stat. 806), hereuzto duly authcrized by the delegaticn of acthority
by the Secretary of Agriculture dated Hc;enber 18, 1553 (18 F.R. 7498),
gs s=endad August 31, 1961 (26 F.R. 8402), and October &, 1882 (27 P.R.
9957), and Ncvesber 27, 1964 (29 F.R. 18210), &ad in confer=ity with
Executive Order No. 10536 of Jume 9, 1954 (3 C¥R, 1954-1958 Cowmp., p. 1843
19 T.R. 3437), and section 0.57 of Title 28 of the Cods of Federal
Regulsticns (Order No. 273-62 of the Attormey Geseral of Juze 14, 1552;

27 F.R. 5795), and the STATE OF ARIZONA, Farty of the second part:

WITHEISSETE That the party of the first part, for azd in ccusid-
eraticﬁ of the bemefits which shall accrue to 1%, the UNITED STATES OF
AMFRICA, 2ad to the public by virtue cof the use of the property herzin-
after described for public aifport purposes, does hereby bargain, sell,

grent and ccuvey without warranty, express or implied, subject to the

conditicns and covenants hereinafter se: forth, unto the STATE OF ARIZORA

21l of its right title znd interest in and to the following dzscribed

property situsted in the COURTY OF COCONINO, STATZ OF ARIZORA, to-vii:
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;§§;;ha: certain tract of lzad siruared withiz
24, 25, 2%, 27, 34, &=d 35, Tewmship 30 North, Range
East, sod Sectism 3, Towmship 29 North, Range 2 E=
Gila and Salt River Base and Mevidien, =mcTe particalarly

described as follows:

Secticns 23,
2
b4

— Y
papes—

Beginning at a point being the most mcrtherly corz
of the herein described tract of land, Izcm whezce
_re:overed rock Secticn Ccrmes coczmom to Sections 13,
14, 23, and 24, Township 30 Nor=h, Range 2 East,
G&SRBEM, bears a computed bearing of N, 27° 17 56" W.,
2 ccmputed distance of 2745.27 feet;

Thence S. 40° 40 07" W., & distance of 15,593.57

fest to a point, said point being the southwest cormar
of the harein described tract of lamnd;

Themece S. 49° 19' 53" ., a distance of 2400.00 fee:
to & poizt, said point being the southeasi cormel o
the herein described tract of land;

Thence N. 4O° 40' 07" E., a distzzce of 11,515.33
feet to a point; -

Thenes S. 49° 19 53" E., a distance of 787.52 feel
to 2 point;

Themce H. 4G* 40' 07" E., a distazce of B0C.0O feet
to a point;

Thence N. 87° &44' 42" E., a distance cf 100.00 feetz,
gaid point being also the point of tangezcy of the west
right-cf-way line of State Highway 64, said point being
100.00 feet opposite centerline staticm 404 + 17.51

of said State Bighway 64;

Theace along the arc ¢f a curve to the right, which

radius is 7601.01 feet, a distance of 100.00 feest along

the west right-of-way line of gaid State Bighway 64,

the chord of said curve besring N. 01° 52' 41" W., a ,
distance of 100.00 feet to a poinfj

Thence 8. 5§3°* 29 56" W., a distzoce of 100.00 fest
to & poing; . -, PR B X

0
-

/
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Thence glcng the actc
radivs is 7701.01 fee
a point, said pecia:

of a2 cuzve to the righl, wtizh
z, a distance of 30681.29 fea:

eing 200,00 feer oppcsite cenl
line staticn 373 + 37.00 of State Highway &4, the cacrd
of said curve bearing N. 09° 53°' 13" E., a distance
of 3041.17 feet to a poiat;

>
7
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Theace N. 21° _16' 30" E., a distance of 1060.58 foet
to a point which bezrs S. 47® 02' W., a distamce o
1857.24 feet aloug the bouzmdary of a tract of land
desigrated as E.Z.S. 401, to a poims, said point being
a field recovered rock eagraved "H.Z.S. 401" and moTe

ccmaculy referred to as "E.E.S. Ro. 7"

<
&
Py

Thence N. 49° 47' ®., a dlstance of 1210.47 feet to
the point of beginning. .-

Freo the hereirbefore described tract of lend therze 15 deleted
Mineral Stovey 12108 sitmzted whcily within Sectiocm 34, Towzship 30
Horth, RBacgze 2 2ast, Gila and Sal: RiveT Me:idixnj The eaclecszed s==2

b -~ - £ 1 . ¢ £ o--.-;': = éé
of the trzct of land, excluding the area of M.S. 12108, taing 838.

acres msse—m====r=—

There are excepted from this deed and reserved to the UNIIED
STATES OF AMERICA all minerals, including oil, gzs and coai;#?z the
lsnds, together with the right of the UNITED STATES OF AMERICA threugh
its suthcrized agents, represeatatives oT leséees at any time to enleT
upon the land; and prospect for, mine, and rezove such minerals, inscfar
23 such right does not interiere with the develcpment, operation aod
maintenance of the airport to be cperated upen the lands by the STATZ
OFAARIZC§¢%§%hich State of Arizona egrees that all questions in regard
to intaerferencz are to be determized by the Secrerazy of Agziculturs

£md tha Adminigtrator of the Fedaral Aviation Agency.

3 -
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ed in this desd, together

B,

T0 EAVZ AND TO HCLD the lzzds inpele

with 21l rights, privileges, iz=mities, and appurtenances of whatsoever

.

nature theremmts beisnging tto the STATX (F ARIZONA, and to i:s successers

1
[

for mining, agricultural, manufaciuring, or other prxposes, and rights

the authority of the United States, zs authorized by the act of August 30,

1890 (26 stat, 391; 43 U.S.C. 945); (3) reservatiom of azcaes for live-

.

for rights-of-way £or Forest Develop=ent Roads Nos., 7306 and 7335; and

LB\ o ot af e e Lot i sl anl e Vlama namana Chnamdana I
? 24, and 25, Towaship 30 Nor:h, R.'.r.ge. 2 East, to the Azizcna Public Servics -
Compeny for z period of 50 years, as authorized by permi: signed by the

r: Acting Regilonal Forester om August 24, 1954.

The property interest hereby comveyed shall sutcmatically revert
to the UNITED STATZS OF AMERICA in the event that the lznds in question
- aTe not developed for airport purposes withia a period of three years

"_from the datre of conveyance or cease to ba nwaed for sairport purpases for

;o: :nis codveyanca or the rights granted herc.n that a deterination Py
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function, that the lands are not develcped or bsve cszsed to be used fer
g‘ eirport purposes shall be ccaclusive of the facts.

THE STATZ OF ARIZONA doces by the acceptaace of this deed covenant
and agree for itself, {ts assigns zad iZs successoTs in interest to the

property herein comveyed or any part therecf, That the covenants set

|

forth belcw shzll attach and tusz with the lazd:

1. The State of Arizona will use the lands herein conveyed for airpert
developmeat and public facilities mecessarily incideat thereto, ozly,

hoois]

2. That in the event of a breach of sny cocnditiom er covenanl imposed,
the FPAA  or the successor in function may irmedistely eater amd
possess title to the conveyed premises for and om behalf of the

United States of America,

3. That in the event of a brezch of any condifions or cocvenants izposed,
the grantee will, upon demsnd of the PAA or the successor in fuaeticm,
L tzke such actiom, including the prcsecution of suit, or execute such
instTuments, as may be necessery and Tequired to evidence tTamsler
of title to the conveyed premises to the United States of America,

Rt

&, That the Grantee will not grant or per=it any exclusive right fer
the use of the airport ccuntrary to the prohibiticn in Sectionm 308 of
the Federal Airport Act of 1958 and will otherwise comply with all

zpplicable law. :

B

5. That in furtherance of the preceding covenant, but without limiting
its general applicability and effect, the Grantes specifically agrees
that, unless zuthorized by the TAA, it will not, either directly ot
indirectly, grant or permit any perscm, firm or corporaticm the
exclusive right for the conduct of any aeronautical activity on the

L= airport, including charter flights, pilot trainming, aircraft rental

§'~- and sightseeing, aerial photography, crop dusting, aerial advertising

and surveying, air carrier operations, eircraft sales and services,
sale of aviation petroleum products whether or not conducted in
conjunction with other azeronautical activities, repair and maintenancs
of zircraft, sale of airccaft parts, and any other activities that
because of their direct relaticmship to the operzticm of aircraft

czn ba regardad sz sn aeronsuticzl activicy.

|
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: €. Any subsequent transfer of the gToperty inZerest ccaveyed will be
P
subject to all covenants, ccunditicns and lim{tations ccnrtained iz this

instrument,

7. That the described property, and its zppurtenant aress and its
building and facilities, whether or not om the lsnd berein coanveyed,
vill be operated as a public aizpect, in full ccmplisnce with Tirle
YI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and all Tequiremesnts imposed by or
puTrsuaat to the regulatiorns issued thersunder by the Depsrtment of
dgricultnre and in eifect on the date of this documenr to the ead thatg -
Do person in the Ucited States shall, om the grogad of race, color,
or mational. origin, be excluded froem participation 'In, be denied the
benefits of, or be subjected to discriminaticm under any pPrograms oTr
activities provided thereon; and

8. That the United States shall bave the right to judicfal enforcement
of these covenants not only as to the Granzee, its successors and
essigns, but alsoc as to lessees and licanmsgees doing brsiness or
extending services under contractual or other arrasgements om the

lzad herein conveyed,

9. Iz the event of a breach of any of the conditicns set ferzh above, 211
Tight, title, and interest iz and Lo the sbove described property
shall, at the option of the GTaator, revert to and beccme the propecty
of the United States of Azerica, which shall have an izmediste Tight
of entry thereon, and the Graztee, ifs successcrs or assigrs, shall
forfeit all right, title, and Interest in and to the abcve described
property and in anmy s2nd all of the tenements, hereditaments and
gppurtenances thersunto belonging; provided, however, that the failure
of the Granfor to insist in any cte or more instacces wpon cocclete
performance of any of the sazid conditions shall pot be ccustrued as
2 waiver or 2 relinquishmeaz of the future performance of a2ny such
conditions, but the obligstions of the Grantee with Trespect to such
future performnnce shall continue in frull force and effect,

10. That all facilities of the airpor: developed with Federal aid snd
all those usable for the landing azd takeoff of aircraft will be
available 2t all tizes without charge for use by the UNITED STATES
CF AMERICA, and its agents and comtractors, in the conduct of {ts

official buziness in common with cther aircraf:,

DOLET 207 mee 390
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B IN WITMESS WEERSCF, tie UNITED STATIS OF AMERICA, by irs Asgistsms
Secretary of Agricultuze for Rural Develermen: and Conservaticnm, has

bereunto subscribed its nzme zmd 2f£7i=ad the Seal of the Unitad Stazag

Depertment of Agriculture,
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% APPROVED this
pursumt to authority delegated by the Attcmmey Genmerzl by sectiom 0.67

of Title 28 of the Code of Pederal Regnlaticﬁ: (Ozder Yo, 273-62 of

e June 14, 1962; 27 F.R., 5795).

——_ _Assistanc Artorpey Gozeral ..
Land and_Natural Resources Division
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CNITEZD STATES OF AXMERICA )

) 33
DISTRICT COF COLIMBIL )
. ~ / ! .
I, 9 L1702 Uu.ru ‘7"’" J}/Lﬁ«.a T , a4 notary public
in and for t {*z}e pistrict of Columbia.,./do hereby cexrtiiy that
ﬂ .«['wu' KZ /33 fé:.'d party to the above
' il % ‘ 7
* desdvbearirg date on the Q'-[[v day of _Tas b , -96_/_,
personally appeared before me in s2id District, the szid
-4 f /Z /J’p./’ ! being perscrally well kacwm =

2 .
to mh as the Assistsnt Secrezary of Agricultuze for Rural Development

end Conservatiocn and the person who exsctzed fle gaid de=d on behslf

of the UNITED STATES OF AMFRICA and ackncwledged the sa=e 2 be the
aet znd deed of the UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

7% dsy of

Civen wmder my hand and seal the ;

O’h/u-__cf)gj ‘7, 196_L.

'\7

’)/4’ . Dt /)//(’<//’-(-7/ e ’\ﬁo—

/ LAV e e LR i)
L e,
{ ey S THJ'}-L
1 3

=T £ He )

// ¥otary Public D ;
T Qo AL 7 EOE
L L4 - Qt‘ Ti‘e - T_‘\"kr\.o-""
RECORDED AT REQUEST OFArizZona Department of Aerg.lxgu-
) Yo 12+h A U 19673t 10:00_ o'clock e
¥y commission expires: \n. Decket .277 ] _Pages 585-592

M‘f COLMNSSION PXPIRES MNUARY 31. 1972 of Cocenino County, Anzeaa. .
Ana Hze Thornton

Deputy




Appendix B-

Planning Advisory Committee (PAC) Meeting
Minutes; Meeting Notices; and PAC Member
Correspondence



Grand Canyon Airport Master Plan

Planning Advisory Committee Meeting #1 — Feb 19, 2003

Members Present:

Russ Pankey — ADOT

Ray Boucher - ADOT

Doris Acosta — ADOT

Boyd Heckel — Kimley-Horn

Rick Bowen - BWR

Chris Fetzer - NACOG

Larry Beck — FAA Tower

Jim Ulrich G.C. Imax Theater

Barry J. Barker — Grand Canyon Coaches

Members Not Present:

Gary Adams - ADOT

Rudy Victorio- FAA

Joe Alston — NPS Superintendent
Rick Stahn — NFS - District Ranger
John Dillon — GC Airlines

Chad Dixon - Scenic Airlines

Ron Williams — AirStar Helicopter
Jay Lanfare — Grand Canyon Chamber
Bill Johnston — Xanterra Parks

John Holmes — Coconino County

James Peshlakai — Native American Rep.
Terry Hansen — Luke AFB-DoD

Jim McCarthy - Sierra Club
Tom Depalo- CFV Inc.

Others present:

Robert Petzoldt — Sanitary District
Brad Weisenburger - BWR
Mike Waller - BWR

Chris Williamson

Bill Gillieo — DoD

Dave Mills -NFS

Howard Jackson — GC Airlines
Ilse Harery — Papillion Airways
Mark Nellis - Scenic Airlines
David Leavity - Scenic Airlines

Russ Pankey called the meeting to order at 1:00 pm. Russ briefly stated that several members on
the PAC included Gary Adams — ADOT Aviation Director would not be in attendance due to the
Senate Bill 1130 hearing that intends to cease operations at GCN. Russ turned the meeting over
to Boyd Heckel from KHA. Round table introductions were made. Boyd discussed KHA’s role
as the primary contract holder with paving, ARFF building and Master Plan as on-going projects
for ADOT. Boyd then turned the meeting over to Rick Bowen, BWR.

Rick Bowen began the presentation by describing the need for the Planning Advisory Committee
(PAC). He stated that this meeting was the beginning of getting the issues “on the table”. He
pointed out that Mike Waller and Brad Weisenburger would be visiting with PAC members and
getting additional information during this week and most likely with a follow up visit in a few
weeks. Goals and objectives of the PAC was the prime issue that needed to be discussed at the
meeting. Rick went through the 18 month process, detailed the requirements for a successful
master plan. He stated it had been 10 years since the previous master plan was completed. Rick
raised the issues included in the previous master plan including the parallel runway, new
terminal building, Canyon over-flight concerns, financing, security and the fleet mix using the
airport. Rick then opened the meeting to discussion for the PAC.



The discussion turned to the Senate bill about closure. The airport tenants were obviously very
concerned about it. Many members did not understand the motivation to close especially since
there are millions in FAA grants that would need to be paid back it the airport ceased operations.

The Grand Canyon Forest Village was raised as a concern as well. The developments use of
water and how it could affect the Canyon was discussed. The proposal was turned down, but if

brought back and approved it could have an increase in tourism and increase the need for flights
to GCN.

Financing was also brought up. Boyd stated rates and charges have not been changed in 12 years.
There was a discussion about who is paying what, why, and what the trends are. Boyd stated that
when consensus had been reached on facility needs, revenues, expenditures and capitol needs
would be evaluated in a financial plan which could include rate increases, however it was not an
expressed goal of the master plan to proposes a rate increase. He also said specific leaseholder
agreements with ADOT would not be open for discussion during the master plan.

A land use concern was raised as there has been a discussion about a new high school site
proposed on the north east side of the airport.

PAC Notebooks and place holders were distributed to the PAC members. An agenda and notice

will be distributed for the next PAC meeting in May. The meeting adjourned approximately 2:45
pm.



Grand Canyon Airport Master Plan

Planning Advisory Committee Meeting #2 — November 19, 2003

Members Present:

Kim Stevens - ADOT

Ray Boucher - ADOT

Mike Klein - ADOT

John Holmes — Coconino County

Boyd Heckel — Kimley-Horn

Ron Williams — AirStar Helicopter

Jim McCarthy — Sierra Club

Barry J. Barker — Grand Canyon Coaches

Others present:

Brad Weisenburger - BWR

Gil Langley — Community Insights
Mike Waller - BWR

Mark Nellis — Scenic Airlines

Bill Ballard - ADOT

Jim Pangburn - Big Sky Security

Members Not Present:

Terry Hansen - Luke AFB-DoD

Rudy Victorio- FAA

Tom Depalo- CFV Inc.

Joe Alston — NPS Superintendent
Rick Stahn — NFS - District Ranger
Larry Beck — FAA Tower

John Dillon — GC Airlines

Chris Fetzer - NACOG

Chad Dixon — Scenic Airlines

Jim Ulrich G.C. Imax Theater

James Peshlakai — Native American Rep.
Jay Lanfare — Grand Canyon Chamber
Bill Johnston ~ Xanterra Parks

Roy Boucher called the meeting to order at 1:30 pm. Ray introduced the interim Airport
Manager Bill Ballard and interim Aeronautics Director Kim Stevens. Round table introductions
were completed. Ray turned the meeting over to Boyd Heckel of Kimley Horn. Boyd updated
everyone on the process, discussed the delay, and asked if everyone had received the forecast
packets. Boyd then turned the meeting over to Brad Weisenburger, BWR.

Brad Weisenburger began the presentation by discussing the inventory. He stated that he would
be taking over the project management of the project due to Rick Bowen’s health challenges.
Brad said the inventory is the base of all the information as we move though the planning
process. While additional input is always welcome, the chapter describes the conditions at and
around the airport. Any additional comments and corrections would be welcome. Brad went
through the slides regarding the inventory which included an aerial photo, pavement conditions,
terminal building conditions FBO facilities and wind characteristics.

Mr. Weisenburger then began the forecast element by giving an explanation of the purpose and
need of the forecasts and how they are used. Brad stated these are unconstrained forecasts for
potential enplanements. An overview of national aviation trends was completed. He then
discussed local factors which include the unique nature the airport and its dependency on
tourism. The first factor was the on going economy recovery, the impact of 9-11, SFAR-50,
types of aircraft in operation at the canyon and load factors. Gil Langley gave an overview of
the tourism aspects relative to the airport. These items were discussed by the PAC at length.



Mike Waller presented the methodologies for the forecast, and explained the different method
used. This included linear trends, market share and regression. BWR’s analysis recommended a
regression based upon Las Vegas gaming revenues and GC park attendance. This netted a total
potential for enplanements of 1,045,000. Jim McCarthy asked why all the forecasts showed a
quick jump relative to the historic levels in the past 10 years. This is due to the saw-tooth nature
of enplanements which is reflected in the quick spike in the near term and then flattens out. Also
it was exaggerated by the chart which showed annual historic numbers but in five year
increments for forecast enplanements. John Holmes suggested showing the annual forecast rather
than in five year increments.

Barry Barker asked if the forecasts accounted for the competition of the Grand Canyon West.
Brad said no, the forecasts determined the amount of potential passengers for the entire Grand
Canyon and that additional investigation would be necessary to determent the impacts of the GC
West. Barry encouraged the consultant team to visit GC West and develop an impact analysis.
Gil Langley will follow up with this task.

Ron Williams asked about the types of aircraft operating at the airport and how the overflight cap
would affect passenger enplanements. Brad showed at what levels the overflight cap would
affect based upon existing aircraft fleet and load factors. This reflected an enplanements level of
711,000. It was discussed if the aircraft fleet might be upgraded could the passenger levels
increase? Ron said that was unlikely from the helicopter and fixed wing aspect. The helicopters
cost to upgrade would be prohibitive. Besides the addition lift capability needed for additional
passengers would also mean more noise. On the fixed wind side upgrades to a deHaviland Dash
7, (a fixed high wing aircraft with more than 19 seats) would also be prohibitive in light of the
fact that they not increased prices for 3 years.

The issue of quiet technology was also raised by Jim McCarthy. The thought being if the aircraft
are quieter that may allow an increase in overflights. Ron said the cost issue to upgrade does not
give him any incentive to do because there is no guarantee that upgrading to quieter aircraft
would increase his or anyone other operator’s flight allocation.

Ray Boucher suggested that a lower level of enplanements could be a compromise position and
suggested that a number in the neighborhood of 800,000. Members of the PAC directed BWR to
reasonably determine the amount of impact by GC West, add a discussion of the difficulties of
upgrading to larger aircraft (fixed wing and helicopters) and add a section on quiet technologies.

A discussion about when the next meeting should occur. It was agreed that a meeting at the end
of January would be the goal. The meeting adjourned approximatelv 3:30 pm.



Grand Canyon Airport Master Plan

Planning Advisory Committee Meeting # 3— February 25™ 2004

Members Present.

Kim Stevens - ADOT

Ray Boucher — ADOT

Mike Klein — ADOT

Bill Johnston — Xanterra Parks

Jim Ulrich G.C. Imax Theater

Boyd Heckel — Kimley-Hom

Ron Williams - AirStar Helicopter

Jim McCarthy — Sierra Club

Barry J. Barker — Grand Canyon Coaches
Rep. for Rick Stahn — NFS — District Ranger
Tom Depalo- CFV Inc.

Others present:

Brad Weisenburger - BWR
Mike Waller - BWR

Bill Ballard - ADOT

Jim Pangburn — Big Sky Security

Members Not Present:

Terry Hansen — Luke AFB-DoD

Rudy Victorio- FAA

Jay Lanfare — Grand Canyon Chamber
James Peshlakai — Native American Rep
Joe Alston — NPS Superintendent

Chad Dixon — Scenic Airlines

Larry Beck - FAA Tower

John Dillon — GC Airlines

Chris Fetzer - NACOG

Roy Boucher called the meeting to order at 9:30 am. Round table introductions were completed.
Ray turned the meeting over to Boyd Heckel of Kimley Horn. Boyd updated everyone on the
process, and asked if everyone had received the forecast packets. Boyd then turned the meeting

over to Brad Weisenburger, BWR.

Brad Weisenburger began the presentation by discussing the changes to the forecast. This
included updating the passenger enplanements to an ultimate of 711,000 in twenty years. The
number was the artificial limit that was imposed by SFAR 50 coupled with the current fleet of
aircraft used by the operators in 2004. He went on to say that Gil Langley visited Canyon West
and his write up is in the updated forecast chapter. Brad then turned the meeting over to Mike
Waller to present the Facility Requirements Chapter.

Mike Waller presented the key areas of the facility requirements which are dependant on
enplanements levels and aircraft operations. The first part of the discussion focused on airfield
items demand capacity and runway length. Based upon the amount of operations forecast the
annual service volume is 59% for GCN. At 60% ASV is when planning for a parallel runway
should occur. Even though the forecast was very close to planning for the need, there was no
objection to not having a parallel runway on the airport layout plan. The runway length was
discussed for the need for an extension up to 1,000°. Prior to 9/11 the airport received many
charters by C-III aircraft such as the 737 and MD-80. Since 9/11 and with heightened security
requirements C-III aircraft operations have dropped off but the 737-800 is still the design or
critical aircraft for long term planning at the airport. The current length of 8,999 feet is adequate



to handle the 737-800 on hot days in August but only for a stage length of 500 miles which
allows for flight to LAX or PHX. There has been demand for flights from Miami which is a
1,800 mile flight. If the airport wants to pursue a policy of having non-stop flights from the
Canyon to Miami or the east coast then and extension of 1,000’ would be necessary. As part of
the alternatives section the impacts of a 1,000 extension will be examined more closely.

Mike Waller discussed the overall size of the building which calls for up to 60,000 square feet of
enclosed space. This is based on all the fixed wing passengers going through the terminal. The
rotor wing operators have constructed their own facilities. Currently a low percentage of
passengers enplane or deplane in the terminal. Many step off the plane and walk through a gate
in the fence to a tour bus and several use Grand Canyon Airlines building. The current building
size is 8,000 SF. Mike Klein asked about the type of passengers and airport since the need for
baggage handling, ticketing and security can increase the size of a building dramatically. Once
again the uniqueness of GCN comes into play because it does not easily fall into the three

categories of airports per FAA definition; the three are Origination/Termination, through and
Transfer.

The type of airport was discussed during the PAC meeting because the type of building and
whether a centralized or de-centralized concept could make big difference in meeting security
requirements for Part 135 airports. Jim Pangburn added from a security stand point a centralized
concept would be preferred. Mike Klein yes but not perhaps the best for the tours operators
especially if they wish to build there own terminal facility.

Automobile parking was another topic of discussion. This centered on the airports relationship
to the Grand Canyon. The NPS has been discussing making the Grand Canyon automobile free
within 10 years. This would create the need for a regional parking facility which could be used in
conjunction with the needs of the airport. To accommodate the size of such a facility new access
roads would be necessary. Additionally, discussed was the potential for a railroad spur that
would take visitors from the airport/parking area to the Grand Canyon. Previous efforts in this
regard have not been successful.

The issue of funding the improvements, runway, terminal, and parking/access was posed by Jim
McCarthy. He asked if all this was going to be paid for with federal dollars. Ron Williams said

potentially yes but the money was to be generated by taxes on aviation and not general income
tax monies.

A final point was brought up by the representative from the National Forest Services regarding
housing. Many of the FAA controllers are living in the NFS compound. This has been a limiting
factor for them and the NFS would like to see if housing on the airport could be developed. Ray
Boucher stated it is possible but only for airport employees.

The meeting closed with a wrap up of alternatives to be looked that included a runway extension,
terminal locations, auto parking and potentially siting an area for employee housing. The next
meeting will be in late April or early May.



Grand Canyon Airport Master Plan

Planning Advisory Committee Meeting # 4— August 9™, 2004

Members Present:

Kim Stevens — ADOT

Ray Boucher - ADOT

Mike Klein — ADOT

James Peshlakai —~ Native American Rep
Kate Cannon — NPS Rep

John Holmes - Coconino County

Ron Williams — AirStar Helicopter

Jim McCarthy - Sierra Club

Barry J. Barker — GCA/Grand Canyon Coaches
Mike Norby — Kimley Horn

Others present:

Brad Weisenburger - BWR

Mike Waller - BWR

Bill Ballard - ADOT

Lawrence Enyart - LEA Architects

Members Not Present:

Terry Hansen — Luke AFB-DoD
Rudy Victorio- FAA

Jay Lanfare — Grand Canyon Chamber
Jim Ulrich G.C. IMAX Theater
Bill Johnston — Xanterra Parks
Chad Dixon - Scenic Airlines
Larry Beck — FAA Tower

John Dillon - GC Airlines

Chris Fetzer - NACOG

Rick Stahn — NFS - District Ranger
Tom Depalo- CFV Inc

David Chambliss -Canyon Railroad
Pearse Melvin - KHA

Charley Haverstick - ADOT

Mike Hess — KHA

Mike Klein called the meeting to order at 1:00 pm. Round table introductions were completed.
Ray Boucher updated everyone on the process, and asked if everyone had received the
alternative chapter packets and meeting notices. Ray then turned the meeting over to Brad

Weisenburger, BWR.

Brad Weisenburger opened by pointing out the forecast recommendation as recommended by the
PAC is what the study will use to guide the airport development. He explained that the updated
forecast is posted on the web page at www.gcairstudy.com . PAC members will not be mailed

an updated chapter after revisions following a PAC meeting but rather it will be posted on the
web site. A final draft will be sent to PAC members prior to completion of the report. Brad then
turned the meeting over to Mike Waller to present the Alternatives Chapter.

Mike Waller first presented the alternatives for airside development which include A)no action
and asking for and FAA waiver, B) moving the Runway 3 Threshold to accommodate FAA
Design standards, and C) a potential runway extension to the 21 end and D) as a long term

development item a potential new parallel runway.

Mike explained that the no action alternative is to ask FAA for a waiver to design standards
because the Papillion Building and parking lot is in the RPZ and the airport entrance road is in
the object free area. Jim McCarthy asked for a clarification in terms of runway designation and
labeling. Ron Williams asked how this happened. Mike Waller explained that runways are
designated per their direction on the compass and that the FAA design standards had changed
since Papillion facility was built. Mike Klein added that FAA is unlikely to grant a waiver for



public buildings or places of congregation. Roads and parking lots have a better chance of a
waiver, however it is an FAA decision, and overall FAA does not grant waivers very often.
General runway maintenance is needed for this option.

Mike Waller then explained the alternative to fix the design standard is to extend the Runway 3
end about 860’ and remark the Runway 21 end as a lead-in taxiway. The extension would still
leave the airport with 9,000’ of runway. It would require a 2 acre of purchase of land, relocation
of a detention pond. Estimated cost without land is 2.4 million.

The third alternative is to meet the design standard with the lead in taxiway and 860’ extension
but include an additional 1,000’ extension beyond on Runway 3. This extension would give the
airport the ability to attract non-stop flights from the eastern sea board of the United States. It
would require a 39 acre purchase of land, relocation of a detention pond and raises concerns
about additional large aircraft potentially using the GCN and affecting the natural quiet directive
to the NPS. Estimated cost without land is 3.8 million.

A final long term development item that shows a parallel runway for general aviation activity
was presented. The projected Annual Service Volume for the airport shows a potential need for
this at the long term phase of the master plan. The new runway would be VFR and have 700’
runway to runway separation. Estimated cost with out land would be 10.6 million.

Kate Cannon asked about the impact of natural quit and that is should be included as a potential
environmental impact. She stated that the number of operations and type of aircraft is key
because the amount of larger noisier aircraft could adversely affect the natural quiet directive.
She said that the natural quiet should be an issue with all alternatives. Jim McCarthy also stated
that noise outside the park with larger aircraft with different frequencies would have the potential
to impact noise at the Canyon. He also said that it might be the tour operators who get penalized
by allowing larger charter operators (737’s) to land at GCN which would reduce the tour
operator’s overflight rights. Ray Boucher indicated a factor that could limit the used by larger
AC is the weight bearing capacity of the pavement. Barry Barker stated that perhaps several
larger planes with fewer operations might be better than many small planes with a greater
number of operations. James Peshlakai suggested that a new airport on Navajo land would be a
good solution. He said east of Tuba City near highway 89 and east of Highway 64 would be an
ideal site on Navajo property. Barry Barker asked about which option is the safest for the 737
type aircraft. Bill Ballard said that on hot days the 737’s use up a great deal of pavement and a
1,000 extension would be best in his opinion.

Mike Waller began the terminal overview with a discussion of the three alternatives. Two of
which are moving the airport to a new location toward down the flight line toward the middle of
the runway and the third uses the existing location which would be expanded. The first
alternative is a traditional terminal design that caters to traditional airline operations. It is set up
for centralized screening, is single a story and requires all passengers to move through a central
point to access a motor coach or van to the canyon. Estimated cost is 13.9 million.

The second is a modular unit that has the ability for central screening but will allow for a direct
throughway to motor coaches. The modular gate units have vending and restroom facilities only.



Because both these options are at a new site they would require significant grading on the airport
with a new parking lot. Estimated cost is 13.0 million.

The third option is an add-on to the existing terminal. The addition would mimic the modular
scheme in option two but also add a round rotunda entrance area for airline offices and passenger
screening. The existing terminal building would be used for baggage handling, concessions and
mechanical space. The third option also has the ability for centralized screening but can also
have the direct access to motor coaches. Estimated cost is 10.5 million.

Mike Klein wanted to have input from the tour operators. A gentleman who did not sign in but
worked for a fixed wing tour operator said the tour operators are barely surviving and are looking
to the future on a day to day basis. He said that without quick and direct access from the ramp
the airlines could lose a turn of flight which would be devastating. He also said by potentially
forcing the passengers through a central security point would hurt profits by losing a turn of
flights as well. Ron Williams asked bout the timeframe to construction. Mike Klein explained
that many grants would come from FAA and that would be a factor. Ron wondered if the
terminals could be phased in and built primarily during the winter months when very little
actively occurs at the airport. He stated renovation in place is more difficult and potentially
more is disruptive. He also asked whether the tour operators could construct their own space.
The issue of how the tour operators were struggling came up again along with the issue of how to
do security for the tour operators if they all had there own separate buildings. The issue of
second story boarding was raised because the terminal options only show single story ground
level boarding. Brad Weisenburger stated that the all options showed ground level boarding
because the overwhelming aircraft in the fleet are not set up to dock with boarding bridges and a
second level terminal. It was also stated that option 3 could have a second story on the extension
toward the landside of the airport. Also the expense for terminal construction goes up with a two
story concept.

Mike Waller concluded his presentation by talking briefly about a potential housing expansion at
the airport for FAA personnel. He said the best site would be adjacent to the existing housing
complex at the airport but is currently in the Kaibab National Forest. Jim McCarthy added he
would like to see any new housing closer to Tusayon so people could walk to stores and
restaurants.

In conclusion the PAC recommended planning for mitigating the RPZ and OFA design standard
deficiency and including the 1,000’ runway extension for safety. A brief discussion of how much
time it might take to get the runway extended was based upon whether or not an environmental
assessment or an environmental impact statement would be needed. Mike Klein and Ray
Boucher estimated it might take 5-8 years for a runway extension.

The PAC also recommended to plan for the terminal building at the existing location and expand
with the modular concept along the flight line.

The meeting adjourned at approximately 3:45 pm.



Grand Canyon Airport Master Plan
Planning Advisory Committee Meeting # 5— May 18th, 2005 10:00 am

Members Present: Members Not Present:

Kim Stevens - ADOT Terry Hansen — Luke AFB-DoD

Ray Boucher - ADOT Eric Vermeeren - FAA

Barclay Dick — ADOT Jay Lanfare — Grand Canyon Chamber
Steven Atha — ADOT Jim Ulrich - G.C. IMAX Theater

Joe Alston — NPS Rep Ron Williams — AirStar Helicopter

Bill Johnston — Xanterra Parks Chad Dixon — Scenic Airlines

John Dillon — GC Airlines Robert Eck — FAA Tower

Jim McCarthy — Sierra Club Barry J. Barker — Grand Canyon Coaches

Chris Fetzer - NACOG

Rick Stahn — NFS — District Ranger
John Holmes — Coconino County
Tom Depalo- CFV Inc

Others Present:

Brad Weisenburger - BWR Dick Hingson

Mike Waller - BWR Bill Riservato - FAA
Sarah Falzarano — Noise/GIS Analyst Mike Hess — KHA

Ray Boucher called the meeting to order at 10:00 am. Round table introductions were completed
and Barclay Dick was introduced as the Aeronautics Division Director and Steven Atha as the
Airport Manager. Ray Boucher updated everyone on the process, and asked if everyone had
received the CIP chapter packets and meeting notice.

The meeting began with Sara Falzarano making a presentation on the progress of the noise study
currently going on in the Canyon. The study’s purpose is to determine if the natural quiet
initiative is being met, that is 50% or more of the park achieves natural quiet for 75-100% of the
day. She began by giving a quick overview of significant events regarding the park and aircraft
tours. In 1919 the first flight over the Canyon took place, with air tours beginning in 1927. In
1967 GCN was constructed and in 1975 the Grand Canyon Enlargement Act recognized that
natural quiet is a resource to be protected. A 2002 court decision stated that all aircraft noise
must be considered and not only air tours. Sara explained that noise systems are in place to
collect natural ambient noise in the summer and winter. Overall the data collected will
determine the spatial area affected by overflight noise.

Brad Weisenburger opened by stating this would be the final PAC meeting. The purpose of the
meeting was to show the capital improvement program (CIP) that was developed during the
planning process. Brad said that BWR would take additional comments following the PAC
meeting for approximately two weeks. An item that needed discussion was the status of the
modification to standards that BWR helped ADOT submit to the FAA for Runway 21 end that
had the Papillion building in the RPZ and the access road in the ROFA. FAA said that they
would not allow the modification because the aforementioned issues could be solved with site
changes. Therefore, the airport layout plan (ALP) will show a long-term relocation of both the



Papillion building and the airport access road. Brad turned the meeting over to Mike Waller for
the details of the CIP.

Joe Alston was concerned that the master plan overstated the NPS opinion on the Grand Canyon
Railroad (GCRR) in that the NPS has not indicated a preference for or against how to allow
additional access (train or shuttle bus) to the park. He felt the language in the master plan
needed to be changed to a neutral stance by the NPS. Mike explained where the information had
come from and the intent was not to infer a direction from the NPS. A discussion of the terminal
area grew out of this line because on the ALP the GCRR depot is shown adjacent to the terminal
area. Jim McCarthy asked if the Kaibab National Forest Service (KNFS) owned the property
around the Airport because in addition to the train depot an area has been shown for airport
employee housing. Mike stated that the KNFS owns all the property around the Airport and that
land for the depot, employee housing and runway extension would have to be negotiated with the
KNFS.

Mike then discussed the runway improvements; he said because of the decision by ADOT to
eventually relocate Papillion and the access road, there was no need for an 860’ displaced
threshold. Barclay stated that the relocation of Papillion was a long range plan and that it should
not be construed as an immediate measure to move Papillion. With the removal of the 860’
displaced threshold, the ALP will only show a 1,000° runway extension for the critical aircraft
(Boeing 737-800) with non-stop ability to the east coast. Joe Alston asked how the proposed
extension will impact the park and will the extension significantly allow for more operations. A
discussion followed about why the 737 was the chosen aircraft and that the forecast indicated
500 operations for this type of aircraft in the future projections. A discussion followed about the
numerous steps involved constructing an extension; this would include an environmental
assessment, environmental impact statement and many permitting issues in addition to water
rights to the pond south of Runway 3. Ray said that the Airport must actually have (or nearly
have) the operation totals before the process would begin and not be based solely on a forecast.
Joe was concerned that some of 737’s now using the Airport are not following the prescribed
flight patterns and that the future operations by 737’s would make the situation worse. Joe also
asked if there was a better route for the arriving and departing aircraft to follow, including the
helicopter operations. Mike showed where the discussion of the routes was in the report and that
the enforcement of flight patterns is made by the ATCT and FSDO in Las Vegas. The flight
patterns are designed to segregate the helicopters and fixed wing aircraft and keep the patterns
away from the canyon as much as possible. A discussion about the potential for a Part 150 Noise
Compatibility Study being added to the ACIP to address these issues revolved around the
requirement to use radar tracking to determine the actual paths of aircraft operating at the
Airport. Bill Riservato indicated that the best radar tracking available currently comes from
Albuquerque Center and was only going to track aircraft 3000 feet and above the airport
elevation. A better solution at this time would be for the Airport to support the addition of a
BRITE scope for the FAA Tower (which would gather the radar tracks of aircraft operating
below 3,000 feet AGL, the more important area of concern).

An additional runway item was the inclusion of a parallel runway at the Airport. Mike
completed an overview of the runway capacity analysis that shows that GCN is on the edge of



needing to plan for a parallel runway. Of particular concern to the proposed parallel runway
location is a potential school site.

In closing Jim McCarthy asked if he could submit a letter for the record on a dissent or minority
opinion on the proposed improvements to the Airport. Ray said it could be added to the appendix
but said that comments must be received in a couple of weeks from the PAC meeting. Ray also
said that the meeting notes would also be included in the appendix as well.

The meeting adjourned at approximately 12 noon.



NOTICE OF MEETING FOR THE

PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE TO THE
GRAND CANYON NATIONAL PARK AIRPORT
MASTER PLAN

Pursuant to A.R.5. § 38-431.02 Notice of Meetings. notice is hereby given to the
general public that the Grand Canyon National Park Airport Planning Advisory
Committee will hold a meeting open to the public on the 19th day of February, 2003, at
1:.00 p.m. The meeting will be held in the ADOT Administration Gonference Room
located adjacent to the Airport Terminal at the Grand Canyon National Park Airport,

Pursuant to Title I of the Amencans with Disabilites Act (ADA), the Arizona
Deparimenl of Transportation does not discriminate on the basis of disability in
admissions to or participation in its public meetings. PERSONS WITH A DISABILITY
MAY REQUEST A REASONABLE ACCOMMODATION SUCH AS A SIGN LANGUAGE
INTERPRETER, BY CONTACTING Russ Pankey, Project Manager, 928-638-2446.
Requests should be made as early as possible to allow time to arrange the
accommodation. This notice may ba made available in large print, Braille, and on audio
tape from the above person.

Information regarding the committee’s agenda is attached. Any other information
about the meeting may be obtained by calling Boyd Hecksl, Kimley-Hom and
Associates, 602-906-1131 .

Dated this 10th day of February, 2003,

PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE

S = i) [ —

GanvAdams, Direclor, Asronautics Division

Agenda



NOTICE OF MEETING OF THE

PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE TO THE
Grand Canyon National Park Airport Master Plan
Update

Pursuant to A.R.S. § 38-431.02 Notice of Meetings, notice is hereby given to the
general public thal the Grand Canyon National Park Airport Planning Advisory
Committee will hold a meeting open to the public on the 19th day of November, 2003, al
1:30 p.m. The meeting will be held in the Conference Room at the Squirc Inn on
Highway 180, Tusayan, Arizcna.

Pursuant to Tille Il of the Americans with Disabilities Act (AD), the Arizona
Department of Transportation does not discriminate on the basis of disability in
admissions o or participation in its public meetings. PERSONS WITH A DISABILITY
MAY REQUEST A REASONABLE ACCOMMODATION SUCH AS A SIGN LANGUAGE
INTERPRETER, BY CONTACTING Bill Ballard, Acting Airport Manager, 8928-638-2446.
Requests should be made as early as possible to allow time to arrange the
accommodation. This notice may be made available in large print, Braille, and on audio
tape from the above person.

Information regarding the committee’s agenda for the meeting may be obtained
by calling Boyd Heckel, Kimley-Horn and Associates,(602) 906-1131.

Dated this 10th day of November, 2003,
PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE
By

Kim Stevens, interim Director
Aeronautics Division

Agenda



NOTICE OF MEETING

PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE TO THE
GRAND CANYON NATIONAL PARK AIRPORT
MASTER PLAN UPDATE

Pursuant to AR S § 38-431.02 Notice of Mestings, notice is hereby given to the
general public that the Grand Canyon National Park Airport Planning Advisory
Committee will hold a meeting open to the public on the 25th day of February, 2004, at
9:00 a.m. The meeting will be held in the Conference Room, Airport Administration,
Grand Canyon National Park Airport, in Tusayan, Arizona,

Pursuant to Title Il of the Americans with Disabilities Act (AD), the Arizona
Department of Transportation does not discriminate on the basis of disability in
admissions to or participation in its public meetings. PERSONS WITH A DISABILITY
MAY REQUEST A REASONABLE ACCOMMODATION SUCH AS A SIGN LANGUAGE
INTERPRETER, BY CONTACTING William Ballard, GCN_Operations Manager. 928-
838-2446. Requests should be made as early as possible to allow time to arrange the
accommodation. This notice may be made available in large print, Braille, and on audio
tape from the above person.

Information regarding the committee’s agenda is attached. Any other information
about the meeting may be cbtained by calling Boyd Heckel, Kimiey-Hom and
Associates, 602-944-5500.

Dated this 11th day of February, 2004

PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE
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Interim Diractor_Asronautics Division

Attachments: Agenda



NOTICE OF MEETING

PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE TO THE
GRAND CANYON NATIONAL PARK AIRPORT
MASTER PLAN UPDATE

Pursuant lo A.R.S. § 38-431.02 Notice of Meetings, notice is hereby given to the
general public that the Grand Canyon National Park Airport Planning Advisory
Committee will hold a meeting open to the public on the 9" day of August, 2004, at 1:00
p.m. The meeting will be held in the Anasazi Room 3™ Floor located al the Grand
Canyon Squire Inn.

Pursuant to Title Il of the Americans with Disabilities Act (AD), the Arizona
Department of Transportation does not discriminate on the basis of disability in
admissions to or participation in its public meetings. PERSONS WITH A DISABILITY
MAY REQUEST A REASONABLE ACCOMMODATION SUCH AS A SIGN LANGUAGE
INTERPRETER, BY CONTACTING Wiliam Ballard, GCN Operations Manager, 928-
638-2446. Requests should be made as early as possible to allow time to arrange the
accommodation. This notice may be made available in large print, Braille, and on audio
tape from the above person.

Information regarding the committee's agenda is altached. Any other information
about the meeting may be obtained by calling Mike Hess, Kimiey-Horn and Associates,
602-944-5500.

Dated this March 29, 2005.

PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE

By
intenm Diractor, Asronautics Division




NOTICE OF MEETING

PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE TO THE
GRAND CANYON NATIONAL PARK AIRPORT
MASTER PLAN UPDATE

Pursuant to A R.S. § 38-431.02 Notice of Meatings, notice is hereby given to the
general public that the Grand Canyon National Park Airport Planning Advisory
Committee will hold a meeling open to the public on the 18" day of May, 2005, at 10:00
a.m. The meeling will be held in the Conference Room, in the Grand Canyon inn &
Suites, in Tusayan, Arizona.

Title It of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990, prohibits the Arizona
Department of Transportation from discriminating on the basis of disability in any of its
programs, services, or activities. Individuals with disabilities who need reasonable
accommodation to attend or participate in this meeting, or who need lhis notice in an
alternative format, should contact Steven Atha, GCN Operations Manager. 928-638-
2446 as soon as possible because some accommodations may take scveral days to
arrange.

Information regarding the committee’s agenda is attached. Any other information

about the meeting may be obtained by calling Mike Hess, Kimley-Horn and Associates,
6502-844-5500.

Dated this 3rd day of May, 2005.

PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE

"
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Mr. Bowen:

At the 25 February meeting of the Grand Canyon Airport (GCN) Planning Advisory Committee
(PAC) meeting, we discussed the revised aviation demand forecasts for GCN, as presented in Chapter
3 of Airport Master Plan Update. At that meeting I made several comments. The purpose of this

letter is to reiterate those thoughts and to make related comments based on my recent review of the
Plan.

Since none of us can see into the future, forecasts are always difficult. That said, we need to make the
best future estimates based on the data available, forecasting tools, and good judgement. Spending

my career as an aerospace mechanical engineer, | have made numerous forecasts and estimates, often
with limited data so I appreciate the difficulty.

One of the reasons that community members serve on the PAC is to provide judgement and to
provide a sanity check on the forecasts made with the forecasting tools and the judgement of the
professional planners. As I pointed out at the meeting, the numbers presented to the PAC might be
useful as high-estimates, in the context of a low-estimate, high-estimate, best-estimate scheme.
However, the numbers appear to be quite high if they are to be considered best-estimates.

There are several reasons that [ think the estimates are high.

e The bulk of the airport activity is based on air tour rides. It is not reasonable to predict that the
number of air tours will continue to increase in the amounts predicted. This is because of the need
to protect natural quiet in Grand Canyon National Park. There is a mandate to protect this
important resource because of the National Parks Overflights Act of 1987 and because of the
National Park Service Organic Act of 1916. Just as the number of backpacking permits, river
permits, mule rides, parking spaces, hotel rooms, rooms at Phantom Ranch, etc. are limited, the

number of air tour rides will most likely be permanently limited. Basing the demand forecasts on
unconstrained conditions is not reasonable.

The possible use of larger commuter and/or general aviation aircraft at GCN in the future could
have significant impact on the restoration of natural quiet at the park. If the takeoff and landing
patterns would be allowed to encroach on the park, there would be new noise that would have to be
offset. This would require reduced noise in the rest of the park so that the overall restoration of
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natural quiet would not be compromised. We have to remember that this is not Los Angeles.
GCN is in juxtaposition to one of the gem parks in the National Park system. It would be ironic

to have park visitors come on aircraft that compromise resources (e.g., natural quiet) of the very
park that they want to enjoy.

Current aircraft activity is low compared to before the 9-11 terrorist acts. It is difficult to

predict how the 9-11 effect will damp out. The perturbation may be short term or may have
permanent effects.

e The Grand Canyon West airport effects on GCN enplanement numbers may be significant. It is
difficult to calculate how many of the Las Vegas flights will only go as far as GC West, and not
proceed to GCN. I recently heard a presentation by Rory Majenty., director of marketing for the

Hualapai Tribe. Their plans for GC West and their agreements with Las Vegas operators are
significant.

o [ understand that the airport utilization estimates made over the last five to ten years by the FAA
for area airports have proven to be high compared to what actually happened. I suggest that the
estimates for the St. George and Flagstaff airports be compared to what ended up happening. I
suggest that previous estimates for GCN be compared to actual data for GCN.

The implications of accepting the numbers as a solid basis for future action, or alternately with the
proverbial “grain of salt,” are significant. Both manpower and revenue will be committed on the
basis of our estimates. That is the reason that I believe that it is important that I voice my concerns.
While the planners certainly made their best effort to predict the most realistic numbers, there was no
in-depth peer review of the numbers, as far as I know anyway. The PAC members did view the
presentation but that is quite different than an actual analytical review of the study.

In summary, I believe that the estimated numbers of enplanements forecasted for the future are
unreasonably high. Further, conclusion based on the estimates will be resultantly skewed. I hope you
will accept my interpretations as constructive comment. Please share my comments with the PAC at
the next meeting or sooner. It is my pleasure to be involved in this important public process.

Tt bf

Jim McCarthy BSME MeP

Group Chair, Sierra Club — Plateau Group
Member, GCN PAC
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Mr. Boyd Heckel )
Kimley-Hom & Associates
7600 N15th Street, Suite 250
Phoemix, Arizona 85020

Dear Mr. Heckel:

Grand Canyon National Park personnel were unable to attend the last Planning Advisory Committee (PAC)
meeting on the Grand Canvon National Airport Master Plan Update and therefore, pursuant to our review of

the February 23, 2004, documents, Working Paper Nos.2 and 3, below please find our comments on the
proposed Master Plan Update.

As a general observation, we are concerned that while the entire document discusses the “unconstrained
growth” of the airport and the forecasted doubling of total airport operations, nowhere does it mention FAA’s
Special Flight Rule Area 50-2 and the legal requirement to achieve substantial restoration of natural quiet at
Grand Canyon National Park. Moreover, while the document goes into specific detail about the major
increases expected to come from a six-fold increase in air carrier use, a tripling of military use, and a doubling
of general aviation and air-taxi or commuter operations by the vear 2020, it does not address any means of
achieving natural quiet at Grand Canyon National Park (NP). None of the concepts proposed by the Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA) or the National Park Service (NPS) to reduce aircraft noise over the park, by
either requiring the use of “quiet technology” aircraft, changing the air tour fleet mixture, or by managing the
total number of aircraft utilizing the Grand Canyon NP Airport are discussed.

We also note that except for the paragraph on page 3-22, the document does not seem to reflect or incorporate
any of our earlier concems relative to the airport use and our efforts at the park to keep Grand Canyon
National Park in its “natural” state for the enjoyment of the 4 to 5 million visitors that travel here to enjoy the
natural splendor of the Canyon each year. Specifically, the draft master plan update proposes to extend the
airport runway to accommodate future commercial air carrier and air taxi/commuter jet traffic, a six-fold
increase over the life of the plan. The document states that current air carrier/taxi operations are adequate, but
to accommodate projected air traffic volume and a larger jet air taxi service for 210,000 annual (ASV)
operations, numerous changes to the airport configuration, etc., are required. Consequently, we would
appreciate a brief explanation of how FAA anticipates that these changes will improve and address the
limrtations and legal requirements that currently impact the air tour industry, the FAA and the NPS today.

It would also be helpful to understand why the airport improvements are applicable (KEN — would the word
“necessary” be better here?) to the Grand Canyon National Park Airport given its unique setting, SFRA 50-2
rules and direction, and its proximity to Grand Canyon National Park. We ask the group to consider a more
limited growth platform that could meet the needs of both agencies by addressing aircraft noise limitations
and impacts on Grand Canyon NP resources and the visitor experience in the park.

TAKE PRIDE" , 4
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As two federal agencies involved in myriad partnerships together, our view is that to further the objectives of
both agencies and thus our ability to work collaboratively in this arena, this airport should, in the context of
future growth and tourism, seck to preserve the unique nature of the park (naturalness and quiet) and
supplement the visitor enjoyment of the park experience. Park visitor surveys indicate that respondents were
sensitive to the noise and visual intrusion posed by nearby aircraft. However, the current proposed design
would result in park visitors hearing and secing aircraft arriving or departing every one to two minutes (based
on hourly capacity values of 55 operations /hour, on page 4-13). This level of air traffic would detract from
efforts to maintain an enjoyable tourist experience and keep the gateway community sustainable. It is our
sincere hope that the Airport management and the City of Tusayan would acknowledge the benefits that the
natural quiet and beanty Grand Canyon National Park and the adjacent area offer by embracing a plan that
would optimize, not detract from those qualities.

We think that in order to achieve a doubling of visitation to 711,000 enplanements a year by 2020, thére will
be a corresponding decrease in the quality of the tourist attraction, and a decrease in the quality of a visitors
stay in the park and in the local community of Tusayan. We expect growth, and we support the concept of
moderate growth in the local community. However, we are concerned that enlarging the airport and doubling
or tripling the current number of flights will be detrimental to the park and the local community.

We also foresee greater aircraft noise issues for the park and community arising out of the proposal to bring in
larger commuter jet aircraft. We believe that limiting use of such aircraft adiacent to and over the park allows
greater flexibility to address current aircraft noise problems and legal mandates now faced by the NPS.
Efforts to return Grand Canyon NP to a more “patural state” for public use and enjoyment requires a
community effort and a shared vision of what the Grand Canyon can support both in visitor numbers and in
aircraft overflights. As you are aware, Grand Canyon NP is already significantly adversely impacted by
visitation and aircraft overflights. We are addressing the visitation impacts as detailed by the park’s General
Management Plan. We must also address the aircraft overflights impact on the park’s natural
quict/soundscape. We are concerned that the proposed development scenarios presented in the Master Plan
Update for Grand Canyon National Park Airport will prevent NPS from meeting our goals.

One final aspect of concern is with maintaining aircraft safety in and around the airport. Potential conflict
between commuter jet and air tour aircraft with the proposed increase in operations is an issue worthy of
analysis. We recommend that these issues be addressed in fisture draft and final working papers, and
concepts to mitigate expected noise impacts included in the final airport Master Plan Update.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide our comments.on the draft proposal and working papers. In the
future, due to workioad and staffing levels at Grand Canyon NP, we would greatly appreciate at least two
weeks lead time for us to review the working documents prior to a response deadline.

Sincerely,

eph F. Alston F
uperintendent

cc:

Bucher Willis & Ratliff Corp, 7920 Ward Parkway, Kansas City, MQ 64114-2021
Michael A. Waller, CM

Brad Weisenburger



