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-------- Forwarded Message —--—--
Subject:Bishop et. al. v. PVF Section 13.2 Complaint
Date:Mon, 3 Jan 2026 19:56:06 +0000
From'Cohen David M (FAA) =david.m.cohen(@faa go

To:don(@mcebishop.com _dgurf‘ms;lLah_ww_Q:r_, d_cm(u linsonic.com

-donlinsonic.com>, mark(@skywagons com <mark(@skywagons com>,
juan.delazar@gmail com <juan.delazar@gmail.com™, todc 1u.1_km_1n1_q__1_1_ﬁ_ﬁ_1.|
mclmaumm_

CC:Cohen, David M (FAA) _david m.cohen« faa cov -, Mahns, Gabriel (FAA)
<uabnel mahnstifaa. gov>

Good afternoon,

Just FY1 please see the questions | have asked the airport below. | will also be sending
each of you a recap of the discussion we just had.

Sincerely,

David M. Cohen

Compliance Program Manager
Eastern Region Airports Division
1 Aviation Plaza

Jamaica NY 11434
718-553-3347

From: Cohen, David M {(FAA) <david.m.conen@faa.gove

Sent: Monday, January 5, 2026 2:51 PM

To: jenniter franich@edcgov.us; jaura schwariz@edcgov.us

Cc: Mahns, Gabriel (FAA) <gabriel mahns@faa.cove; Cohen, David M (FAA)

<david. m.cohen@faa gov>
Subject: Bishop et. al. v. PVF Section 13.2 Complaint

Dear Ms. Franich and Ms. Schwartz,

To assist us in completing our investigation in this matter please provide response to the
following within 60 days:

1. The dates upon which the following hangars at PVF were constructed:
a. Hangar Space #SP-25 (Neithinger)
b. Hangar Space #SP-30 (Sprague)
C. Hangar Space #5P-24 (Bishop)
d. Hangar Space #TP-17 {Del Azar)
e. Hangar Space #H-7 (Pilkington)
2. The lease and/or rental rates the County is charging, and/or is proposing to charge,
the tenant of each hangar space listed in the preceding paragraph betwaen 2026
through the end of the lease term.
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10.

11

12.

14.

Please explain why the lease and/or rental rates the County is charging, and/or is
proposing to charge, the tenant of each hangar space listed in the preceding
paragraph should not be considered nominal rental rates as that term is used in
Section VI {B}{9) of the FAA's Policy and Procedures Concerning the Use of Airport
Revenue.

To the extent that {(at any time between April and December 2025) the County asked
hangar tenants of PVF seeking new leases to sign leases that did not provide
specificity as to what rental rates woulid be charged throughout the lease term piease
explain the County's position as to whether the County acted reasonably, as required
by Grant Assurance 22a, Economic Nondiscrimination, in doing so.

For hangars that were constructed more than 30 years ago does the County intend
to charge rent as if it owned the hangar or does the County intend to charge rent as if
it does not own the hangar?

If the County does not intend to charge rent to tenants owning hangars on airport
property that were constructed more than 30 years ago, as if the County owns the
hangars, please explain all reasons why and how this decision comports with the
financially self-sustaining requirements of Grant Assurance 24, Fee and Renlal
Structure.

Is it the County's view that it lacks the rights and powers to enter into leases with
existing hangar owners at the airport that contain reversionary clauses whereby the
hangars become the property of the County after a certain period of time? If not, why
doesn't the County enter into leases with existing hangar owners that have
reversionary clauses?

The County has indicated that on March 24, 2025, it provided the Complainants with
notice that if they did not initiate the lease application process by April 23, 2025, the
Access Agreement via which they had vehicular access to their hangars would be
revoked. In order to initiate the lease application process were Complainants
required to first pay $7117? Relatedly, would Complainants be allowed to have
vehicular access to their hangars subsequent to April 23, 2025, without first paying
the $711 and/or without entering into a new lease?

Is the County prohibiting vehicular access to hangar owners that have paid the $711
application fee but haven't yet signed a lease agreement? it so, why?

Pliease identify all parties that entered into a new personai use ground lease for a
hangar at PVF subsequent to February 9, 2026.

With respect to each party identified in the preceding paragraph please indicate if the
party paid a $711 lease application fee.

Please provide documentation evidencing the County’s receipt of the $711
application fee for each party identified in response to paragraph 7.

At any time between May 2025 and the present has the County aliowed any party
that does not have a current lease for hangar space at the airport to nonetheless
have vehicular access to a hangar? If so, please identify each such party granted
vehicular access as well as the County's justification for taking this action.

Via Ordinance No. 5238, passed in August 2025, El Dorado County updated its
Planning Department and Building Fee Schedule. Within this schedule the
application fee for road encroachments is $167, Solar Permits is $288 plus, Permit
Application Fee-Vagcation Home Rental is $564, Permit Application Fee-Hosted
Home Rental is $282, Permit Renewal Fee is $282. Given that these application tees
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15.

16.

18.

19.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

tend to be lower than the $711 lease application fee being charged at the airport
please explain why airport lease application fee of $711 is reasonable. In so doing,
please specify why the lease applications for hangars at the airport take more time
and resources fo review than the other application reviews contemplated in the Fee
Schedule discussed in this paragraph.

Please describe the current requirements the County is imposing on hangar tenants
with respect to automobile insurance.

To the extent that the County’s automobile insurance requirements for tenants
exceed the minimum requirements imposed by the State of California please explain
why the County is imposing automobile insurance requirements at these levels.

. Please provide any relevant state law, local law, or case precedent to support the

County’s position that an indemnification clause that requires lessees to indemnify
the County regardiess of the degree of fault or negligence on the part of the County
is legal. .
Are tenants of County owned hangars, and/or hangar tenants with leases that have
reversionary clauses at PVF, also required to pay o retrofit their hangars 1o meet
current building requirements, and/or to pay for inspections of their hangars, at their
own expense? If not, why not?
Please indicate if it is illegal for buildings in the County to not meet the current state
or local building requirements if those requirements did not exist at the time the
buildings and/or hangars were constructed.
If in response to the preceding question you indicate it is not iilegal please identify
why you are requiring tenants to meet the current building requirements.
Please address the aliegation in Mr. Bishop's complaint that some hangar owners
have been allowed to stay in their hangars for years without a lease and without
paying their annual fees. Specifically, please identify if any hangar owner has failed
to pay their rent and/or annual fees between June 8, 2019, and June 8, 2025, and for
each such instance please identify what action the County took to remedy the matter
and explain how the matter was resolved.
Please address the alfegation in Mr. Sprague’s complaint that the County indicated it
could only accept $10,000 from Cal Fire. Specifically, please provide information as
{o:
a. whether the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL
Fire) offered to pay the County $350,000, or any other amount, for the use of
PVF at any time between June 8, 2019 and June 8, 2025,
b. whether CAL Fire used the airpori for the purposes of conducting its
activities at any time between June 8, 2019, and June 8, 2025;
c. how much CAL Fire paid the County for any use it made of the airport
between June 8, 2019 and June 8, 2025.
Between May 1, 2025, and the present, has the County entered into any hangar
leases in which the tenant was provided a 10 year lease plus two 10 year options?
if the answer to the question in the preceding paragraph is “yes” please describe
each instance in which this occurred and provide a justification for the County
entering into each lease.
is the County taking the position that if a party seeks to build a new hangar at PVF
that the County will not enter into a lease term with that party that is longer than 10
years? f so, please explain if the County has determined that such position is
consistent with the requirements of Grant Assurance 38, Hangar Construction?
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if you have any questions or concerns piease feel free to contact me.
Sincerstly,

David M. Cohen

Compliance Program Manager
Eastern Region Airports
Division

1 Aviation Plaza

Jamaica NY 11434
718-5583-3347
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vvater Line and Fire Hyarant 1o New Apron Area
CIP Proiect Summarv
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Project Description:
Placerville Airport - The Airport Layout Plan for this airport forecasts a need for additional
hangars in the future (See Project No. 93128). Fire protection is required be able to develop the

northeast ramp area of the airport to add new hangars. {his project mciudes construction or a
new 10-inch water iine running 1200 feet from existing facilities plus three new fire hydrants.
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Provisions will be made to be able to add more hydrants along the edge of the aircraft parking
apron in the future when they are needed.

Original. Budget: $165,000 Expenses to Date: $0 Project tnitiation Date: 05/05/09
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74125, 12:54 PM

Details
File #: 121531 Version: 1
,oe: Agenda Item
Title: 12/18/2012 DOT Airport Water Line
Mover: James R. Sweeney Seconder: Ron Briggs
Resuit: Pass
Agenda note:
Minutes note:
Action: Approved
Action text: A motion was made by Supervisor Sweeney, seconded by Supervisor Briggs, to approve this
matter.
Votes (5:0}
i 5 records Group Exportj
Person Name Vote
John R. Knight Yes
Ray Nutting Yes
lames R. Sweeney Yes
Ron Briggs Yes
-orma Santiago Yes

NOTE: !t is my understanding, after 3 years of this approval for the waterline and
fire Hydrant improvement on the East side of Placerville Airport, the costs had

increase to over $380,000+.

Given this project was initiated on 05/05/2008. One has to wonder how much

staff time was expended on this critical infrastructure over 5+ years until the costs

had reached $380,000+, when this important improvement to the airport was

dropped from impiementation

J Gill Wright
VP Region 2

California Pilots Association
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Table 1

El Dorado County State ,
Comptroller 2023 report Numbers

2023 Achual Income

Placerville (PVF)
Georgetown (E36)
Total iIncome

2023 Actual Expenses

Placerville (PVF)

Georgetown (E36)
Total Expenses

Depreciation 2023
Placerville (PVF)

Georgetown (E36)
Total Depreciahm

Federal Payments to El Dorado
County for Airport uses

PVF uses by USFS

PVYF other Federal Payments
E36 other Federal Payments
Total Federal Payments to EDC

$. 241,064
$. 102,501

$582,772.00
$66,199.00
$6848.971

$ 1,0883,831
$323,211.00
$1,407,042.00

$343,555.00

$648.971

( $1 ,407,042.007

— $343,555.00

$45,220.00
$22,000.00
$78,178.00

{ yl. 716 /

$78,178.00
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T2

MIDAR80-030 County of El Dorado
AT RATAOv UNSECURED TRA ROLLOVER s
TAX YEAR 2024
PARCEL LAND 3 PERS NET HOX OTHER
CONT MPS PROP VALUE ANT 1 AMT §

002-002 15 ¢ 8,471,082 8375082 o 96,000
054-064 t G 579,150 579,150 ] 0
054-124 1 0 L2202 22,292 1] 0
072005 1 G 18008 18,006 1] 0
872040 1 0 74000 74,800 0 2
075041 ! it 123,600 123,600 G 0
0a3-064 11! 0 971,372 202,342 0 760,030
90012 15 0 967 900 157,160 0 810,740
090-022 84 o 13,140 424 10,970,904 9 2,160,620
100-035 1 a 32,000 32.000 0 (4]
1600-110 100 4 11,517 382 8118207 L1 3,399,155
100174 i 0 270,000 270 0600 ] G
100-190 2 1] 188,600 173,000 0 15,600
TOTALS T - Unsec Alrcraft
s ) 38,376,808 20176663 [} 7,200,145
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ADVANCED AIR MOBILITY > Eve Air Mobility's first flight was years in the making .

HOGY BYVIATION

Advanced Air Mobility Aircraft Emerge
as Contested Logistics Enablers

» AAM CAN FILL CRITICAL NEEDS ACROSS THE INDO-PACIFIC REGION
> SMALLER, LOWER-COST AIRCRAFT OFFER HUGE EFF ICIENCY GAINS

OVER LARGE AIRLIFTERS

Ben Goldstein Boston

hile commercial passenger

services ure taking longer

than expected to materialize
for advanced air mobility companies,
the defense sector is shaping up to be
a more immediate market.

As advanced air mobility (AAM)
developers confront that slower-than-
expected rollout, more are turning to
the military as an early customer and
revenue source. The growing trend is
driven by the realities of contested
Jogistics, particularly across the vast
Indo-Pacific region, which has opened
up new requirements for lower-cost,
runway-independent platforms. Asa
result, hybrid-elect rie and autono-
mous vertical-takeoff-and-landing
(VTOL) aircraft are hecoming a prag-
matie, increasingly viable option for
ihe U.S, Armed Forces.

What began under exploratory ini-
tiatives such as the U.S. Air Force's
AFWerx Agility Prime program has
evolved into a clearer demand signal
favoring the range, autonomy and flex-
ibility offered by AAM aireraft. Cre-
ated in 2020 to help advance develop-
ment and commetcialization of AAM
vehicles, Agility Prime helped expose
the gap between early electric verti-
cal-takeoff-and-landing (eVTOL) con-
cepts and mililary requirenments.
While the initiative has ended, indus-

try executives say it clarified what the
Delense Department wants from
AAM: chiefly range, enabled by hybrid-
electrie propulsion.

For most military missions, the Pen-
tagon has concluded that battery-only
propulsion is too range-limited to be
viable. Hybrid systems combining elec-

Beta Technologies has partnered with GE to
develop a turbogenerator for its Alia VTOL. : -

. "' "
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tric propulsion with an onboard gener-
ator offer a way to preserve electric
advantages like lower operating costs
while extending range and endurance.

As such, a host of AAM compa-
nies—eVTOL startups like Joby, Beta,
Archer and Vertical Aerospace as well
as fixed-wing aircraft designers like
Flectra.aero and makers of amphibi-

48 AVIATION WEEK & SPACE TECHNOLOGY/JANUARY g ¥ EDRUARY 8, 2020
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ous options like Regent Craft—are
pursuing hybrid-electric variants of
their commercial platforms.

“A{ the very highest level, we are
addressing a need for a lower-cost,
attritable and high-performance air-
craft,” says Kyle Clark, founder and
CRO of Beta Technologies. “Speed and
range are the key performance param-
elers, and that's what we've designed
our aireraft around.

“It also costs less to operate be-
cause they use less fuel and because
they need less maintenance,” Clark
adds. “Both of those reduce the logis-
ties tuil required for the aircraft, and
that is a really big driver for this.”

Hybrid architectures also enable
operational flexibility. Clark notes that
Beta has demonstrated the ability to
use its aircraft as a mobile power
source. “The aireraft flies to where it's
going, becomes a short-term genera-
tor or power supply, and then [lies
away,” he says. “That's nol something
existing platforms can do.”

At Joby Aviation, which is develop-
ing an autonoOMOUS, turbine-electric
version of its 84 ¢¥TOL in partner-
ship with L3Harris, Chairman Paul
Seiarea tells Aviation Week Lhat pair-
ing hybrid-electric propulsion with
autonomy provides critical capabili-
ties for defense customers.

«Each of the branches that field tra-
ditional rotorcraft are thinking about
what Lhe future of thac platform looks
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like” Sciarra says. “If you can build an
aircraft that has similar capabilities,
longer range, lower acoustic signa-
ture, lower radar signature and is ca-
pable of autonomous operation—that’s
a platform thal is applicable for a
bunch of different mission types.”
The same logic underpins Vertical
Aerospuce’s offurt to equip its VX4 gir

AviationWeek.com/AWST
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taxi with a hybrid-electrie powertrain
that is now being ground-tested ahead
of integration onto a flving prolotype
this year. Thanks to the VX4's larger
cabin size, the UK startup says it ean
integrate hybrid propulsion with min-
imal airframe rework.

“We have Lhe ability to go 1,000-mi.
range, 1,200-kilo payload, silent takeoff
and landing and no heat signature,”
Vertical CEO Stuart Simpson says.
“Militaries spend a fortune just doing
ship-to-shore logisties on helicopters
that spend eight months of the year
being repaired because they're really
old. They can buy one of our aireraft
super cheap, and it can do logistics
runs 24 hr. a day, 365 days a year”

If hybrid propulsion addresses
range, autonomy can help scale Aests
while redueing erew burden, cost and
risk—particularly for contested logis-
ties missions. “In contested logistics,
it is a remotely supervised autono-
mous aireraft, because you're doing a
really simple mission,” Clark says.
“You're sending water, medicine or
bullets over a hill to resupply our
troops and get out of there. . .. The
aulonomous portion can operate in a
lost-comms, lost-GPS environment,
deliver that mission and retwim home
without remote interference.”

For the U.8, military, interest in au-
tonomy is largely driven by a desire to
enable new logistics voncepts thal are
inefficient to execute with existing
crewed platforms. That logic under-
pins the Air Force’s growing engage-
ment with Reliable Robotics, which is
preparing to deploy its autonomous
flight system on a modificd Cessna
Caravan under a government-funded
operational contract.

Reliable cofounder and CEQ Robert
Rose says the Caravan is particularly
suited Lo the Air Force's push toward
Agile Combat Employment (ACE), a
strategy that emphasizes deploying
forces across a wider area and operat-
ing logisties in a hub-and-spoke model,
“ACE is about further distributing the
[oree and being much more responsive
to needs as they arise,” Rose says. “The
Caravan fits this veally unique gap they
have today for smaller aireraft that can
fly at much higher frequencies.”

Autonomy is central to that model,
he adds, because it reduces risk to
personnel and enables sustained,
high-tempo operations using a rela-
tively simple platform. “We can pro-
vide that capability with the Caravan,

and we can do it uncrewed, so you're
not putting personnel at risk,” Rose
says. “Because it's uncrewed, you ean
fly even higher frequencies”

Sergio Cecutta, founder and part-
ner at SMG Consulting, notes that
AAM aireralt can enhance efficiency
across cargo, logistics and other mis-
sions, since the military often uses
large and expensive platforms for rel-
atively modest logistics tasks.

“Its a little bit like having aH steak
knives,” Cecutta says. “If you really
need 1o cut buiter; you can use a steak
knife, but that doesn't mean it's the
right tool. The smallest fixed-wing air-
craft we use is the [(Lockheed] C-130,
which isn't small at all. On the helicop-
ter side, the [Sikorsky] UH-60 is al-
ready large, and it's being replaced by
the [Bell] MV-T5, which is even bigger.

able Robotics says its 2

its 12-passenger Viceroy seaglider,
“The military has to move people and
cargo across long distances in the Pa-
cific without relying on runways. If
you can use the ocean as your infra-
structure, that changes the equation.”

Regent's seaglider concept is de-
signed Lo carry large payloads over
hundreds of miles at speeds far ex-
ceeding conventional maritime trans-
port while avoiding the infrastructure
demands of traditional aircraft. Hunt-
ley says the vehicle’s appeal lies in jtg
ability to support distributed opera-
tions without competing for airspace
or runways.

“It's not aboul VTOL versus fixed-
wing,” he says. “It's about how you gel
capability where it’s needed, quickly
and reliably, in environments where
traditional options are constrained.”

Caravans

~  can be more nﬂlcledh'.s than large
. airlifters like the Lockheed C-130 or Boeing C-17.

“So these [AAM] vehicles come in
with the capability of carrying smaller
loads over longer distances withoul a
pilot,” he adds. “It can help with this
whole idea of expeditionary warfight-
ing, where you can never have a per-
manent location because the enemy
can wipe it out very easily.”

Several sources emphasized that
military interest in AAM is broader
than vertical flight. What matters op-
erationally is not the takeoff mode but
the ability to operate without fixed run-
ways or vulnerable infrastructure.
That underpins the military's growing
interest in seagliders—wing-in-pround-
effect vehicles that skim just above the
water at high speed while carrying sig-
nificant payloads.

“We're solving the same logisties
problem, just from a different angle,”
says Tom Huntley, vice president of
government affairs and defense at Re-
gent Cralt, which is developing auton-
omous and hybrid-electric versions of

SM0E0H NAVERY

A similar logic is driving interest in
ultra-short-takeoff-and-landing air-
craft, such as the hybrid-electric ELY
from Electra.aero, which is designed to
operate [rom spaces as short as 15011,
The company arrues that such aireraft
could relieve pressure on targer aivlift-
ers by handling smaller missions, gen-
erating expeditionary clectrical power
and accessing austere or dispersed
locations central to ACE concepts.

While AAM offers defense planners
a way to move cargo acress vast dis-
tances with lower risk, it offers some-
thing equally valuable: early revenue.
Commercial operations take longer to
reach scale and profitability.

“This is a lifeline,” Cecutta says.
“Revenue from air taxi operations is
not going to materialize anytime soon.
Companies need other use cases to
survive between now and then, Inves-
tors want to see revenue. Defense
helps companies beeome self-sustain.

¢ ing—not just keep raising capital” @
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EL DORADO COUNTY

GRAND JURY REPORT
FEBRUARY 21, 2024, CASE #24-01

GEORGETOWN AIRPORT:
A DISASTER WAITING TO HAPPEN

The County is operating Georgetown Airport out of compliance with federal and state regulations.
The trees are widely known to be an aviation hazard, but until recently the County has been slow
to react despite the documented risks and requirements from Caltrans and the FAA.

Case #24-01
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SUMMARY

Summary
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Figure I - Takeoffs from runway 17 to the south are an ominous task. Taken: 113023

El Dorado County (“County™) owns and operates public airports in Placerville and
Georgetown. The County Airports Division of the Planning and Building Department is
responsible for keeping these airports safe. Each year hundreds of small planes use Georgetown

Airport.

Over the past several years, the trees surrounding Georgetown Airport have seen significant
overgrowth in the immediate areas of the runways. They are now a hazard to navigation, a

potentially catastrophic risk to pilots and a significant liability risk to the County.

On March 19, 2022, the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) issued a letter

(Appendix 1) to the County requiring the removal or trimming of the overgrown trees by the

Page 3 Case {/ 2401 Georgetown Airport




: SUMMARY

end of 2022. As of December 2023, the County has failed to remove these unsafe trees and

recently Caltrans has closed the airport to night operations effective December 7, 2023.

The County has been aware of these unsafe airport conditions since at least 2013 when it
received a service request to remove overgrown trees (Appendix 2), as well as frequent
mentions at Airport Advisory Committee meetings for several years. The County has been
operating the airport out of compliance with applicable FAA regulations and the State
Airport Permit issued by Caltrans, exposing the County to potential claims of gross

negligence in the opinion of the Grand Jury.

Figure 2 - Aerial view of Georgetown Airport circa 2002.

Up unti} December 2023, the County had no immediate plan to remedy the problem, citing

budget issues, time required to get FAA or other funding, potential environmental impact study
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( SUMMARY

requirements, and more. The County is, however, no longer ignoring the concerns and is taking
preliminary steps to address the situation. Late in the drafting of this report we learned there

was an initial plan to remove nearly 3 acres of the highest priority trees from the main approach
path, and a longer-term plan to clear a remaining 3-4 acres to come completely into compliance

with Caltrans and FAA guidelines that may happen by the second half of 2024.

Up to now, the County has failed to protect the safety of its citizens by not promptly addressing
the airport’s hazardous conditions. The County still faces an unnecessary exposure to lawsuits
if someone is killed or injured because this situation. It may only be partially covered for large

liability losses through its airport insurance policy, putting general fund assets at risk.

Unfortunately, both County airports operate at a significant loss from business operations,
drawing annually from the general fund. Up until at least November 2023, more focus has been
placed on improving cost recovery metrics than on safety issues since a $50,000 economic
development plan was funded in 2023 ahead of funding the removal or trimming of any of the

known tree hazards.

The County needs to follow through immediately to implement a plan to remove all navigation
hazards and obstacles at the airport through a supplemental budget request and determine safe
operating conditions for current use (e.g., only daylight operations) until remediation efforts are

completed according to FAA and/or Caltrans guidelines.

Page 5 Case #24-01 Georgetown Airport



: BACKGROUND

Background

SCOPE OF THE PROBLEM

During a preliminary investigation into the operations and finances of the two County-operated
airports, one in Placerville and the other in Georgetown, the Grand Jury became aware of a
serious safety issue at the Georgetown Airport. When we attended a quarterly public meeting of
the Airport Advisory Committee, several pilots and committee members expressed grave
concern that the tall pine trees surrounding the airport have now grown to a height that creates a

serious hazard to navigation. See Appendix 3 for changes from 2002 o 2020.

Very experienced pilots are already reporting that they have clipped the trees on approach to the
airport as well as during takeoffs. Recently, in December 2023, Caltrans shut down night
operations at the airport due to these hazards. The liability exposure the County is currently

( facing is unacceptable.

While the issue has been discussed for the past 15 years or more, it is now much worse due to
the heavy rains in the winter of 2022-2023 adding to the tree growth. As of January 2024, there
appears to be a tentative plan to address nearly three acres of the highest priority hazards, with

a proposal to address another three to four acres of additional hazards in the second half of the

year.

The County has been researching the issue, potential solutions, and funding sources for more
than a year, but showed a general lack of urgency for the situation until the Grand Jury began
investigating the issue. The following public comments were made at the Airport Advisory
Committee meeting in November 2023 and demonstrate the frustration and fear from pilots
with the County’s failure to address their safety concerns (note: these comments were generally

in response to a proposal at the time that would take at least two years to cut the trees):

“I've been here for 25 years, and the trees have been talked aboui a lot, but now the

trees are an endangerment to the pilots and to the houses near there. As a pilot in the
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winter, you have io land into the wind, which means you make a lot of landings on the

35 runway. You cannot make a stabilized approach, which is the preferred way to make
a good landing, into frunway] 35. It’s impossible... You have to do maneuvers that you
don t want to do on a 3000-foot runway. I'm going to make a video of this, because

that 5 what we do, bui ...

You cannot see these trees when you are starting to slow the plane down to get down to
what is called the “over the fence" speed. I think I might have hit one the other day and
I have flown into Georgetown probably more than anyone else in the history of the
airport. I have 4000~ hours of flight time around Georgetown and the trees are really
tall. I think the rain this year did this. We can ¥ wait two years, which was estimated at

the last meeting.

If there was a tree on a road that a school bus had to avoid this would be taken care of
( immediaiely, but for whatever reason, the way the government works, because it’s an
airplane, “we can wait two years . But I’m telling you, we cannot wait two years to

deal with these trees.”

- Pilot #1 at Airport Advisory Committee meeting

“I really second what (Pilot # 1) said [about the trees]. In fact, it was [Pilot #1] that |
asked 1o take me up and train me on how o land on (runway) 35. I actually stopped
Sflying my plane into Georgetown because 1 believe I clipped the trees on my last
takeoff... and it is forking terrifying, and that can go on the record. And while I don't
have 4000 hours like [Pilot #1] does, I 've flown warbirds, multi-engine, and flown air
races across three states, anyway, ... 1've never experienced anything like Georgetown.
It has to be a priority because I'm not bringing my plane back to Georgeiown until it'’s
fixed. I can’t risk my life for it... Somebody needs to get out there in the middle of the
night with a chainsaw and it’s got to happen! And I heard that from a lot of people that

( were flying warbirds into Georgetown.
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And ity not just [runway] 35 where you have to slip your aircraft down and hape you
can stop in time before going off the cliff, but its also on takeoff on [runway] 17 on a
high-density day when you are butt puckering to get over those trees, literally. So, we
have to do something, because someone’s going to die and then we’re really going to

regret not doing something. "

- Pilot #2 at Airport Advisory Committee meeting

One incident that was reported to the Grand Jury was that within the last year a plane taking
off from Georgetown did not clear the trees. The pilot was unaware that he had clipped the
top of one of the trees, until he landed at Cameron Park Airport with a two-foot portion of a

tree top entangled in the undercarriage of his aircraft!

B ¢ ADOroLmate hent o he
A pproac h Surtor e of
et vomm ihe K ey

1

Figure 3 - An image from March 2022 laken by the State Depariment of Transportation
showing the acceptable tree line in proximity to runway 35 17 at Georgetown Airport. Due to
heavy rains in winter of 2023, the problem has increased measurably.
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FAILURE TO ADDRESS TRANSPORTATION AGENCY CONCERNS

Appendix 1 of this report is a letter from the California State Department of Transportation
(Caltrans) to the County, dated March 19, 2022, requiring an obstruction removal plan per FAA

requirements by the end of 2022. It includes the following demand.

The County of El Dorado must sabmit a detailed obstruction reduction plan by
July 30, 2022, to clear both Part 77, 20:1 Approach Surfaces by December 31,
2022. Failure to provide a plan and clear both 20:1 Approach Surfaces by

December 31, 2022, may result in the suspension of night operations at the airport.

As of December 14, 2023, more than 12 months after the due date, no such obstruction
reduction plan existed. Night operations were formally suspended by Caltrans on December 7,
2023, with the second letter shown in Appendix 1. The hazards are worse now with another

( year of growth.

Appendix 2 of this report, a County memo from 2013, shows that the County was aware that
any trees or objects above the 7 to 1 slope are considered an obstruction to aircraft and must be
removed or lighted. Continued non-compliance with FAA regulations for over a decade
demonstrates an ongoing lackadaisical attitude to this issue. Appendices 2 and 5 also show that
the trees to one side of the runway are an issue that needs to be continually addressed.
Appendix 5, an outdated engineering sketch from 2022, shows about 1,500 trees would need to

be cut or reduced. An updated survey would likely need to be conducted before beginning tree

removal.

COSTLY SOLUTIONS AMIDST AIRPORT LOSSES

Unfortunately, this is not a small or inexpensive problem. In fact, only preliminary cost
estimates and planning have been considered. The most recent engineering report indicates that
over 1500 trees across upwards of six to eight acres will need to be addressed. An early budget

estimate was in the $50,000 - $100,000 range, according to airport staff. To understand the
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County’s dilemma, it is important to look at the overall costs and financial situation that the

airports are currently operating under.

Combined, the two County-operated airports are money-losing operations already, at least
partially due to safety concerns. The most recent County annual financial report for the year
ending June 2022 indicates the County airports operated at a loss of $537,000 for the year,
compared with a loss of $471,000 in fiscal year 2021. The airports are accounted for under
business-type activities since they are primarily fee-based operations from revenue generated
by airport use rather than taxes. But operating at a continuing annual loss, the airports draw
significantly from the general fund. There is an understandable reluctance to invest a significant

additional operating cost in a money-losing venture.

Figure 4 - Georgetown Airport usage has dropped dramatically in recent years due to safety
concerns and other factors. The tie-downs shown above are completely empty (about 70% of
the total available), and overall tie-down use during our site visit was less than 10%.

The current revenue recovery metric for airport operations (before addressing the tree issue) is
about 25%, meaning that they are only able to recover about 25% of operational overhead in
terms of revenue. Most other business (fee-based) activities in the County are operating much

closer to 100%. While this is a significant cost to the County, the loss is offset by intangible
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economic benefits from potential tourism, as well as emergency services support. There are

revenue generating contracts in place with CalFire and both airports are essential to fighting

wildfires.

In general, it is not uncommon for general aviation airports around the country to operate at a
significant loss and rely on government subsidies and grants for continued operations. The
County has contracted a consulting firm to explore various options for improving the economic
viability for both airports. This economic development study was conducted at a cost of

$50,000, funded from Transient Occupancy Tax funds, and should be complete by mid-2024.

Figure 4 shows that aircraft storage at the airport is woefully underutilized. We compared tie-
down and lease rates at other regional airports and found the costs at Georgetown were very
much in line with area norms. Any decline in usage over the years is due to other factors, which

include the safety concerns noted in this report.

Finally, during our site visit to Georgetown Airport, we were made aware of another hazard in
addition to the trees (Appendix 4). Lighted poles have been erected to the west side of the
runway to assist nighttime operations and mark the additional tree hazards to the west side of
the runway. At night, pilots know to stay above and inside the lights towards the runway.
Unfortunately, the pole furthest to the end of the runway no longer serves this purpose. The
trees at that end of the runway have been removed, and the light is currently not operational.
But having an unnecessary pole adds to pilot risk because a cross wind could blow a plane into
the pole causing a likely fatal crash. A pilot communicated to the Grand Jury an account of a
twin-engine aircraft that departed during daylight, drifted to the left during a northeast wind of

approximately 15 miles per hour nearly hitting this pole.
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Methodology

SITE VISIT

We visited Georgetown Airport, touring the facility and surrounding area.

INTERVIEWS

Members of County staff at all levels in the Building and Planning Department for Airports
and Cemeteries

On-site Airport Manager and staff

Director of Building and Planning

Pilots at the Airport Advisory Committee meetings and on site at Georgetown airport

The Supervisor for district IV which includes Georgetown Airport

Head of HR Risk Management in El Dorado County

DOCUMENTS REVIEWED

Drone surveys provided to us by airport management from 2022

Historical photographs of the airport from 2002 to 2022

Caltrans and FAA correspondence related to safety hazards attached in the Appendix
County auditor’s financial report from fiscal year 2021 and 2022

Minutes from Airport Advisory Committee meetings going back several years

Engineering sketch of trees that needed to be removed as of 2022 attached as Appendix 5
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Discussion

THE FUNDING CONUNDRUM

As Pilot #2 stated at the Airport Advisory Committee meeting, “Somebody needs to go out in
the middle of the night and trim these trees.” To anybody outside the government, the urgency
of the situation and the need to cut through red tape seems obvious. To knowledgeable pilots
operating under ideal weather conditions, the airport is rapidly becoming unusable. To pilots
without local knowledge operating under less-than-ideal weather or night conditions, it's a

potential death trap.

On December 7, 2023, Caltrans did force the closure of the airport at night, not long after the
Grand Jury had started to investigate the extent of the problem. That is not, however, a long-

term solution and there is still significant risk during the day.

( Although airport staff had been working on addressing the issue for two years, without any
tangible progress, much of the delay stemmed from planning to rely on FAA funding, and a
series of environmental impagct studies required at both the national and state levels. A
supplemental budget request to the County in the 22/23 budget cycle for $116,000 for tree
removal was rejected by the CAO office, so the decision was made to seek the FAA grant. In
faimess to the CAO office in rejecting the request, there was little discussion at the time and

little sense of urgency from the Airports Division.

The Grand Jury was encouraged by the County response, however, in December 2023 after the
nighttime airport closure notice and the start of the Grand Jury investigation. The formality of
the closure notice and the looming Grand Jury report created a much greater sense of urgency.
On December 14, 2023, one week after the closure notice, a short-term plan was communicated

to the Grand Jury that would allow the airport to fully reopen within the coming weeks.
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The plan included:

e The County’s airport engineering consultant working with an environmental consultant
had identified 3 acres of trees that if eliminated would free up the approach path to
identified obstacles.

» The trees were quickly marked based on GPS location and the County will seek an
exemption from CalFire timber operation planning requirements. CalFire is expected to
review and approve the tree removal plan in January 2024.

e Airport staff is working with the Growlersburg Conservation Camp to perform the work
in early 2024 and they appear to have availability over that timeframe. The hope is to

complete the work in January or February about the time this final report is published.

The Grand Jury was told that airport staff will continue work with the County’s engineering
consultant on a Timber Harvest Plan and potential Environmental Assessment fo gain access to
( federal funding for the remainder of necessary tree removal. This would be for trees not
addressed in the initial three-acre plan above and would total an additional three to four acres.
These latter trees do not pose the same imminent threat but still need to be removed to ensure
compliance with FAA regulations. This phase of the plan would require more time and

hopefully will be completed in the second half of 2024.

AIRPORT MANAGEMENT

As we have alluded to, it is both frustrating and puzzling for the pilots who make frequent use
of the airport, as well as the Grand Jury, that nobody in the Building and Planning Department
had the authority to address this issue earlier, although there appears to be complete agreement

now on the urgency of the situation and the need to prioritize it.

The Grand Jury found this Georgetown Airport issue is an example of county government
failure to recognize and address emergency situations with proper urgency or complete

communication. The Grand Jury interviewed every person up the chain of command in airport
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operations and found no one who could or would take responsibility for the lack of a risk
mitigation plan prior to November 2023. The excuses were many, but mainly indicated the lack
of understanding of the urgency of the problem, the amount of red tape involved in the process,
the lack of available funds in the County budget, and the inability to secure FAA grants in a

timely fashion.

The Grand Jury concluded there were several contributing factors to this problem:

» As mentioned earlier, airport management is combined with cemetery management in the
Building and Planning Department. We understand that airport management has been
moved around various county departments over the years, and aviation is a very different
kind of business operation to manage than most county functions. Placing it in the Building
and Planning Department seems like a particularly awkward fit for the skills and expertise
required to oversee airport operational issues as a business. The Grand Jury believes this
could limit the visibility of airport operational issues to the Board of Supervisors and to
other County leaders.

« We are aware that at some point in the past the airports were managed by the Department of
Transportation. In fact, the Airports Division has been moved around a few times in the last
several years. The Grand Jury doesn’t have the experience or the insight to recommend a
move back to the Department of Transportation, but this could be worth revisiting as an
option,

« The airport management team, based on its actions, seemed to be prioritizing economic
development of the airport over operational safety, likely at least partially at the request of
the Board of Supervisors. The clear message we heard in interviews and meetings is that the
airports are operating at an unacceptable loss, and airport management is compelled to
improve cost recovery metrics. This is an important initiative, but it’s hard to argue that it
should be the most important when a clear safety issue is widely known, putting any use of
the airport at significant risk. For example, $50,000 was allocated to create a pian for

improving airport use (and revenue), without understanding any long-term investment
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required to achieve those results. Could that $50,000 have been better spent on ensuring the

airport is safe much earlier?

LIABILITY AND RISK MANAGEMENT

Given that the tree hazards are a known risk, had been left unaddressed for several years, and
that the airport was being closed for nighttime operations, the Grand Jury decided to investigate
the role of risk management within the County. We found that although the risk management
team is wholly within the HR department, they are generally interested in liability risk to the
public, as well as employees, and can potentially be a resource to assess issues throughout the
County. While we initially found this encouraging, the practical reality is that they are a small
team with limited expertise in all areas of county operations, such as airports, and must rely on
various departments, in this case the Building and Planning Department, to manage risk

assessment and mitigation.

The HR Risk Management team is not proactive and primarily deals with liability claims after
an accident or injury, seeking to manage damages from that point. They also manage insurance
policies for all county operations and have a specific insurance policy in place for the County-
managed airports. Liability insurance can typically cover the County for claims up to $50
million, It is unlikely that any negligence on the part of County officials would reduce that
coverage, fortunately. But it’s also possible that a catastrophic injury due to gross negligence on

the part of the County could exceed the $50 million coverage.

We asked the airport management team if they knew of the risk management function within
the County and if they had sought any counsel or insight from them as to how to manage this
issue or help fund its resolution. They indicated that they did not know how to proceed or with

who exactly, although it may have been considered at some point.
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Findings

Finding 1 - Georgetown Airport is unsafe to operate due to overgrowth of trees. Because the
County has known about this hazard and continued normal operations into at least December

2023, it may be subject to a claim of gross negligence if an accident happens.

Finding 2 — Up until December 2023, the County had no immediate plan to address the issue
until receiving a notice from Caltrans that the airport would be closed to night operations

pending the tree hazards being removed.

Finding 3 - The County has been putting its citizens, visitors, and employees at unnecessary

risk of injury or death despite being advised of the issue for at least ten years.

( Finding 4 - The safety risks have been overshadowed by County efforts to improve the
economic viability of the airports that are losing approximately a half million dollars a year,
based on the County prioritizing a $50,000 economic development study earlier than it funded

a plan to reduce the tree hazards.

Finding 5 - The County did not act in the required timeframe to a letter dated March 19, 2022,
from the California State Department of Transportation (Caltrans) for the County to submit an
obstruction removal plan for the Georgetown Airport per FAA requirements, resulting in the

airport being closed for night operations on December 7, 2023.
Finding 6 — A pole that originally marked the tree line to the west side of the runway is no

fonger functioning for that purpose but serves as another potential hazard to pilots. Any contact

with a rigid hazard like this pole would almost certainly cause a fatal accident.
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Finding 7 - General aviation airports don’t get a lot of political attention because they benefit

so few constituents and are only politically relevant as a revenue generator and/or emergency
preparedness resource. This contributes to the lack of attention and visibility airport issues have

had throughout the County in recent years, contributing to the severity of this issue.

Finding 8 ~ The County’s failure to mitigate this known hazard threatens the financial health of
the County since they will face lawsuits if injury or death results from the unsafe airport. The
$50 million liability coverage from the airport insurance policy may be inadequate to cover

losses from potential claims of gross negligence and may impact the general fund.
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Recommendations

Recommendation 1 — The County needs to have a funded plan to address all tree hazards at
the Georgetown Airport by the end of March 2024, completing removal of the tree and pole
hazards by September 2024, to the satisfaction of Caltrans and meeting FAA regulations.

Recommendation 2 — The Board of Supervisors should immediately identify a champion (or
team) to lead this effort, considering local pilot volunteers with aviation experience as well as
County employees. The champion will provide monthly reports to the Board of Supervisors as

to progress against the specific and funded action plan towards removing the hazards.

Recommendation 3 — Management of the two County-operated airports should be moved out
of the Planning and Building Department by the end of 2024 to a department/agency that is
( better suited to managing a business of this nature and ensuring better visibility to issues at all

levels of County government.

Recommendation 4 — Prioritization must be focused on airport safety over economic growth.
Although $50,000 was spent on the economic development plan, no funding for any of the
suggested improvements coming out of that plan should be allocated until the airport hazards

are completely addressed.

Recommendation 5 — Conduct annual safety inspections of both airports starting in 2025 and
report the findings to the Board of Supervisors. Consider adding inspections of the airports to

the required Grand Jury inspection of at least one detention facility annually by the 2024-2025
Grand Jury term.
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Recommendation 6 — County leadership should continue using the Growlersburg

Conservation Camp crew to clear the trees when and where applicable subject to their

availability.
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Request for Responses

The following responses are required pursuant to Penal Code §933 and §933.05:

From the following governing body:

¢ El Dorado County Board of Supervisors

o All Findings and Recommendations

For more information refer to How fo Respond to an Il Dorado County Grand Jury Report
available on the El Dorado County Grand Jury webpage.
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Appendix and Related Information

Appendix 1
Department of Transportation Letter — March 19, 2022
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Photograph 3 - Trees east of Punway | 7/35penetrate FAR Pari 77, 7:1 Transitional Surface
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APPENDIX AND RELATED INFORMATION

Follow-up letter dated December 7, 2023, requiring closure of the airport for night operations:

oA CTATE "anr RIATICN L8 4 At a VEHMC
Califernla Department of Transportation
ALEOHAUTICS FROCEAW .
O 2508 OF TRAN UM TAMO 1 FLAI NG
# HON %2575 iz AL A ARG Ca sa] 0l ipitrans
Gy aSeA9S
mwe ol L goe

December 7 2023

2850 Fonare {Lauat
Plocarviie CA 75667-4100

Qo mspacton letter dated SWarch 1% 2002, provded nahze o° youor rescomaidity foremove
freas ot gie oostruchan nazards ond 0 compty wim Contormia Pobic UHenes Code (PUCH
secton 2165 Horards o Nov gabie Apacs. We recognize your effods foward hstue
abshuchon cenung. Rewever the rek 10 DEFSOrS and propeny (egure: Colrans Asanoancs
Programs o imhahs oorpoet permut acton

Corsequentty. Caltrar b susprending night apesations of the Georgelown Aport (E34) in
accordonce with the PUC, section 21658.2 Suspension of Oparations.

e SusHer 3o snal teman n elfact unnil Catiant 3eermnes that the Conahioni 2etamed o
pers ) ond 2 5% ou Macn 17 2020 mitpecton et fattached) ne Ionper exist

Pleqia anturs F of the "De0wing GChoes Are Come2tay mmesately

= Je-enerqied the runway edEs IgRTg ara e anec ietatng DEaCon

. A HDEAM £ posted witn “he Hght Yandaid Datnct DT Ce [Iatng 1hat Ta GEDort s
closed from surie! o wnie ara e orpord ights ore gecttyated,

C Ensure ho! ol aucralt ooera*ons 0° the arpor” are dwaré of the tgh? Clcsuie.

Fleose natfy Catrans oL soer G al aohons *f de-enarg e arpdrl sghitng Snd nott cahions ae
made It oo Na.e Questans O RQuife INel QEE ONCe. Deaie CoNtoot Mme O (Y1é) aiy-
L4277 or emad Qf chnstopher prooxs adol.co.Qov

Sircerely

(A m"n‘p/u:vf Eoonks

CHRBIOFHER BROOKS
AvOhon Satety OMcer

Enciosures

o Lan Fronc soo Arports Destnct Cihce

ER R fa C37ud et I 3 BT el 1T em oy O e STE IS AT P RS AL N A e
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APPENDIX AND RELATED INFORMATION

Appendix 2

Community Development Agency Letter — December 19, 2013

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AGENCY

TRANSPORT ATION DIVINION
Wiy www edioges ws DO

%lm
nﬂ“'mt—-\m,ﬂlﬂﬁ 3807 Awport Ross e 1 PlDerviie Ck 87
(530) B24 ANCR | (5351 4260087 Fax 14301 432-0488 (LI AT7 0T MM
December 18 2013
Clinton Hamilton
Growtarsburg CC #33
5540 Longview Lane

Georgetown CA 95634
RE Scope of sernices for the Georgatown awport trea remaval progect

Dear Clinton

The scope of senvices requesied for the Georgetown avport tree removal propect cons.ats
of removing the ees 1o the sast of the runway that are close 1o o7« the 7 to 1 slopa that
makes up pant of the turway safely area

The project has been estmated al 30 crew days and if more time is neaded Lo complete
the projact please advise stall before proceed ng

The 7 to 1 slope is an imaginary kna that stars 125 fecl from the runway centerine and
extends upward at 1 fool for every 7 feet outward Any object that 1s above the 7 to 1 siope
% considered an obstruction 1o arcraft and shouid ether be remiwed of ighted \f approved
tyy the FAA

Please refer to Georgelown avped site map for additional nformaton and contact ampod
stalt at (530) 622-0458 or matthew wardeo@edogoy us with any future inquies

Matt Varden
El Dorado County Arrports
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APPENDIX AND RELATED INFORMATION

Appendix 3

Historical images of the approach path to runway 35

Image 1 - From 2002 shows a relatively clear and open area before runway 34 (now 35), a
safe place for an emergency landing.
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Image 2 ~ Same view from 2022 shows many tree hazards:
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APPENDIX AND RELATED INFORMATION

Appendix 4

Pole Hazard

s [ "-.' n . "'_:'._i.."!:'_‘ ‘; r.j‘. ‘,__-.u--._‘..-"
Photo taken January 31, 2024. It may not reflect the conditions at the time the email below was written.

From: [

Sent: Friday, March 26, 2021 8:54 AM
To:

Subject: RE: E36 - HAZARD TO SAFE NAVIGATION
Greetings All,

This pole has been mentioned as a safety hazard by pilots for at least 10 years at every advisory
meeting that | can recall.

This pole is unserviceable and is NOT currently lighted.
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APPENDIX AND RELATED INFORMATION

Recently a twin-engine aircraft departed RWY 35 during daylight - drifted to the left during a north
east wind of approx. 15 mph nearly colliding with this pole.

The trees that this pole is supposed to protect us from are no longer present.
Our non-pilot airport manager insist this pole will not be removed due to CalTrans regulations.

Last year EDC risk management team visited our airport and expressed concern this pole was a hazard.

| hope it’s apparent that hitting a bush would have a better outcome than a wing being ripped off.

Thank You
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APPENDIX AND RELATED INFORMATION

Appendix 5

Environmental Sketch from 2022 showing which trees should be removed based on a drone survey.
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County or EL. Dorapo

330 Fair Lane
Placerville, CA 95667
{530) 621-5390
{530) 622-3645 Fax

KIM DAWSON
Clerk of the Board

April 23, 2024

The Honorable Vicki Ashworth, Presiding Jutge

Superior Court of El Dorado County
459 Main Street
Placerviile, CA 95667

Dear Judge Ashworth:

BoARD OF SUPERVISORS

JOHN HIDAHL
District
GEORGE TURNBOO
District I
WENDY THOMAS
District I
LORI PARLIN
District IV

BROOKE LAINE
District V

Pursuant to Section 933(b) of the California Penal Code, enclosed is the El Dorado County Board of
Supervisors’ response to the applicable findings and recommendations, as set forth by the El Dorado
County Grand Jury in its 2023-24 Report 24-01 issued on February 21, 2024, and Report 24-04 issued on
March 4, 2024. The attached responses were approved by the Board of Supervisors and are being

submitted to the courts via email.

The Board of Supervisors thanks the Grand Jury for its efforts in reviewing the various aspects of County
government and operations and commends each member for their investment of time.

Sincerely,

Wendy Thomas, Chair

El Dorado County Board of Supervisors

Enclosures: County Responses to 2023-24 Reports 24-01 and 24-04

¢: Grand Jury Foreperson

24-0621 C 1 of 1




El Dorado County Board of Supervisors
Response to the
2023-24 El Dorado County Grand Jury Report

(Case 24-01: Georgetown Airport: A Disaster Waiting to Happen)
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Case 24-01: Georgetown Airport: A Disaster Waiting to Happen

The Grand Jury has requested responses from the Board of Supervisors to All Findings and
Recommendations.

Consistent with previous practice and pursuant to Board Policy A-11, the Chief Administrative
OfFice is responsible for coordinating the County’s response to the Grand Jury. Responses to the
Grand Jury Report are directed by Board Policy A-11 and Penal Code 933.05. Accordingly, the
Chief Administrative Office has reviewed and compiled the responses from all non-elected
department heads into this Initial Draft Response for the Board’s consideration.

FINDINGS

FI1.

F2.

F3.

Georgetown Airport is unsafe to operate due to overgrowth of trees. Because the County
has known about this hazard and continued normal operations into at least December 2023,
it may be subject to a claim of gross negligence if an accident happens.

The Board of Supervisors disagrees partially with the finding.

Caltrans has determined night operations are potentially unsafe but is allowing the airport
to continue daytime operations, The Board of Supervisors cannot agree with the
speculation that the County may be subject to a claim of gross negligence.

Up until December 2023, the County had no immediate plan to address the issue until
receiving a notice from Caltrans that the airport would be closed to night operations
pending the tree hazards being removed.

The Board of Supervisors agrees with the finding.

The County has been putting its citizens, visitors, and employees at unnecessary risk of
injury or death despite being advised of the issue for at least ten years.

The Board of Supervisors disagrees partially with the finding.

Though some airport users had expressed opinions about the hazards to Airports staff, the
inspection report from the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) that noted
the hazards was dated March 19, 2022,
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F4.

F5.

F6.

¥7.

The safety risks have been overshadowed by County efforts to improve the economic
viability of the airports that are losing approximately a half million dollars a year, based on
the County prioritizing a $50,000 economic development study earlier than it funded a plan
to reduce the tree hazards.

The Board of Supervisors disagrees partially with the finding.

There was no conscious decision by the Board of Supervisors to prioritize the economic
study over the airport hazard mitigation. The Board was not made aware of the Caltrans
inspection report until December 2023, when Caltrans suspended night operations. Had
the Board been aware of the hazards earlier, the mitigation of the hazards would have been
prioritized.

The County did not act in the required timeframe to a letter dated March 19, 2022, from
the California State Department of Transportation (Caltrans) for the County to submit an
obstruction removal plan for the Georgetown Airport per FAA requirements, resulting in
the airport being closed for night operations on December 7, 2023.

The Board of Supervisors agrees with the finding.

A pole that originally marked the tree line to the west side of the runway is no longer
functioning for that purpose but serves as another potential hazard to pilots. Any contact
with a rigid hazard like this pole would almost certainly cause a fatal accident.

The Board of Supervisors disagrees partially with the finding.

The Airports Division has relocated the pole and installed a light on top to reduce the
potential hazard, but the pole should be relocated, which is planned for early 2025. The
Board cannot agree with the speculation about the potential result of contact with the pole.

General aviation airports don’t get a lot of political attention because they benefit so few
constituents and are only politically relevant as a revenue generator and/or emergency
preparedness resource. This contributes to the lack of attention and visibility airport issues
have had throughout the County in recent years, contributing to the seventy of this issue.

The Board of Supervisors disagrees partially with the finding.

While it is true that the airports benefit a very small segment of the County population, the
General Fund contribution to both airports has increased for each of the last three years.
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F8.

The County’s failure to mitigate this known hazard threatens the financial health of the
County since they will face lawsuits if injury or death results from the unsafe airport. The
$50 million liability coverage from the airport insurance policy may be inadequate to cover
losses from potential claims of gross negligence and may impact the general fund.

The Board of Supervisors disagrees partially with finding.

The County agrees the failure lo timely mitigate the hazards could pose a liability;
however, the County cannot agree with the speculation regarding potential law suits, and
whether the current liability coverage would be adequate.

RECOMMENDATIONS

R1.

The County needs to have a funded plan to address all tree hazards at the Georgetown
Airport by the end of March 2024, completing removal of the tree and pole hazards by
September 2024, to the satisfaction of Caltrans and meeting FAA regulations.

The recommendation has not been implemented but will be implemenied in the future.

The County has executed a contract with a licensed timber operator fo remove the three
acres of trees that pose the most imminent threat. This work is estimated to be completed
by June 30, 2024. Relocation of the obstruction pole is estimated to take place in early
2025.

The Board of Supervisors should immediately identify a champion (or team) to lead this
effort, considering local pilot volunteers with aviation experience as well as County
employees. The champion will provide monthly reports to the Board of Supervisors as to
progress against the specific and funded action plan towards removing the hazards.

The recommendation will not be implemented because it is not warranted.

As stated in the response to Recommendation 1, a plan is in place to address the hazards.

Management of the two County-operated airports should be moved out of the Planning and
Building Department by the end of 2024 to a department/agency that is better suited to
managing a business of this nature and ensuring better visibility to issues at all levels of
County government.
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R4.

RS.

R6.

The recommendation has been implemented. On January 23, 2024, the Board of
Supervisors conceptually approved the reassignment of the Airports and Cemeteries
functions from the Planning and Building Department to the Chief Administrative

Office. This change will be effective July 1, 2024.

Prioritization must be focused on airport safety over economic growth. Although $50,000
was spent on the economic development plan, no funding for any of the suggested
improvements coming out of that plan should be allocated until the airport hazards are
completely addressed.

The recommendation will not be implemented because it is not warranted.

The Board is committed 1o mitigating the hazards at the airport. The Board approved a
budget transfer for the tree removal in the amount of $50,000 on March 19, 2024. There is
no need to preclude the possibility of funding other improvemenis concurvently with the
hazard mitigation.

Conduct annual safety inspections of both airports starting in 2025 and report the findings
to the Board of Supervisors. Consider adding inspections of the airports to the required
Grand Jury inspection of at least one detention facility annually by the 2024-2025 Grand

Jury term.

The recommendation will not be implemented because it is not warranted.

Caltrans staff inspect both airports annually. The Board of Supervisors has no authority
to require the Grand Jury to inspect airports.

County leadership should continue using the Growlersburg Conservation Camp crew to
clear the trees when and where applicable subject to their availability.

Recommendation has been implemented.

At the time of this writing, the County is in the process of finalizing a new contract with the
State of California, Department of Forestry and Fire Protection for the use of the
Growlersburg Conservation Camp crew. This contract will be used for work on County
property when appropriate and allowed by law.
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