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Public Workshop 
Venice Municipal Airport 

May 12, 2009 
 

Workshop Summary 
 

 
The first of three public workshops was conducted by DY Consultants as a first step toward completion 
of the Venice Municipal Airport Master Plan and Airport Layout Plan (ALP).  The meeting was held on 
May 12, 2009 at Venice City Hall in the Council Chambers at 9:30 a.m. and was completed at 
approximately 11:30 a.m.  Fourteen citizens provided verbal comments at the meeting, a summary of 
which are contained in this document.  In addition to verbal comments the City received written 
comments from those who were not able to attend the meeting but wished to have their comments put 
into the record.  Written comments received from those who could not attend as well as though in 
attendance are provided in Appendix A.  Appendix B contains the City’s record of minutes taken for the 
meeting and the meeting agenda and presentation provided by DY Consultants is contained in 
Appendix C.  The agenda and presentation were posted on the City’s website one week prior to the 
meeting.  The following report is a summary primarily based on participant comments at the meeting. 
 
WELCOME AND INTRODUCTIONS 
 
Mayor Ed Martin welcomed everyone and emphasized the importance of this opportunity for the 
citizens of Venice to have a voice in the final Master Planning process for the Venice Municipal Airport.  
He indicated that the Workshop was being held to allow DY Consultants to gather information from the 
public and that Council was present for the benefit of hearing public input.  He then introduced Dennis 
Yap, President of DY Consultants. 
 
Mr. Yap introduced his team: Lisa Mastropieri – Project Manager; Bill DeGraaff – Technical Services 
Manager; and, Angelique Costa – Airport Planner. 
 
WORKSHOP PURPOSE – “NEW OPPORTUNITIES” 
 
Mr. Yap indicated that the purpose of the meeting was to work toward establishing City Goals and 
Objectives to shape the framework of the study and to begin the consensus building process.  The 
planning process is structured to encourage constructive discussions with no preconceived intentions 
about the future of the airport.  The ultimate goal is to provide an objective analysis of alternative 
visions and to assist the decision makers (City Council) with developing a vision that would be 
satisfactory to all interested parties, including neighboring communities. 
 
Mr. Yap stressed that the Study was not being funded by the FAA and is not considered a traditional 
Master Plan.  Because of this, it does not necessarily follow the FAA standard approach to a Master 
Plan and will provide analysis that is not typically addressed under FAA-funded studies.  The overall 
intent is to provide a concise document that summarizes the analysis and evaluation of three potential 
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visions for the airport in a conceptual and schematic approach. The Visions or Concepts will be 
presented in a qualitative manner. 
 
As a result of the study process being undertaken, DY is hopeful that the community and decision 
makers will be able to come to a consensus or agreement on the future of the airport and begin the 
coordination process toward FAA approval of an ALP.  Approval of the ALP would allow the City to 
receive FAA and State grants to maintain existing infrastructure at the airport and construct improved 
facilities as necessary and in accordance with the ALP.  Mr. Yap then introduced Lisa Mastropieri – the 
Project Manager for the study. 
 
Ms. Mastropieri provided an overview of the study process and schedule.  The study, overall, is 
expected to be completed no later than January 2010.  The baseline analysis is the critical data 
collection effort of the study and includes the Aircraft Counting system that will be in place for six 
months and is scheduled to be completed at the end of August 2009.  This existing conditions data will 
provide the necessary information to define the number and types of aircraft operations taking place at 
the airport.  An assessment will be completed of the actual aircraft types to determine the critical 
aircraft, or family of aircraft, that operate on a regular basis (500 operations per year).  This data will tell 
us the number of Group A, B, and C aircraft currently using the airport.  We will then be able to 
establish agreeable airport scenarios to be carried forth for detailed analysis in September 2009. 
 
As the agreed-upon scenarios are developed, DY will define the opportunities and constraints of each 
in an objective manner, presenting both community impacts as well as aeronautical impacts.  Factors 
to be considered include: runway safety areas; runway protection zones; site constraints including the 
Lake Venice Golf Course and neighboring residential communities; cost; environmental implications; 
and FAA standards and implications of noncompliance. 
 
It is the City’s intent, with DY’s assistance, to present the opportunities and constraints to the public as 
part of the consensus building process in October/November, then select a preferred plan for the City 
to move forward with.  Once the Preferred Plan has been voted on by Council and adopted, DY will 
revise the ALP and work with the City, FAA, and State to gain support and approval.  Once the revised 
ALP is approved, the FDOT’s Joint Automated Capital Improvement Program (JACIP) will be updated 
to reflect the changes no later than January 2010. 
 
Ms. Mastropieri provided a description of the Aircraft Counting Sensors and the March data that has 
been collected thus far.  See Appendix B, Slides 7 through 12, for an overview of this shared 
information. 
 
Ms. Mastropieri then provided an overview of the March City Council Workshop that was held to 
discuss future airport land use and receive public input.  The main thrust of the meeting was to present 
potential ways to improve future land use at the airport by relocating hangar facilities currently located 
along Airport Avenue, to either a midfield location or across the field to the southeast side of the airport. 
 
The discussion then focused on known issues within the community with respect to the airport (see 
Appendix B slides 15 and 16).  Ms. Mastropieri stressed that citizens should bring forth any other 
comments during the consensus building process of the study and at the public workshops. 
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At this point, Mr. Yap began an overview of potential general visions that could be a starting point for 
public comment and discussion today.  However he stressed that those presented on slide 17 were not 
set in stone and were provided as being examples only.  Basically the scenarios revolve around 
minimizing impacts to the community and/or airfield and complying with FAA standards or not 
complying with standards.  Visions for the airport may evolve and contain variations on different 
aspects of each of the examples depending upon public input, the evaluation of each scenario (slides 
18 and 19) and City Council acceptance. 
 
The presentation was then concluded and Mayor Martin invited the public to provide their comments in 
an organized manner.  Citizen comments are summarized on the following pages, however the 
comments seemed to center on the following topics: 
 

• Gulf Shores homes located in the Runway 13-31 Runway Protection Zone (RPZ) and proper 
land use – how resolve issue 

• Preservation of the Lake Venice Golf Course 
• Maintain the airport at “as is” existing levels – no expansion or growth, comply with FAA 

standards 
• Comply with FAA standards, except keep everything on airport property 
• Maintain a safe, modern, well maintained, financially strong airport that is also a good neighbor 
• Maintain the airport but assure that it has emergency transport capabilities in the event of a 

natural disaster or other catastrophic event 
• Incorporate right-hand traffic pattern to Runway 4 
• Incorporate a grass strip parallel to Runway 4 
• Improve public understanding and information about the airport using the City’s website 
• Aircraft noise and impact on surrounding communities 
• Fumes from idling aircraft 

 
The Workshop concluded with Council Members indicating that, for the most part, the issues presented 
at the Workshop are the same as they were at the conclusion of the Hanson plan.  DY’s challenge will 
be to address the above and meet the needs of the community, the City and the FAA. 
 
During the months of June/July DY will develop three visions that embrace the concerns brought forth 
by the public at the Workshop.  We will work closely with the City to refine those visions prior to 
bringing them forward for public review and consensus in order to move forward within the process.  
Once approval of the visions is gained, a detailed analysis presenting opportunities and constraints will 
be undertaken. 
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Venice Municipal Airport Workshop 
Public Comments   

May 12, 2009 
 

1. Alex Clemens – 343 Shore Road.  President, Gulf Shores Homeowner’s Association.  
Concerned about the 24 homes located in the Runway Protection Zone (RPZ) of 13-31 and 
associated land use.  Bought home two years ago and knew they were near an airport.  He did 
not know there was an RPZ issue. Realtors did not disclose information.  Feels it has an 
impact on the value of his home.  Showed a comparison of homes in RPZ at Venice and a 
similar situation that existed at Stuart Airport on the east coast of Florida. Today, the homes in 
Stuart were acquired and no longer exist.  Does not want that to happen at Venice.   Keep 
homes and continue as a vibrant community. (provided verbal comments in writing - also 
included at conclusion of this document.) 

 
2. Don Haines – 713 Cadiz Road.  Resident since 1998. Protect the golf course.  Push jets out to 

another airport because they are very noisy.  Marriott is still looking at golf course.  Does not 
want the airport to disturb the golf course or move it in any way. Many people will be very 
unhappy if the golf course goes. 

 
3. Chuck Schmieler – 125 Castle Street.  Resident and President of the Venice Airport Business 

Association (VABA).  Over the last year, VABA has completed a historical study of the airport.  
They have researched the deeds to see how various parcels of property have been transferred 
and whether any assurances conveyed with the properties.  During course of their work they 
discovered a series of documents.  Brought with him two ALPs, one that was in effect in 1962, 
and one from 1967.  Talked about the RPZ shown on most recent ALP (Hanson) that includes 
Gulf Shores homes.  Also indicated that there have been recent discussions about the runway 
weight bearing capacities.  On the older ALP from 1967 Mr. Schmieler showed and described 
what was then called the Clear Zone (now RPZ) and how it was somewhat narrower but did 
include some of the Gulf Shores area.  In addition, back in 1967 the ALP indicates the weight 
bearing capacity for Runway 13-31 as dual tandem - 190,000 lbs., while the weight bearing 
capacity on the same ALP for Runway 4-22 is shown as 90,000 lbs. single, 150,000 lbs. dual 
gear, and 250,000 lbs. dual tandem all in excess of what was done to Runway 13-31 during 
the rehabilitation project.  Data block on ALP also indicates “service class” called LG – not 
certain what that means.  Documents came right out of City archives and author Mr. Lynn is 
still alive.  Left documents for DY Consultants to review.  Last comment pertained to Workshop 
held in March when Mr. Schmieler suggested that the City should create a permanent public 
information effort to help citizens understand the this valuable City property and move forward 
to reach an end game.  Also stated that the 2000 ALP has an error and is shown as a “B” RPZ 
– FAA has acknowledged that it is shown incorrectly and should be “C” dimensions. 

 
4. Walter Hake – 682 Pond Willow.  Offered suggestion to DY to take a second look at right hand 

traffic to Runway 4.  Thinks it could resolve some of the neighborhood problems.  Has flown it 
many times himself.  Mr. Hake provide his comments in writing included at the conclusion of 
this document which describes his thoughts on right-hand traffic procedure.  There was a prior 
request for right hand traffic that was turned down by the FAA.  Indicates that paperwork 
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provided to FAA was not correct.  Thinks request should be revisited by DY Consultants.  
Concerned about the NOTAM for Runway 4-22 describing asphalt condition as in poor 
condition.  He does not think that the asphalt condition on 4-22 is any different than it has been 
for the last ten years.  When he see a NOTAM like that, he wonders what effect landing on the 
runway would have on insurance and what does “poor” mean? Does not think there should be 
NOTAMS unless they are well-defined.  He uses the runway all the time and doesn’t think 
anything is wrong with it as a crosswind runway for light aircraft.  Thinks NOTAM should be 
corrected. 

 
5. Pat McDonald – 250 Santa Maria.  Resident of Venice and user of Golf Course.  Provided 

written comments which are included at conclusion of this document.  Golf course serves 
multiple purposes for residents of Venice and Sarasota County.  Describes value of  various 
habitats located on the golf course, as well as the various local service organizations that use 
the golf course for fund raising events because the fees are low. Any student in the Venice 
area may play for $3.00 when walking and you will not find that anywhere else in the vicinity.  
Special Olympics has used Lake Venice for free for years.  She described how the Golf Course 
is a wonderful venue for those that do not want to join a country club or who do not have the 
resources to do so.  Indicated that everyone must listen to each other on the Airport issues.   
Described her experience on a Sunday morning hearing noise from a helicopter that went 
around the airport over and over for more than 45 minutes with no purpose.  Hoped that the 
City can do something to stop disturbing activities such as that incident.   She asked the City to 
not disturb the Golf Course.   

 
6. Joseph Altiere – 513 Shore Road.  Appreciative of the workshop and openness of the 

community.  His vision is against airport expansion to make it a bigger because Sarasota is 
nearby.  Keep airport as it is, minimize it.  Does not understand why it would be expanded.  
Wants simplicity in the study.   

 
7. Rosemary Vauzanges – 536 Riviera.  Talked about myths in newspapers.  First, the plot to 

move the airport – she has never once heard any proposal to move airport.  Wants papers to 
stop publishing that.  Second myth – you move near the airport, then you are stuck with noise 
and pollution.  Concerned about noise and pollution.  Most do not want more jets at the airport 
and believes that the airport will not bring revenue to the City. 

 
8. Janet Sarty – 827 Harbor Drive South. Lives in Golden Beach and has been a resident there 

for 48 years.  Loves the airport and Venice and wants City to keep it just the way it is. City 
should follow FAA regulations.  Planes don’t bother her and stated that people should move if 
they don’t like the airport.  

  
9. Nick Carlucci – 1335 Horizon Road.  President of VASI.  Thanked the mayor for coming to the 

last VASI meeting and is grateful the airport is participating in the FAA Wings Program.  He 
suggested the idea of a grass strip at the airport and mentioned there may be a high- vs. low-
wing aircraft collision danger.  VASI membership believes we can have a safe, modern, well- 
maintained, financially strong airport that is also a good neighbor.  Urges City leaders to share 
in that Vision.  Commented on expansion – does not know anyone who wants to expand the 
airport.  Physically we know it cannot expand.  Does not know of anyone that wants to turn it 
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into a jetport.  Proposed that the City, in terms of options, consider a grass strip parallel to 
existing Runway 4-22.  Suggested that it be 1,200 feet in length by 65 feet wide and be.  
designed for small legacy aircraft such as piper cub and the new light sport aircraft.  This would 
be an aeronautical use of the land and, therefore, the best possible use of that property. It 
would be a daytime only, visual runway.  It would enhance overall operational safety at the 
airport because smaller, slower aircraft using this strip would be out of the way of the larger, 
faster, heavier aircraft. This would avoid low-wing vs. high-wing collisions. The strip would 
create a safer environment and reduce perceived noise because the airplanes would 
essentially move closer to south Venice and further out into the field.  Also would provide an 
unquantifiable result – the airport would become “small airplane” friendly.  Believes that if you 
attract smaller planes it will drive out the larger planes.  Naples has a turf runway.  Mr. Carlucci 
provided a drawing with proposed location of turf runway for the record. 

 
10. Emilio Carlesimo – 700 Golden Beach Boulevard. Resident of Golden Beach area. Bought 

their condo in 1978 and became full-time residents in 1989.  Retired firefighter from Detroit and 
Sarasota County.  Made a comment that when Dennis Yap was speaking he indicated that this 
study was not funded by the FAA and that the study could go wherever the residents wanted to 
take it.  He also indicated that Dennis said that the FAA is a very structured organization and 
that they have many standards that City needs to comply with.  Mr. Carlissimo is wondering 
how you can reconcile the two. How can we go wherever we want to go and yet still comply 
with FAA regulations? If we come up with something that varies greatly from FAA standards, 
how do we reconcile that difference?   He wanted to make it clear that he is not an airport 
proponent.  Stated he knew the airport was there when he moved to Venice and that he and 
his wife saw it as an asset for the City and believes the airport contributes to the economy and 
is a point of interest for visitors.  He is not in favor of expanding it, but wants the City to 
consider the benefit of having the airport capable of handling transport planes in the event of a 
catastrophic emergency.   He was a member of a task force that went to Punta Gorda when 
they were struck by hurricane.  Has the impression that the people at the airport have been 
trying to be good neighbors.  As a resident he is ok with the airport. 

 
11. Chris Davis – 340 Shore Road. Lives in Gulf Shores neighborhood.  Home is in the RPZ.  

Communication is important and appreciates the City taking the time to hear citizens 
discussing the process.  Also appreciates that the City did not approve the last plan that was 
done, which shows C-II designation and RPZ. Would like information from study to be put on 
the airport website to keep everyone apprised of study process.  Confused by 2000 plan that 
indicates airport is being used by C–II airplanes but that some areas do not meet C-II 
standards.  Many neighbors concerned about the increase in larger traffic and would like to see 
the B-II designation.  Wants City to comply with the standards, and have airport as-is and stay 
on its own property. Her home was built in 1955, has researched the deed and did not find 
anything to indicate that the airport has any power or authority over the land that she 
purchased.  Regarding environmental issues, biggest concern is fumes.  Larger planes idle for 
long periods of time.  Had a business on Base Avenue, which is one block from airport, and at 
times fumes were so strong that it drove her completely out of that office.  Does not smell it as 
often at her residence, except when a jet is at the end of Runway 13-31 and sits there for 
awhile.  In conclusion, thinks website should be constantly updated with good information. 
Runway limitations should be published.  Regarding land use issues, appreciates the Council 
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is looking at Airport Avenue as a place where businesses could interact with the public and 
appreciates that private hangars have not been allowed in the area that is at the end of 
Avienda del Circo. Area should be maintained with good architecture.  Last thing – thinks 
airport will see more small aircraft in the future and could be an economic bonus for the 
community.   

 
12. Claudia Eaton – 416 Shore Road.  Resident and bought home four years ago.  Lives at end of 

runway.  Enjoys the airport as-is and would like a solid and secure one vision for the airport’s 
future.  Concerns are that it seems there is a division within the City itself – one to keep a 
progressive yet small community and another about airport expansion and where that is going 
to go.  She indicated that it does not seem like the two mesh.  Does not feel secure with her 
property and what to do with it if there is going to be a continued division.  Asks City to please 
come to a conclusion with the airport and give people the security that they can invest in the 
town and not worry that investment in property will diminish in value later. Understands the 
importance of maintaining the airport and thinks idea of having it for emergency landings is 
important.  Spoke of experience of plane approaching airport at 2:00 a.m. and how that 
particular operation caused the windows on her house to vibrate because of the aircraft size 
and the fact that it was flying very low and how she found that frightening.     

 
13. Jim Marble – 832 Robert Street. Venice resident.  Seems to be a lot of talk about details and 

not very much talk about a general vision of the future where we want that airport to go.  
Originally got involved because he was concerned about the golf course.  Has worked with 
Mike Rafferty and spoken to council about various issues on the airport.  Was on the Airport 
Advisory Board.  Worked with VABA and others to develop a conceptual plan to show the 
Orlando FAA office.  Thinks that the question now is “where do we want this to go”?  If we find 
that 500 C aircraft operations come out of the count data and therefore need to meet the 
minimum qualifications to be a C airport, does not mean that we have to be one.  Noted that 
Santa Monica airport has 18,000 C operations per year and is still a B-II airport. Had previously 
shown a 1986 plan that is basically B dimensions, with a few waivers from the FAA, and said 
that it is almost exactly as the airport exists today.  Stated that the only thing that really 
changed at the airport is one runway safety area on the end toward Gulf Shores that was 
extended from 300 feet off the end of the runway to 1,000 feet and a fence put around it.  
When he and Rafferty got together with Chuck Schmieler and Roger Jernigan, CEO of Jet 
Center, their first question upon laying out the 1986 plan was, “what is wrong with the airport 
the way it is?”, and they both said, basically nothing.  The airport needs maintenance and 
safety improvements but the geometry as not a problem. Runway lengths and widths are fine, 
fences are ok.  Fence is 400 feet off the end of the runway at golf course end which is enough 
for a C.  Thinks that the answer to golf balls from the driving range may be a problem, but that 
can be fixed.  Thinks that the answer to the Vision question is that the airport as it exists now is 
ok. Nick Carlucci could have a good idea.  Pilots should be asked.  Thinks that C aircraft are 
here – all C aircraft are jets and we also have some D aircraft.  Many of the C aircraft need a 
minimum of 5,000 feet at 60 degrees.  Suggested defining which aircraft can use airport and 
which cannot and providing advisories. 
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14. John Ryan – President of the Venice Area Chamber of Commerce.  Stated that no one is 
advocating expansion of the airport and that the council should address the false comments 
printed in the media. Stated that Council’s leadership is key to ensuring that when erroneous 
comments are made that they are corrected.  Stated that the City needs the airport for so many 
reasons and no one wants to make it the next Sarasota-Bradenton International is even trying 
to put it in the class of Charlotte County’s airport.  Stated that the airport is part of our heritage 
and culture and it is the reason why many people are here today, in this community.  Believes 
that whether they fly or not many people they have some connection to the airport. Mr. Ryan 
grew up near the airport and his mother still lives there today. Therefore some of his comments 
were actually provided by her.  She lives nearby and enjoys the airport and the sounds of the 
airport. She worked for McDonnell Douglas and has a very strong connection to aviation even 
though she has not flown a plane herself.  Believes strongly in the airport and wants it to 
continue.  Back in the chamber role, Mr. Ryan stands firmly behind the airport and thinks that it 
is a part of Venice. Believes that any growth is designed to maintain it, keep it more 
economically viable, keep it safer, and keep it here for years to come.   
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Venice Municipal Airport Workshop 
City Council Comments   

May 12, 2009 
 

 
City Council members provided comments and discussion prior to the conclusion of the Workshop.  
Discussion started with comments regarding an FAA visit to the airport scheduled for May 20th, 
however because this visit did not pertain directly to the Master Plan it has not been included as part of 
this summary report. 
 
Ms. Lang – Thanked DY and thinks that communication DY brings is what City needs to get through 
this process.  Wanted to make sure DY received written comments from Mr. Green who could not be 
present today and would include as part of the record.  Thinks he has some excellent suggestions.  DY 
indicated that they had received the comments and will include with other written comments as an 
Appendix to the report. 
 
Mr. Simmonds – Indicated that he felt that about 60% of the folks that spoke this morning were 
concerned either about the ALP, golf course or golden beach.  He believes that if DY could make those 
groups happy we would be better than half-way there.  One of the concerns he had about the 
presentation was that DY indicated that there were about 3440 aircraft operations in the month of 
March.  In his mind that was not a typical month and a little bit on the heavy side. He indicated 
however, that accepting March as a typical month and multiplying it by 12 that equates to only 41,288 
operations. He indicated that Winter Haven has over 2.5 times that much.  He has been asked 
questions if DY’s equipment is missing midfield takeoffs, but that would not explain the low number of 
operations.  Is DY concerned about that?  Ms. Mastropieri explained that they have not received the 
Touch and Go activity for the month which should increase the total monthly number of operations.  
Mayor Martin added that the count completed by the airport tenants union last year indicated that about 
55% of total operations at the airport are touch and gos. 
 
Mr. Simmonds then indicated that there have been several citizens that have stated that Runway 13-31 
could be shortened.  He asked if DY has any indication if FAA would approve that – shortening of 
Runway 13-31.  Mr. Yap indicated that at this point it would be hard for DY to say without actually 
speaking to the FAA.  His inclination is however, being that the FAA funded the overlay of the runway 
that it may be an uphill battle.  Mr. Simmonds then indicated that it has also been suggested that the 
City should close Runway 4-22. In his mind that would not be something that the FAA would support 
and asked if we would agree.  Ms. Mastropieri agreed indicating that Runway 4-22 is needed for many 
of the smaller aircraft for wind coverage purposes. Mr. Simmonds commented that he wished that 
these comments had been brought to the floor so that we could answer those questions, however it did 
not happen.  He concluded by commenting that the concerns can be narrowed down to a few items by 
a few groups and we can make them happy we will be there.  Mayor Martin added that he thinks the 
council is on record as wanting to keep Runway 4-22. He has not heard anything otherwise and that 
even a diminished Runway 4-22 was not something that council was looking for.  We may not want to 
destroy the golf course but there are probably ways to do that DY can lead them to short of modifying 
Runway 4-22. 
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Mr. Moore – He stated that as he understands it, the overall purpose of today’s meeting was to come 
up with some sort of vision for the airport by the community.  The comments that DY heard reflect the 
vision that this community has not only today, but they reflect the vision that he heard this community 
articulate as far back as two years ago. He stated that it was May of 2007 when council had a joint 
meeting with the Airport Advisory Board in council chambers almost to the day. After that meeting 
MEA/Hanson, the previous consultant, presented the airport master plan update and the airport layout 
plan in June to this council. It was at that time and during that meeting that Council heard the same 
comments and by a lot of the same people that spoke at this workshop. He indicated that if there is 
anything different from two years ago and today, that maybe we have come closer and closer together 
as Mr. Ryan said.  He thinks that both sides understand each other better and there has been good 
dialogue between opposing viewpoints.  Interestingly the same issues today that bother Mr. Moore 
bothered him back in June of 2007 when a previous council basically rejected the plan. Those are the 
issues of: how do we reconcile these runway protection zones that have appeared on the scene after 
the fact and overlay residential neighborhoods and a municipal golf course that everyone wants to 
keep?  He asked how do we reconcile the fact that in 2007 Council was told that there were 186,000 
airport operations? He indicated that he thinks that no one thought that we had anywhere close to that, 
maybe half that.  He stated that the number of operations affects safety and safety is one of the primary 
issues the City is concerned about.  He feels that it is an important figure to know - what the capacity of 
the airport is and how many planes are actually using the airport as Mr. Carlucci had eluded to.  He 
believes that DY has gotten the message from the community but the message is the same as it was 
two years ago. DY has articulated the issues very well, and now DY will need to reconcile those issues 
with the vision that has been outlined today at the workshop. 
 
Mr. Yap commented that he is very thankful to everyone and the response that was received today.  
The obvious things that he got from the meeting were:  1. No expansion - that was very clear.  DY will 
not be spending much time on “unconstrained” growth at the airport. 2.  He heard a lot of “I want to 
keep this airport as it is”. He indicated that when he hears that comment, there are two as-is scenarios 
that exist.  One as-is pertains to the result of the aircraft count being conducted.  The count will reveal 
whether the airport should be designed to B standards or C.  He will look to the Council to let us know if 
an as-is alternative is one that meets the standards of whatever the count shows as the critical aircraft 
design group (500 annual operations).  On the other hand, he did hear today that as-is could also mean 
the way the airport is laid out today, the geography/geometry, etc. and perhaps the 
geography/geometry is laid out for a B and not a C.  DY will need to look at that.  He is envisioning 
alternatives for both B and C, one might be as-is for existing traffic and one might be as-is for existing 
geometry/geography. As far as downgrading the airport to something less than what it already is – he 
did not hear that at all today. He heard that we were all in agreement that we want to be compliant with 
FAA standards. Going outside the FAA box has a lot of legal ramifications etc., but it sounded like that 
is not something that City wants DY to explore. 
 
Ms. Lang – She commented that no one has ever said that Runway 31-31 should be physically 
shortened.  She believes the concern is keeping the RSA and RPZ on the airfield and not extending out 
over the homes and doing that in such a way that it does not result in any type of lengthening at the 
other end of the runway. She thinks that the airport pilots tenant union study, also done in March of 
2008, is very consistent with the DY count data to date. If you add in the estimated 50 to 55% touch 
and go activity, she believes both are very much in line with each other. Ms. Lang commented that the 
most revealing data presented was that less than 2 percent of the activity at this airport is C aircraft.  
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She stated that she does not see how you can design an airport on less than 2% of the activity, but 
indicated that we will all learn about that as we go along.  
 
Mr. Moore – Going back to the RPZ, he would like DY to provide council with some data as to what the 
criteria are for an RPZ. From his brief search, a runway protection zone is suppose to be free from 
human habitation or occupation. He stated that it is suppose to be accessible to fire and rescue 
vehicles in the event of emergency. He believes that putting RPZs that didn’t exist before 2000 over 
residential neighborhoods and golf courses is totally inconsistent. He indicated that this is a situation 
where the residential community was there first and the golf course was there first.  Notwithstanding 
Mr. Schmieler’s discussion about the clear zones, those are 2,000 feet long.  He indicated that the RPZ 
for a C-II airport is 1,000 feet long and extends out into a residential neighborhood and the RPZ for a B-
II airport is 700 feet long and it stays on the airport property.  He commented that this is a line issue 
and one that DY is going to have to deal with. 
 
Mayor Martin – Stated that the RPZ issue is one of the reasons DY is here.  He clarified that Gulf 
Shores is really the area being referred to in discussions not Golden Beach. Golden Beach is not in the 
safety area and while people in Golden Beach have an interest in noise because they are in the runway 
approach pattern, the real issue that Mr. Moore brought up is Gulf Shores and the impact of the RPZ.  
He stated that there has been much in the paper focusing on the wrong neighborhood. 
 
Mayor Martin asked one other item. He indicated that they have had several letters that seem 
knowledgeable talking about some of the possibilities that certain jet planes were not welcomed at 
certain airports.  He indicated that the letters have also identified three jet planes that are stored at 
VNC, seldom used jet planes, none of which are from this area. He stated that the closest one is a firm 
in Tampa, and is a nonprofit firm.  Mayor Martin indicated that he has referred those letters to the City 
Manager and DY because he is not sure what the facts are. Mayor Martin stated that he has been 
under the impression that it is very, very difficult if not impossible, for airports to ban certain kinds of 
planes.  He stated that some have said that it has been done, and that St. Pete turned them away. He 
asked DY to give the City a reading on that issue. 
 
Mr. Simmonds – Wanted to make an observation about the RPZ – he indicated there has not been an 
accident in 60 years of operation. He stated that most of the aircraft that he knows of even if they blew 
up on the approach, could avoid the Gulf Shores area.  He indicated that if DY can convince the FAA to 
pull the RPZ back as it is shown on the 2000 ALP it would be appreciated.  He believes the concerns 
are where the lines are drawn and not whether or not an airplane is going to crash.  People are 
concerned that it may increase insurance, make it difficult to sell their house and other kinds of 
problems.  He asked DY to focus on that issue and if it can be corrected that then a lot of problems 
would be solved. 
 
Mr. Yap made a final comment about restricting aircraft.  He stated that there are two issues going on 
in Venice.  There is an issue to do with how the City designs the airport as far as how welcome an 
airplane is. That establishes design standards for a certain type aircraft group. The second issue is 
whether not you are talking about “restricting” an airplane.  He indicated that those are two very 
different issues.  One indicates that the City is designing the airport to a certain standard, the other - 
restricting an airplane, has a lot of ramifications which DY will look into. 
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These Minutes are not 
Official until approved by 
Venice City Council 

MINUTES OF A WORKSHOP 
CITY COUNCIL, VENICE, FLORIDA 

May 12, 2009 
 
A Workshop of the City Council to consider the Airport was held this date at in Council 
Chambers at City Hall. Mayor Martin called the workshop to order at 9:02 a.m. 
 
ELECTED OFFICIALS AND OTHERS PRESENT 
 
Roll was called with the following elected officials present: Mayor Ed Martin, Vice Mayor 
Sue Lang, and Council Members John K. Moore, John Simmonds, Vicki Noren Taylor and 
Ernie Zavodnyik.  Kit McKeon was absent. Also present: City Manager Isaac Turner, City 
Attorney Robert Anderson, City Clerk Lori Stelzer, Recording Secretary Susan Schult, and 
for certain items on the agenda: Airport Director Fred Watts and Lisa Mastropieri and Dennis 
Yap of DY Consultants. 
 
I. WELCOME AND INTRODUCTIONS 
 
Mr. Watts welcomed everyone, stated this is the second workshop on the Master Plan update, 
the focus of this workshop is to collect public input, all comments will be documented, and 
introduced DY Consultants Lisa Mastropieri, Dennis Yap, Angelique Costa and Bill 
DeGraaff. 
 
II. WORKSHOP PURPOSE 
 
1. Study Process and Schedule 
 
Mr. Yap gave a brief professional biography on the DY team and explained the workshop 
overview as working toward the establishment of city goals and objectives to shape the 
framework of the study. He described the planning process of the study that focuses on 
constructive discussions regarding the future of the airport with no preconceived intentions 
and developing a vision for the airport by providing a framework for decision making. The 
goals are to provide an objective analysis of alternative visions and to assist the decision 
makers toward developing a vision that is satisfactory to all.  
 
Mr. Yap stated this project is not funded by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) and 
is not considered a master plan, the study does not follow the FAA standards for master 
planning, and the intent is to provide a document that summarizes the analysis and evaluation 
of three potential visions for the airport.  
 
He reviewed the challenges facing the airport and the community, such as lack of perceived 
sensitivity to the community and vision for the master plan, the traditional FAA planning 
process not working, and the absence of a current master plan. 
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Ms. Mastropieri reviewed the study process and schedule, stating the process is currently in 
the baseline analysis phase and the general vision and goal should be published by the end of 
July. She explained the vision plans that should be completed by the end of September, and 
that the final plan should be complete in January of 2010. 
 
2. Counting Sensors 
 
Ms. Mastropieri talked about the airport operations sensors and explained how the sensors 
work, how the data is transmitted and sorted, and stated the sensors are solar powered and 
work at night with infrared technology. She stated touch and go activity is being captured in 
a separate database, the database capturing the operations is linked with the Flight Aware 
database, displayed photos of AI, BI, CI and CII aircraft taken at the airport, reviewed 
preliminary data for March 2009, and noted the majority of airport traffic is AI airplanes with 
one percent of air traffic occurring at night. She mentioned the public concerns on the counts 
and types of aircraft using the airport, reviewed the FAA definition of critical aircraft, stated 
design standards are based on critical aircraft, the data will be compared to FAA and Florida 
Department of Transportation (FDOT) forecasts, touched on current economic conditions, 
and the amount of business and recreation activity at the airport.  
 
III. SUMMARY – MARCH 10, 2009 WORKSHOP 
Ms. Mastropieri reviewed the workshop discussion and the vision for the future, and 
displayed an aerial map showing proposed Fixed Base Operator (FBO) and hangar locations. 
 
IV. KNOWN ISSUES WITHIN THE COMMUNITY 
Ms. Mastropieri outlined issues in the community including the lack of trust, FAA/FDOT 
relations, the environment, security, flight schools, safety concerns, airport leases, land use, 
airport growth and airspace. 
 
V. ALTERNATIVE SCENARIOS 
Mr. Yap reviewed potential general visions and alternatives including minimizing 
community impacts regardless of aviation traffic, and complying with standards for existing 
and forecasted traffic. He talked about the alternatives selected for further study including 
environmental concerns, residential neighbors, runways, operations management and airport 
facilities, and touched on how these concerns would be developed and evaluated.  
 
VI. AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION 
(940) Alex Clemens, 343 Shore Road, stated he purchased his home two years ago and was 
unaware of the runway protection zone. He displayed photos of the Venice Airport and the 
Stuart Airport, and stated the housing area around the Stuart Airport is now a ghost town 
with no trespassing signs.  
 
Donne Haines, 713 Cadiz Road, talked about the threat of more jet airplanes at the airport 
and urged council to preserve the golf course.  
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Mr. Simmonds noted council has no intention of eliminating the golf course. 
 
(9:45) Chuck Schmieler, 125 Castile Street, stated he will provide additional information 
presented today to DY Consultants. He reported he researched the deed history on current 
property owners from San Marco Drive to the airport to determine how the property changed 
hands from the government to private ownership. He presented a series of documents, 
including Airport Layout Plan (ALP) from 1962 and 1967. He pointed to the Runway 
Protection Zone (RPZ) and runway capacities, the approach end of runway 13/31, noted 
letters from the FAA in 1967 regarding these zones, the weight bearing for both runways, 
talked about the general data and service class, and stated these documents were retrieved 
from the city archives. Mr. Schmieler left the documents for the consultants and suggested 
the city should mount a permanent public information effort.  
 
Discussion followed regarding the 1967 and 1975 ALPs, existing ALP having the same 
clearance zones shown on all ALPs, the scrivener’s error on the 2000 ALP and the FAA 
being aware of it, and the airport being designed as a military base. 
 
(9:56) Walter Hake, 682 Pond Willow, suggested the city look into right hand traffic on 
runway 4, talked about the number of touch and gos from the traffic school, and displayed an 
aerial photo of the airport illustrating the right hand turn from runway 4. He touched on the 
notice that runway 4/22 is in poor condition stating the composition of the runway has not 
changed in ten years. Discussion followed regarding the signage and condition of runway 
4/22, and properly addressing safety needs. 
 
(10:02) Pat McDonald, 250 Santa Maria, expressed her support for the golf course, stated the 
golf course allows for native species to thrive, touched on non-profit events held at the golf 
course, and helicopter traffic.  
 
Joseph Altier, 513 Shore Road, spoke about his vision of keeping the airport small and spoke 
against the need to expand the airport due to the Sarasota-Bradenton Airport. 
 
Rosemary Vauzanges, 536 Riviera, complimented Ms. Mastropieri on her presentation, 
talked about myths in the paper stating there is no plot to move the airport, that most people 
do not want more jets at the airport, and stated the airport will not bring revenue to the city. 
 
Janet Sarty, 827 Harbor Drive South, stated she has lived in Venice 48 years, spoke in 
support of keeping the airport the way it is, and noted people do not have to live near the 
airport if they do not want to. 
 
Nick Carlucci, 1335 Horizon Road, President of Venice Aviation Society, Inc. (VASI), 
thanked the mayor for speaking at the last VASI meeting, and thanked council for their 
support of the FAA Wings safety program. He stated no one wants to expand the airport, it 
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cannot expand physically, proposed the city add a grass runway to be parallel to runway 
4/22, and described the uses of this grass strip for smaller aircraft and daytime flights only.  
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He talked about visual City difficulty in low wing and high wing aircraft, stated the grass 
runway would reduce noise and promote safety, and would be small plane friendly. Mr. 
Carlucci answered questions regarding the position of the turf runway. 
 
(10:25) Emilio Carlesimo, 700 Golden Beach Boulevard, gave a brief personal history and 
queried DY Consultants on the study adhering to FAA regulations. He stated he and his wife 
were aware of the airport when they purchased their home in 1978, stated the airport is a 
point of interest, asked council to consider the benefits of the airport, specifically the ability 
to handle emergency aircraft during a catastrophic event, and stated he has no problem with 
the airport. 
 
Chris Davis, 340 Shore Road, stated she lives in the RPZ zone, expressed her appreciation 
for council not approving the last proposed master update plan, talked about the 2000 plan 
and references to CII airplane use, and stated her support for a BII designation and keeping 
safety areas on airport property. She reported her house was built in 1955, and that she 
researched the deed finding no mention of the airport encroachment of the land. She 
complained about the jet fumes from the airport and suggested airport information be 
accessible to the public on the city website. Discussion followed regarding the research of 
Ms. Davis’ title not disclosing the property being in an RPZ, the existing ALP showing the 
RPZ entirely on airport property, the 2000 ALP not being clear on the airport designation, jet 
fumes reaching Ms. Davis’ business on Base Avenue, and future landscape plans for Airport 
Avenue.  
 
(10:40) Claudia Eaton, 416 Shore Road, stated she purchased her house four years ago, 
appreciates the old town feel of Venice, enjoys the airport, expressed her concern regarding 
airport issues within the city, encouraged council to give people security in purchasing near 
the airport, and acknowledged the need for the airport to accept emergency aircraft.  
 
Mayor Martin noted the goal of this process is to come to an amiable conclusion by taking in 
all the considerations from the community.  
 
(10:46) Jim Marble, 832 Robert Street, talked about having a general vision for the airport, 
recounted his involvement in the process, queried council on where they want this study to 
go, and stated even though the airport meets the CII criteria, it does not mean the airport has 
to be designated as a CII airport. He asked why the airport needs to be changed, noted needed 
repairs, and that the airport does not need to be enlarged. He mentioned C and D aircraft and 
the need to define which C aircraft can safely use the airport. 
 
Discussion followed regarding the confusion in the airport designation as a B or C airport 
and 
possible options in determining the designation. 
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(10:54) John Ryan, Venice Area Chamber of Commerce President, stated no one is 
advocating the expansion of the airport or that the airport should be like the Sarasota-
Bradenton Airport, expressed his appreciation for people not wanting to close the airport, 
stated he grew up in Venice close to the airport, and noted many citizens have a connection 
to the airport. He stated the airport is a part of Venice and any growth should be designed to 
maintain the airport. 
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Discussion followed regarding criticisms of the second study and the necessity for the second 
study. 
 
Bill DeGraaff, DY Consultants, stated he likes the community and may settle here, he 
applauded the community involvement today, stated the importance of this meeting, the 
value of the golf course to the community, and the value of the 1967 ALP that was 
submitted. 
 
VII. NEXT STEPS 
 
Discussion ensued regarding a May 4, 2009 letter from the Atlanta FAA office regarding an 
upcoming visit from FAA on May 20, 2009, having the mayor, city manager, airport director 
and 
DY consultants available to meet with FAA, the city manager having an introductory 
meeting with FAA in Orlando on May 13, 2009, the purpose of the two FAA meetings, 
number of airport operations in the month of March, the touch and go activity not included in 
the March operation totals, the community vision for the airport, runway protection zones, 
critical count of airport operations, agreeing to meet the standards represented by the 
operation count, complying with the FAA requirements, keeping the RPZ on airport 
property, criteria for the RPZ, and having no accidents in the RPZ.  
 
Mr. Yap noted the two prevalent issues are how to design the airport and whether the city 
will restrict certain aircraft.  
 
VIII. ADJOURNMENT 
 
There being no further business to come before council, the workshop was adjourned at 
11:24 a.m. 
______________________________ 
ATTEST: Mayor – City of Venice 
______________________________ 
City Clerk 
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Public Workshop 
Venice Municipal Airport 

September 25, 2009 
 

Workshop Summary 
 

 
The second public workshop was conducted by DY Consultants to continue to bring forth information 
and receive public comment on completion of the Venice Municipal Airport Master Plan and Airport 
Layout Plan (ALP).  The meeting was held on September 25, 2009 at Venice City Hall in the Council 
Chambers at 8:00 a.m. and was completed at approximately 11:45 a.m.  Fourteen citizens provided 
verbal comments at the meeting all of which are contained in this document.  In addition to verbal 
comments the City received written comments from those who were not able to attend the meeting but 
wished to have their comments put into the record.  Written comments received from those who could 
not attend as well as those in attendance are provided in Appendix A.  Appendix B contains the City’s 
meeting agenda and presentation provided by DY Consultants. The agenda and presentation were 
posted on the City’s website September 21st. 
 
DY began the workshop with an introduction by Dennis Yap, President of DY.  Mr. Yap provided a 
summary of the consolidated comments that were received at the May 12th workshop.  The comments 
received at that workshop centered on a few common themes as follows: 
 

• Gulf Shores homes located in the Runway 13-31 Runway Protection Zone (RPZ) and proper 
land use – how to resolve the issue 

• Preservation of the Lake Venice Golf Course 
• Maintain the airport at “as is” existing levels – no expansion or growth, comply with FAA 

standards 
• Comply with FAA standards, except keep everything on airport property 
• Maintain a safe, modern, well maintained, financially strong airport that is also a good neighbor 
• Maintain the airport but assure that it has emergency transport capabilities in the event of a 

natural disaster or other catastrophic event 
• Incorporate right-hand traffic pattern to Runway 4 
• Incorporate a grass strip parallel to Runway 4 
• Improve public understanding and information about the airport using the City’s website 
• Aircraft noise and impact on surrounding communities 
• Fumes from idling aircraft 

 
Mr. Yap then discussed that the issues of the homes in the RPZ and preservation of the golf course were 
the two main drivers of the alternatives, as most of the remaining comments could be reviewed into any 
concept that moves forward in the process.  He explained that Ms. Mastropieri would be providing a 
description of the alternatives in more detail. 
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Ms. Mastropieri then provided an overview of several definitions that the public will be hearing about 
throughout the meeting. A description was provided of the Airport Reference Code which refers to the 
aircraft approach category and design group and several photos were provided of example aircraft within 
each group (presentation is provided in Appendix B of this report).  Ms. Mastropieri also indicated that a 
citizen had pointed out that there was an incorrect aircraft identified in the draft presentation that had been 
posted to the website.  A Lear 60 had been identified as a C aircraft when in actuality it is a category D 
aircraft. 
 
The preliminary draft counts for the six month period were then reviewed. Ms. Mastropieri indicated that 
there were a few changes in aircraft groupings and that the data was still being refined.  Although the data 
was still being refined by Vector Airport Solutions, DY did provide the City with a copy of the draft data for 
anyone wishing to look at it in its present state. 
 
Ms. Mastropieri then provided an overview of several definitions that everyone should be familiar with prior 
to discussing the alternatives being brought forth at the meeting.  Definitions and illustrations were provided 
of the Runway Protection Zone (RPZ), Runway Safety Area (RSA), and Runway Object Free Area (ROFA). 
 
Four alternatives were then presented for consideration.  They included: 

• Alternative 1 – Existing Conditions  - Keep “As Is” 
• Alternative 2 – Comply to FAA Standards by Modifying the Airport 
• Alternative 3 – Comply to FAA Standards by Modifying Adjacent Land Uses 
• Alternative 4 Reduction of Airport Reference Code/ Design Aircraft 

 
The alternatives were presented graphically and large scale drawings were available for review after the 
meeting at the rear of the council chambers. 
 
Alternative 1 entails keeping the existing runway widths, lengths and standards as they exist today.  The 
RPZ on the 13 end would continue to contain incompatible land uses.  The driving range and parts of the 
golf course that impede compliant RSA and ROFA standards would remain and existing aircraft types and 
levels would be maintained. 
 
Alternative 2 was developed in an attempt to modify only the airport and meet FAA standards.  The Runway 
13 RPZ was pulled onto the airport so that no homes would be located within it.  To do so requires a 
displaced threshold of approximately 756 feet and extending the Runway 31 end to make up for the loss 
and employ declared distances for operations.  Runway 4 would require a similar situation where the RPZ 
would be pulled in to clear the club house and the runway displaced.  As another option, for Runway 4, the 
team also looked at using EMAS. 
 
Alternative 3 provided the option of the City instituting a voluntary purchase assurance program for homes 
located in the Runway 13 RPZ.  Such a program would provide homeowners with an option to sell their 
property at fair market value to the City.  The Runway 4 end would require relocation of the driving range 
and reconfiguration of portions of the golf course that impeded the RSA, ROFA and RPZ.  There appears to 
be approximately 18 acres along Harbor Drive that could possibly be used for some of this. 
 
Alternative 4 was developed as it was one alternative that was asked for by several citizens at the May 12th 
Workshop.  This alternative would reduce the ARC to a B-II airport.  It was stressed that FAA is unlikely to 
support such an alternative as it violates grant assurances and could have safety ramifications.  
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Ms. Mastropieri indicated that it was their hope to receive direction at the conclusion of the meeting as to 
which alternatives DY should move forward with to further analyze impacts in more detail. 
A brief overview of runway length requirements for existing conditions was then provided.  It was stressed 
that runway length requirements will be addressed in greater detail as the study continues to progress. 
 
The next meeting is scheduled for November 12th at 2:00 p.m. and will focus on a discussion of the impacts 
of the alternatives that are selected for further analysis.  In addition DY will continue to refine the aircraft 
count data and bring forth the monthly counts as they are completed. 
 
The workshop presentation was then concluded and Mayor Martin then led a discussion with Council on the 
direction that DY should take with regard to the alternatives.  Citizen comments followed.   
 
At the conclusion of the meeting Council gave the team direction to move forward with further analysis of 
Alternatives 2 through 4. 
 
Council and Citizen comments provided on the following pages were transcribed as precisely as possible 
from the City’s audio of the meeting.    
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Venice Municipal Airport Workshop 
Council Comments   
September 25, 2009 

 
 
At the conclusion of DY’s presentation Mayor Martin opened council remarks by wanting to 
clarify the expectations of the study from council members.  
 
I want point out now what I think DY’s expectation is from council.  I would think now Council 
could do two things. We want of course to clarify and ask questions they might have.  Two I 
don’t think Council should in a sense necessarily debate as to what the final solution should 
be but rather say I have an idea of what I want to see DY explore further and bring us 
additional information, talk with the FAA about  and gather data about or whatever the 
council might want.  The reason I say that is so that we could have relatively brief  
presentations to DY  comments about our thinking in relation to is and  we would  take a 
quick break and then 5 minutes and have the public comment before we make our final  
recommendations and so forth. Because there may well be things that the public will bring 
up that will  provide information to Council that might be slightly different than what they 
have before the public remark, or might be different, or might be completely different okay? 
So I think what we want to do now is get some items out on the table get some answers to 
questions and prepare the way for public input and then our final say is we’d like you to 
study alternative 2,4,6,8, and whatever. Okay? So, does anyone wish to begin at this point? 
Well let me ask a question just to begin. 
 
One of the things that I had thought earlier in this process might be possible was getting the 
FAA to continue to give us an exception to the OFA areas along the runways.  At present 
the some of the fence lines and some of the fairways themselves are within the existing  I 
think they probably are safe with regard to the B standards.  But when the  in the process 
we never fully tracked down but the FAA made decision probably around 2000 that we were 
a C  runway with the I think support of the C at that time  that created this imbalance. 
However the FAA has never moved to tell us to take down the fences and change the 
fairways.  and so I’ve wondered whether they might was one of the things I tried to explore 
with them in  in Washington    & in Orlando  and they mostly took the position which is an 
understandable position. Send us a proposal - that the cost that would be associated with 
moving those runways  fairways rather and moving those fences and then we’ll tell you 
whether that we might make an exception or not.  And that’s why we are doing what we’re 
doing now which is having you guys do just that. And  so alright do you think: 
 
 Question – do you think we can present it, do you have any sense on whether they might 
be willing cause that obviously would be a cost reduction alternative they could decide that 
the things that were going on in OFA were not that dangerous to the public or the planes?  
 
DeGraaff (DY) – Mayor that’s a good question.  And I think that the  if it was a choice the  let 
me step back that if the land in question is not under airport’s control if they didn’t control it 
the FAA would look at it one way, but in this case the land is actually in the control by the 
City of Venice they’re going to look more so because its under your control for the Venice to 
rectify the situation.  They would look more towards you fixing it because you own the 
property.  



 
Public Workshop #2 
Summary Report                        5   
11/6/2009 
 

Martin - Even though they haven’t done that in the past?   
 
DeGraaff – that’s right. 
 
Martin – okay. The  just a follow up on that.  The lease we have with the Venice Golf 
Association does say the city in response with FAA requirements can change the lease 
characteristics obviously it requires whatever legal procedures there are and  in modifying a 
lease with both parties having signed it but it is not it is a provision that was anticipated in 
developing the lease in some point the FAA could say this interferes with aviation purposes 
and  could require us to renegotiate the lease.  
 
DeGraaff – I think they would be willing to participate whatever financial cost would be 
associated with rectifying the situation. I think they understand the situation. I think they 
would be willing to financially participate to rectify…  
 
Martin – you think that’s true with the redesign…I know you are going to talk with the golf 
course architects to get some sense of how much that would be for example as opposed to 
an EMAS and  but obviously that would make a difference to the City if the FAA was willing 
to help us do that as compared with an alternative where we think of some other option.   
 
DeGraaff – honestly I believe they would.  I think they may pro-rate it they may say they may 
participate in that portion that would include the ROFA, and perhaps they may not but I think 
for sure they would entertain discussions of… 
 
MARTIN – they would  the driving range and the  clubhouse  we have never talked about 
moving the clubhouse actually but it sounds like it might be on the table.  do expect help 
with those costs as well?  
 
DeGraaff – as Lisa mentioned before there’s a ranking on these surfaces, the Runway 
Safety Area is the highest, then the ROFA, and then the RPZ so now we’re switching to the 
RSA there’s even more of a chance they would participate in achieving a Runway Safety 
Area.   
 
MARTIN – Okay thank you.  Other Council members? 
 
McKeon – I have studied this and I  I  have my own opinions which I’ll probably  share in 
more detail at the end of the meeting after we’ve had public comment.  The one thing I’d like 
to see us be able to do is you know we have 4 general alternatives  presented today and 
hopefully I at the end am just going to pick it you know that  say by the end of the day 
hopefully we could narrow it down to two and focus on those based upon the public input 
and our comments and questions.   
 
MARTIN – that’s what I was hoping to and in fact some mix and match because I happen 
personally to see one from column A and one from excuse the little joke. McKeon – I 
understand. 
 
MARTIN – Mr. Zavodnyik  
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Zavodnyik – first, thank you D&L for your good work you’ve done so far on this.  I would ask 
that  Council members be provided with  printouts of revised slides 8&9  and if you could put 
slide 8 up, slide 8 is six months operations operations data. It’s 7 or 8, yeah 7, 8 alright.  In 
looking at that  its my understanding that the this is really  the key to everything that we’re 
going to be doing, that you’re doing on behalf of the City &  looking at  what you have so far 
and in terms of c-I & C-ii  that’s  = 256 for 6 months.   As you know & I want to make clear all 
of us in this room we’ve got to be confident with the data that that we are looking at and that 
we are receiving.  It seems to me that implicit and explicit  from the get go that if everyone 
for the most part will accept the data then we can move on to finding solutions.  So I think its 
incumbent upon you folks to make clear that what you are submitting to us is accurate and 
up-to-date and that there is no duplication.  I think Lisa made some point of that in her 
earlier remarks there’s some question of did could some of the equipment out there  could it 
be   showing us double figures, catching  the same plane twice and however that’s done  we 
want to make sure we understand, that everybody understands  its  good data and its 
accepted.  I was thinking something an analogy if I understand the scientific method you 
have a hypothesis, you try to prove the hypotheses, and let’s say you want to say it’s black, 
or another word for black is  B airport but if the data shows that it’s white then it’s got to be a 
C airport but we’ve got to be absolutely accurate or as accurate as possible given the 
human condition in terms of what we’re looking at so  to the extent that   you can assure 
members of the community,  the aircraft community, council members that this data  is  
complete and accurate I think is  absolutely crucial.   
 
Mastropieri – Sure.  I’d like to point out that this data collection effort includes with the touch 
and go activity, we do have 2 specific camera that specifically capture touch and go. So 
those are not captured by any other camera.  And that number that you see there the 8,644 
I believe is true number from what I saw in data & it’s all printed out for the city to take a look 
at.  And that;s one of the things you know we actually had the cameras set up in February 
and we the vendor started a 2-week kind of test period to see how those cameras would 
work & he decided you know lets setup two more cameras for the touch and goes so that we 
don’t get any confusion.   So that was specifically done so we didn’t duplicate those types of 
operations and remember that um this data includes all VFR visual flights that come into the 
airport. So that includes all the flights that are not reported to the FAA with a flight plan.   
there is a system I think its off of flight aware where you can collect data however that is the 
instrument flight rule data so that’s only the flights when a pilot files a flight plan.  To either 
takeoff or land at this airport.  So that does not include the VFR visual data.  So I believe this 
data encompass more of the activity that in fact you would be able to get off of flight aware.  
In fact for January because we didn’t have the cameras set up we have flight aware data 
you know.  It just doesn’t encompass everything.  Its good definitely good information but it 
just doesn’t encompass everything you’re not going to get your touch and go activity.   
 
 
DeGraaff – in my 31 years with the aviation industry I have not seen a better system for 
accurately counting aircraft.  Well you know people may say well what happens if you have 
an Air Traffic Control tower? Well an air traffic control tower does not categorize aircraft by 
a, b, c, or d.  They’ll give you total numbers and you’ll have to pro-rate them by using some 
other method. So there is no better system that I know of for getting an accurate count by 
category such as this.   
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Dennis – I just wanted to add I just also  add a little bit more to that.  acceptance I guess is 
important on both sides acceptance  getting this count accepted by the community is very 
important to us.  And that’s why we want to pass this data around  for people to look at  and 
but looking at from a total standpoint and early indications of discussions with the FAA, I 
think there is bigger issue getting the count & getting us accepted is one thing.  I think what 
it helps us do is we understand what’s happening at airport but  it and if it turns out that we 
need it as a tool to go to the FAA as part of our argument  it’s  something we want to feel 
comfortable with. But  I should point out the other big issue I think that I’m hearing is that 
Regardless of what this count comes out to be,  the FAA is still pretty strong on the opinion 
that this airport should be designed to the C category. And so we’re going to have to go to 
them and say you know we’ve got this data whatever may be how do we you know but want 
it to be designed to a B category if that’s the direction we go  That’s the discussion that’s 
really the big discussion I think.  I don’t think they’re going to this is going to they’ll take this 
data but I the early indication I hear  is that they see this as a blip in the whole system and 
they generally still see that as a C.  Whether they’re correct or not whatever it is but that’s 
the issue I think we should be dealing with.  This count is good for us internally here and it’s 
good for us to use.  But I think the big issue is when you sit across the table from the FAA 
and say I want to be a B airport & they say no.  That’s what we have to deal with I think 
that’s the big issue on the table.   
 
Noreen Taylor –  you pretty much answered my question but the FAA typically objects to 
downgrading the airport to a B when they’ve seen the airport as a C? 
 
DeGraaff –  in this case Dennis talked a little bit about that blip and I think if we  look at the 
other airports in Florida particular around this area here and they show that over the last few 
years with the  recession that we’re in that their numbers dropped. So that even if that I think 
the point that Dennis was making that even if the numbers come below 500 that they’re 
gong to say that that is just a blip on the radar.  That in reality that you’re going to be coming 
back to it and they would be extremely reluctant to allow the aircraft to allow the airport to go 
to a B.  I think you would have to show a couple of years of B kind of numbers before they 
would say okay.   
 
Martin – And what do you expect the next 6 months would be? Comparable? Roughly? 
We’ve got a little bit over a half counting the D’s already.   
 
Mastropieri – I think that it’s going to pick up a little bit more as cooler weather comes and 
the end of year tourists start to come down more.   these from past rends that we’ve looked 
at or and at other airports are the slower months.  March is a busy month & then drops off in 
the summer quite a bit. But I don’t know what this year’s you know activity and the economic 
conditions and all but I would suspect that it’s going to start to creep up again each month.   
till you get to March.   I think March is usually a peak month for a lot of airports in Florida.   
 
MARTIN – Thank you. Ms. Lang   
 
Lang – well as I mentioned to you on the phone I was very disappointed that you did not 
provide a preliminary preview of the equipment and the especially the data system and 
some raw data during the early months of this process.  So you’ve lost credibility with some 
of us and many members of the community and that needs to be overcome.  I’m especially 
concerned with your latest adjustments. I noticed that  when a citizen you know  found you 
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were lumping the D aircraft in with the C’s you’ve made that correction and you now have a 
category for your D-Is & IIs but somehow miraculously you’ve adjusted your data to have 
exactly the same number of C aircraft as when it was including the D aircraft.  Sounds very 
funny to me.  You know just maybe it’s a coincidence but it doesn’t sound good.  It doesn’t 
you know. So we do need to really look at these and um we also from the airports pilots 
tenants union they did a count 2 years in a row and you know when we’re looking at some 
you know trying to have more than a year look back, look ahead, etcetera um that’s some 
data right there as well as the flight aware system that could be looked at.  You know even 
tough flight aware doesn’t include all; it gives you a pretty good representation.  And you 
know you could go back several years on the flight aware.  And as a matter of fact, the 
period between 2004 and 2006 um you know was the blip on radar. That was an extreme 
unusual spike in activity in many ways real estate, the economy etcetera.  So that was the 
blip there okay, that was the anomaly um what we are seeing now is we’re back to normal. 
So um you know we’re kind of in a situation where we’re trying to stuff 10 lbs of flour into the 
5lb sack. And you know whose ox is going to get gored?  You know when we do that? There 
are just a lot of ramifications from that that are very bad for this community. And I for one 
think it is far more beneficial to this community to not disturb our golf course which is not just 
a golf course okay? That golf course happens to contain some very sensitive habitat with 
wonderful wildlife species. Several threatened and endangered wildlife species so you know 
it’s not just a recreational area that happens to be on a golf course.  Um and then we go to 
the other end where there are homes, this idea of adding 500 feet to the end of the runway, 
well we all know what happened at Stuart when they did that.  Okay? And that ended up in 
the taking of I don’t know how many homes?  So that’s not a solution for us. And you know 
it’s its very clear to me that we need to be you know  sizing this airport in accordance to 
what’s really going on here keeping it on the airfield and minimizing the impact to 
surrounding developed area and surrounding environmental area.  And if that means we 
have to forego FAA assistance…you know what this airport can and should be self 
supporting.  Okay. We have 4 million dollars in our reserve fund.  That’s twice as much as 
two  for years ago.  There is no reason why this airport should be taking federal welfare 
dollars because that’s what it is.  Its federal subsidy its taxpayers dollars dollars that are 
paid.  Surcharges on our public transportation.  Federal dollars that should be going to our 
roads, bridges, commercial, and public transportation.   
 
Martin – Ms. Lang by any chance do you have any questions for the  for example would you 
like to ask as if they have any insight into the Stuart thing? I have not heard that discussed.  
But it is one of their alternatives and I think that we’re at some point want a fact based on 
that.   
 
Lang – well I thought that maybe you could elaborate more; I thought everyone was aware 
about what happened at Stuart.  This came up with MEA um cause this whole 500 foot 
extension is been discussed before but    
 
Mastropieri –  actually I I’m not sure if I’m thinking of the right airport cause I’m not real 
familiar with it but is that is where within the RPZ the homes were bought & folks were not 
happy about being bought and its kind of a ghost town here & there? 
 
Lang– If I recall the story that airport had added this little 500 foot extension and at some 
point you know they like us realized that hey you know weren’t going to be able to meet you 
know all the standards.  And that there were homes in the zone and they were experiencing 
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a lot of traffic noise etcetera and they wanted to remove the 500 feet and FAA would not 
allow...even though they had put it in voluntarily or something or whatever.  The FAA would 
not allow them to remove it and instead insisted that they acquire & demolish a whole 
number of houses in order to meet you know compliance to not you know be in noise area 
 
Mastropieri – I think the pavement that we would add to 13-31 is on the south end.  And that 
actually would allow the aircraft to be up higher over the homes because they can’t utilize 
the north end. They wouldn’t be able to utilize that 756 feet that is displaced and it’s marked 
so that it could not be used.   so its almost my thinking right now is that it’s almost the 
opposite in that we’re bringing the RPZ away from homes and there aren’t any on the other 
end that get impacted.   
 
Lang – I think there are some members in this audience that can explain this better than me 
as to why that really jeopardizes the homes.   
 
Martin –  one of those things it seems to me that has come up is that we would want to you 
know explore further you know I know just from reading that the Martin county situation is a 
pretty elaborate situation  the government wanted the extended runway there was some 
question about whether the FAA approved it.  The  I think the government wanted to move 
the houses there then so that it may it may not be an exact…nevertheless it may be helpful 
for the community to understand in fact the risks Ms. Lang is concerned about is one that we 
should be aware of.  Mr.  Moore?  1:17:23 
 
Moore – Just a few comments and questions.  Just from historical perspective. When the 
previous  Master Plan Update & the Airport Layout Plan was presented to this council in 
June of 2007,  the council declined to accept it and I think there were 3 maybe 4 primary 
reasons and I think you’ve tried very hard to address those and I commend you for that.   
Number one was the fact that MEA Hanson said we had 186,000 aircraft operations a 
calendar year.  but they didn’t really have any strong data to back that up.  And I think that 
Council was very skeptical about the credibility of their methodology and of the data they 
were providing.   you know have come up with a what has been described as a very 
accurate way of counting aircraft operations for a six month period from March through 
August with 22,830 aircraft operations including touch and goes & all categories of aircraft. 
So it looks to me like right now you have a pretty accurate count over a six month period.  
There was one question I had, in April in your notes you indicated there was about a two 
week period there that for some reason the equipment brake down or wasn’t operating.  So 
I’m assuming that these 3,416 aircraft operations in April  you have done some extrapolation 
to come up with that figure?  
 
Mastropieri - No actually, that’s if you add it up the column that’s what it would come up to.   
the touch and go cameras are the ones that were down.  The 832 number you can see its 
lower than all the other months but we just kept that number as it was.  We didn’t want to 
change the number at all.  If you look at  in April column two the second to the last row, 832 
touch and goes that’s those two cameras for some reason I can’t explain it & the vendor was 
apologize but  the cameras were down for 2 weeks so we did not capture 2 weeks of touch 
and go only activity.   
 
Moore – That was the only camera that went down?   
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Mastropieri – the two of them on the touch & goes yes 
 
Moore – there were two? 
 
Mastropieri – there were two but did not affect arrivals or departure data that we collect.  
 
Moore – well the sheet the sheet that I got said for example that AI Operations were 1,328 
and now you have them at 2,238.    
 
Mastropieri – yeah let me explain because I think this credibility issue is important and I 
appreciate this when a citizen pointed out that that we did not have a D aircraft in the  count 
here, I just went that can’t be right.  But what we did our folks internally had tried to be 
creative with this effort and did this little program within Excel.  We’ve got  you know 500 
pages of data that we were trying to assimilate in a fairly quick fashion to categorize the A, 
B, C, D  aircraft.  The data that we get from Vector our vendor does not include that, so we 
have to go in and categorize every single aircraft.   And what happened was when they did 
their little algorithm for this program it was taking it was mistaking from cells basically.  So 
we went in, we went in and took a hard look at data and things were off.  This we feel is 
absolutely correct.  I I’ve poured over it.   Since you’ve found that mistake and it was I’m 
very appreciative of what that was pointed out.    
 
Moore – Okay, the…are you going to continue the count? 
 
Mastropieri – Yes, you folks have purchased the equipment, it’s in place and we will 
continue the count for each month and bring it to you and see what happens we’ll… 
 
More – can you give me an approximation of what you feel the annual aircraft operations 
count is going to develop into this time?   
 
Mastropieri – You know I , If I were to say they were going to be around same as March or a 
little bit less each month March and July. I just don’t know I wish I could give you a better 
sense but I mean its definitely going to be under 100,000 you know or  75,000.  I can’t 
imagine it being.... I can’t imagine it being much higher than that.   
 
Moore -   So something less than 50,000 probably would be a reasonable estimate? 
 
Mastropieri – m no I it could definitely go above 50.    
 
Moore – It will go above 50? 
 
Mastropieri – it could. It could because you’re coming up to your busier months, yeah.   
 
Martin – Can I well ask a question about the excuse me… the 22,000 figure includes the 
touch and goes.   
 
Mastropieri – Correct 
 
Martin – and there is some  I don’t have a date Mr Watts….is the  is the training school 
operating?   
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Watts – Yes 
 
Martin – it is okay cause there’s some legal action going on about  the training school, 
there’s some questions about it.   So if for some reason or another cut back its operations or 
something that would obviously take a difference.  I think they what is the more significant 
number to me are the 8,500 number which is the general aviation operations of all kinds. 
That I would doubt much would reach 25,000.  My own guess even if you felt this was 40% 
and you’d get 60% or 65%  more in the years  in the next six months  and the touch and 
goes, I’m not meaning to discount them I’m just saying that that its not clear whether the 
same pattern we’ll obtain through the end of the year given the the financial problems that 
have arisen in the training operation.  
 
Moore – well I guess my point is that what we have arrived at is going to be a glaring 
difference between the estimates from MEA Hanson in 2007 of 186,000 operations a year.  
Which they estimated would to go over 200,000 in the year 2010, next year.  And we can 
see we are nowhere near that.  Maybe 25 percent of that.  I guess it sounds like we or I am 
belaboring the issue of aircraft operations. But from my standpoint at least it’s important for 
variety of reasons.  Mr. Zavodnyik has pointed out one very accurately I believe that we 
need to have accurate data in order to make good decisions and you know we need to know 
what the accurate count is.  Because number one, it it’s a safety issue. I mean everybody 
agrees that safety is the most important issue at the airport and how..Whether you have 200 
aircraft operations a year in a non-towered airport or 50 aircraft operations a year in a non-
towered airport to me makes a significant difference.  And I’m not a pilot but…Am I Correct? 
 
Mastropieri  - yes you are.   
 
Moore – okay.  The other thing is MEA Hanson utilized this grossly over estimated aircraft 
operations count to recommend  over 61 million dollars worth  of Capital Projects on the 
airport over the next 20 years including the construction of a manned  tower. Now, that 
might be justification for a tower if it was correct but would 50,000 aircraft operations justify 
tower?  
 
Mastropieri - No 
 
Moore – so it has a significant impact on the amount of Capital Improvement Projects that 
we might be looking to perform on the airport as well as safety.  
 
Mastropieri – that is correct 
 
Moore – Again, I don’t want to over emphasize the numbers but I think there are a lot of 
reasons that these numbers are important.   okay we’re going to refine that number in the 
future.  The other issues that I think caused the council in June of 2007 to reject the Master 
Plan Update and the Airport Layout Plan was the fact that for the first time, they were being 
told that Runway Protection Zones were going to extend out over residential neighborhoods 
& overlay approximately 20 to 22 existing homes.  And when you look at the aircraft I mean 
FAA circulars and so on we know that Runway Protection Zones are supposed to be free of 
human habitation.  You’ve already described that.  Well there’s another requirement as I 
understand it for Runway Protection Zones that I read in trying to do some research and that 
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was the fact that Runway Protection Zones are supposed to be available to emergency and 
fire vehicles and that sort of thing which implies to me that protection zones are areas where 
planes is most likely to crash and burn and cause a lot of havoc and problems.   Therefore 
there should be access roads and accessibility by fire and rescue personnel and vehicles in 
those areas.  That’s what the FAA Regs say.  That’s why it is extremely important in my 
mind that we don’t have Runway Protection Zones in residential neighborhoods obviously. 
Now…if you want to say something go ahead.     
 
DeGraaff – I agree with you that they are very important and the FAA does place some 
emphasis on them but then again they say though that if you don’t control the property, that 
it becomes a recommendation so it tells you how, where they place it as far as importance is 
concerned.  
 
Moore – well again, to me it’s a safety issue and it’s hard for me to compromise safety by 
just changing the words you use. Require or recommend it just doesn’t answer, just doesn’t 
address the issue to my way of thinking.  But I understand the FAA is the big gorilla and they 
can do what they want to do and we have to try to go along with that.   you have come up 
with a solution here that calls for pulling in the end and I will call it the 13  the end of 13-31 
the 13 end the northwest end you are talking about literally pulling that on to airport 756 ft.  
and that would pull the entire Runway Protection Zone onto the airport.  Is that…you’re 
nodding I’m saying okay that’s correct.  In order to do that you would add 515 feet to the 31 
end of runway which would effectively create 5,515 of pavement but only 4,000 what 4,759 
feet of useable runway.  
 
Mastropieri – Correct 
 
Moore – so you have effectively taken a 5,000 ft. runway and shortened it to 4, 759 feet.   
But that would only apply for planes actually taking off on Runway 31.  
 
Mastropieri – that’s correct 
 
Moore - How about planes taking off on runway 13? 
 
DeGraaff – airplanes taking off on 13 don’t need anything behind them.  They don’t need an 
RPZ an RSA or a ROFA that’s why they can start right at the beginning of the pavement.  
For all the other operations though they would have to end that distance that 756 feet prior 
to the end of the pavement.  
 
Moore - My understanding has always been that C-I and C-II aircraft need a lot more than 
4,759 feet 
 
DeGraaff- on our chart we showed I think it was 75% of the fleet had 60% loading it was 
less than 5,000 feet.  Its rather common that they don’t rarely, they don’t…aircraft rarely 
operate at their full loading capacity and that’s why they have all those charts for different 
loading etcetera so that  they would have to adjust. They would have to use their weight and 
balance calculations to see if… 
 
Moore – well effectively they would have a shorter runway.   
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DeGraaff – that’s correct    
 
 
Moore – okay.  The other question I had was you have  calculated 256  CI-CII operations 
but have you quantified that in any way or qualified it in terms of are we talking about you 
know one aircraft taking off 256 times or are we talking about 20 aircraft you know taking off 
10-15 times? 
 
Mastropieri – That is in the data its various types and I can provide that to you. It’s a lot of 
different types of C aircraft, not just one.   
 
Moore - okay you can provide that? Okay, I think that’s all the questions I had right now.   
 
Martin – you probably want the D’s as well now that they have been broken out and they 
are, they count in terms of this 500.   
 
Moore – yeah, I need new slides, I don’t have them on my data.   
 
Martin – I have it too in my older slides that would be good.  Mr. Simmonds?  
 
Simmonds – Thank you.  You know after listening to all the controversy on this airport for 
last couple years. I’m reminded of a Dilbert’s observation.  When he said  when faced with a 
pot fully of crazy its best not to stir it.  So I would be inclined not to stir it but I feel like I have 
to.  I’m curious, I’m going to ask a couple of questions and then make some observations.  
I’m curious as to why you used the Lear to indicate runway length requirements? Now I 
don’t know anything about the 25, 35, or 45 I have flown in either of them haven’t even 
ridden in them.  But I have flown the 23 and the 23 is like the old Air force F84 it loves the 
ground.  And particularly on a hot day on a hot runway it doesn’t want to fly. I suspect that 
the other Lears have carried on this tradition. Is that why you used the Lear to justify a 
longer runway requirement?  
 
DeGraaff – it’s in the advisory circular when they talk about how to do the runway length 
requirements.  It’s a process that they use and they’ll say okay there are three different 
processes.  One for if your aircraft are below 12,500 lbs which is not the case here, or if your 
aircraft are all above 60,000 lbs, which are not the case.  You’re in the category in between 
12,000 and 60,000 pound aircraft that operate here.  Then within that there’s a Methodology 
that they that they will tell you.  If you’re above 60,000 lbs they differ in that they go to a 
particular aircraft the design aircraft and they’ll use that one.  But in your case between 
12,000 and 60,000 they use groupings.  They use group of aircrafts.  So they’ll the…you 
have to look at these two charts.  And one of them is most of your aircraft within the 75 % of 
the group.  And that’s true for Venice. There’s another chart that lists the other 25% of that 
group and they’re larger aircraft and that’s not true for Venice.  So that narrows it down to 
which group of aircraft that you’re using.  And then you go into the charts.  Using that group 
of aircraft in this case was the 75% of the fleet and then you go and look at other factors 
such as temperature & other factors to arrive at what the runway length is.  
 
Mastropieri – I think that we put that Lear down there because it’s included in the chart that 
we used.  We just wanted to point out that those operations occur here at the airport. And 
those particular aircraft are included in the one chart that we use.  
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Simmonds – Okay thank you.   Addressing the counts, your presentation covers the months 
of the year that probably have the least traffic.  So I wouldn’t have a lot of confidence in this 
particularly when you say there’s only 4 ops of helicopters, 2 in March, & 2 in July and we 
have  3 or 4 of them based there.   
 
Mastropieri – I should have made that clear too…the helicopters it’s very difficult for the 
cameras to capture because of the way they come into the airport.  Their operation at a high 
altitude and they basically miss the cameras most of the time unless they follow the flight 
path in.   
 
Simmonds – you know I think possibly the 2007 counts were overstated.  But 2007 is a lot 
different than near 2100.  Air…Counts are down significantly all over the country at every 
airport.  Some of them are almost out of business because of the extension of the  
depression we’ll call it in the aviation industry. So I don’t have a lot of confidence that the 
counts at moments really drive much.  And particularly what we have on this chart.  And 
particularly since the FAA has said at least twice to us don’t tell me about counts.  This is CII 
airport and its going to stay a CII airport & you have made an observation that they are very 
unlikely to accept a redesignation to a BII so I don’t know how useful it is to pursue that with 
any intention of or hope that you get it but that’s up to the rest of the council if they want to 
pursue it fine, but I don’t think it’s going to happen. My biggest concern about what’s going 
on is the impact of the runway extension zone and the adjustments on the golf course. We 
have a 25 yr contract with the golf course. If it requires to be reconfigured that’s going to 
cost a lot of money not only design but then in construction. The fear is that we made a 
contract. The golf course owners are going to say okay, you had a contract, you’re the City 
of Venice, and you’re not complying with the contract so we want a zillion dollars. And we 
would be in very tough shape to defend that.  What can you do, who would pay for it…is 
there any assurance that the FAA would step in and assist with that? 
 
DeGraaff – That’s a very good question. The, as I mentioned before, the FAA is willing to 
provide funding to achieve these goals their goals of the safety areas.  They are willing to 
give out money. I’ve seen them put out a tremendous amount of money and again it is in 
that order of the runway safety areas first, object free areas, and then RPZs. They are willing 
and if I was in council’s shoes I would present it into FAA.  I would ask them how much they 
would be willing to participate and see.  I realize what you’re saying about the 25 year lease 
with the golf course  and in all probability it might be a shared cost between FAA it depend 
on how much money they willing to put in to achieve what they want. And if I was in your 
shoes I would present it that way.  I would say to them listen, we  want this just like you want 
it and we’re willing to do it but we need some of your assistance in and enter into 
negotiations with them and see what they say.     
 
Simmonds – okay I would hope they would and there’s the question of loss of use & loss of 
revenue while construction is going on.  So it could be a very expensive proposition and if 
they did not help us it could be a real financial impact on the City and I don’t know how we 
would defend it.   We contracted for it, so it looks like it’s our problem. On the CII-BII thing I 
guess that’s something we’re going to be talking about forever.  And good luck with it. Thank 
You.   
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Martin – Thank You I think just in response to the gentleman’s contract  comment and I am 
not an attorney and Bob is not here but I think that the contract does provide for the this 
possibility, doesn’t necessarily mean there is no compensation but  it provides for the FAA 
having the final say on some of that uses, Mr. Boone is here you’d probably be very familiar 
with it if he speaks today I’ll ask him but will research it to see about that. Now one of the 
things that interests me is basically the things you’ve suggested are things that that  as 
result of some citizen involvement developing some draft ALPs. I Brought  to the FAA  on 
two occasions in Washington and in and I would say not that  obviously we were not trying 
to get them to approve the plan it was not a plan developed by a group such as yours and it 
also had not been approved by the City, it was simply a talking point from the people who 
helped us with it both the business people and the citizen group  knew that and  they talked 
about it as a conceptual design to  get discussion from the FAA .   as I mentioned to you 
before  the FAA  really didn’t go very far in discussing with us and  they did tell me right off 
the top that that , they took one look at the plan and before I got a chance to tell them what 
we were asking for they said it’s a B or the engineers said it’s a B and you can’t have a B its 
really (in audible)…so that ties in some way with this I think what we’re likely to encompass 
and they can’t change their mind.  but I explained what we weren’t trying to get them to 
approve it we were just trying to show them what the airport looked like now and the 
implications for the RPZ just the very things that are on this agenda.    I talked with them 
about almost two years ago.  And  but it in any event so I’m kind of wondering given your 
comment just a moment ago whether how far ahead can we get of submitting an ALP to 
them and get them to discuss because they told me send a plan and then we’ll discuss. So 
are you suggesting that the process might be that we can present  some of these 
alternatives if the Council agrees and then sit down with them and they might respond to the 
alternatives?  
 
Unknown – Yes 
 
Martin - okay so at least we would have some alternatives that you would be authorized to 
talk with them about on behalf of the City and stuff like…okay, good.  Because otherwise I 
thought I would be right back where I was in Washington where they said you know I don’t 
want to talk about it until after you submit the ALP.  Okay are there other comments?  We’ll 
take a five minute break and then we’ll  ask for the audience to help us out.  Thanks a lot.  
1:42:17    
 
5 min break. 
 
Martin: we will reconvene.  Clerk you have  some people signed up to speak? 
 
Clerk – I do mayor.  Gina McCormick? 
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Venice Municipal Airport Workshop 
Public Comments   

 
Gina McCormick – Thank you.   Good morning to all of you. I’m not used to doing this so I’m 
going to read it. My name is Gina McCormick and I live in Pelican Point sub-division here in 
Venice. My husband and I moved here to the Venice area 6 yrs ago from Colorado because 
we liked style of life that’s available here. I have never been to one of your Council meetings 
I’ve read about things in the newspaper but not really participated not thinking really how 
much it does affect me.  I’d like to offer my opinion while I understand some entrepreneurs 
want to grow our little airport for their own financial gains. Originally it was intended to be a 
small recreational airport.  Now when the larger planes takeoff they fly directly over Pelican 
Point and many other sub-divisions. The decisions that you all make affects everyone. I 
guess originally I was thinking was the Island of Venice but its everyone. I’m not sure why 
need so many airports.   we have the Sarasota International Airport just to the North for 
commercial flight traffic & the Charlotte County airport for training and other activity as that is 
not conducive to small airports in an area that’s highly populated. I guess what I’m saying to 
you all is I would like to see Venice stay the way it was intended. It was a small, friendly 
airport for recreational use.  And I’m really not sure why there are so many big airplanes 
coming in to our area. Is there some kind of a ..don’t they have to get permission? Or is it 
you know when they’re trying to…when we talk about size of the aircraft, the D’s and the 
C’s, it makes me wonder why the larger airplanes are allowed to fly in here? Anyway, thank 
you for listening to me.   
 
Mayor – Thanks.  The answer to your question is that the FAA does not  allow airports to 
prohibit certain classes or their word is discriminate against it so that  any pilot that that fits 
within the parameters of the airport  can make a judgment come in and land.  
 
Gina – okay.  So that means we can get even bigger? 
 
Martin -   yeah although the there are as we’re hearing today  that there would have to come 
in at pretty low weights  gross weights for them I mean  in order to fit on the length of our 
runways.  And but conceivably a big plane could and empty big plane could land or on some 
of it.  They don’t usually choose to do that if they think it is a safety issue.  It might be an 
emergency thing.   
 
Gina – right.   
 
Martin – thank you for your comment.  
 
Gina – thank you.   
 
Clerk – Chuck Schmieler 
 
Chuck Schmieler – good morning. I too have a concern with DY. Every time they have a 
workshop I have an upper respiratory infection and I think it’s their fault.   my comments are 
going to be limited to reactions to the materials presented by  DY today.  Unfortunately as 
these things unfold it’s almost impossible to try and make some real logical thread of things 
so if you’ll bear with me.  My comments just sort of follow their presentation.  They’re divided 
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into 2 basic areas regulations versus realities.  Those of us that have worked in the  FAA Air 
Traffic System, or flown within it for 45 years realize that many times the regs just don’t 
mimic  the realities of life.  Regs don’t keep up with realities, sometimes regs are actually 
beyond realities.  But lemme go down this list and I beg your indulgence.   with regard to the 
departure end of Runway 31 and this concern over the RPZ and  the suggestion that 
avigation easements might  be a possibility there  and I tell you VABA has no interest in 
supporting taking of any houses or any private property off this airport.  I mean that’s been 
our position from day one; we’re just not interested in supporting that sort of thing.   in my 
hand I have a document which we served on DY, May 12th which shows  that  the 
predecessor & nomenclature to the RPZ has existed over Gulf Shores and into Golden 
Beach since  the early 1960’s.  So the folks that have been living there have been living 
under designated airspace that was in fact in some ways larger than the designated 
airspace is today called a RPZ for a  C Aircraft.   this is the reality. Also the reality is if we 
move the RPZ onto airfield, either by just calling it a BII runway and getting the feds to go 
along with that or adding on to the pavement at the other end, the same airplanes are going 
to fly over same houses.  The same airplanes are going to fly over the same houses.  This 
does not change the potential for what could or could not happen there. History has shown 
we’ve either been very fortunate or we’ve been very good at what we do because haven’t hit 
too many houses in the RPZ.   As I go down my notes there’s a couple of I’ll skip here in the 
interest of brevity because they’ve come up.  I would be curious to know from DY how the 
FAA has in their past experience responded to couple of things;  fluctuations  in the design 
aircraft & based aircraft.  We currently have 2 aircraft that are CII or larger based at the 
airport we have another one coming.  I think that plays a poses an interesting question in 
this whole dilemma.  With respect to the avigation easement, let me just give you some 
information that might be of some help.  Membership of VABA paid to have every deed 
searched from Airport Avenue to San Marco Drive from  the Gulf of Mexico to Route 41 to 
see if any so-called  deed assurances might exist and might have been dropped along the 
way. There are avigation easements off of certain other ends of runways but not the 
departure end of Runway 31. We concluded the reason for that was that that property was 
never owned by the federal government it was leased from the owner.  Conclusion of the 
war it was turned back over to the owner.  The FAA has made a practice of entering in to 
lease termination agreements. When they turn leases back these leases termination 
agreements have avigation easements in them.  Cannot locate that lease doesn’t say it 
doesn’t exist. But there may already be avigation easements there.   the Runway Safety 
Area, you know a comment was made that it’s primarily for the aircraft pilots and 
passengers.  Well that’s fine as long as you’re not a golfer standing in the driving range 
when that airplane comes through the fence.  That Runway Safety Area is too short at the 
end of Runway 22.  VABA believes strongly we need that runway for noise abatement we 
want to be good members of this community.  The best way to reduce that noise is to use 
that runway.  But more and more it’s becoming harder and harder to get turbine pilots to 
concur with that because the condition of the runway and the fact they now know it’s 
become public knowledge that RSA is non-standard & they think h I don’t want to kill 
somebody in that golf course or something happens. (buzzer) May I have a moment?  
 
Martin – just a brief moment we need to try and work this out this morning if we can.  
 
Schmieler – Okay.  lemme just look for the high points here.  Now there’s an implication 
here that if we if we stop taking grant money, that the FAA will simply turn its back and walk 
away from Venice Airport and we can elect BII status and just go on down our merry way. I 



 
Public Workshop #2 
Summary Report                        18   
11/6/2009 
 

don’t think that’s the case.  I think you’ll find the FAA has powers of enforcement that they 
can issue orders of compliance. And I think that that’s a very slippery slope to start down.  
Another thing I’d mention to you is that a 15% reduction of runway length that’s what we’re 
talking about if we pull that RPZ back, is a dramatic reduction in safety.  I’ve flown these 
high performance turbine aircraft for more years than I care to tell ya, things happen very 
fast.  And that Runway Safety Area protects not only us but it protects the people at the 
other end.   
 
Martin – Can I ask you just to wrap up please? 
 
Schmieler – yes, I’m done. Thank you for your time.  Enjoy the rest of your day.  
 
Martin – let me just say, lemme see if there’s any comment or question…?  Alright we’re 
going to pursue and in other meetings as  DY has said there’s 3 more meetings that will 
continue thinking about these issues together examining all alternatives and so forth so I 
feel a little badly about cutting people off who have a lot of expertise  and  but I think we 
need to do that otherwise it’s a slippery slope as they say.   
 
Clerk – Mike Rafferty 1:53:18 
 
Mike Rafferty – good morning Mayor, members of the Council Mike Rafferty, Resident, City 
of Venice. My one plea to Council today in providing guidance to our consultant and that one 
plea is that we have validated data, validated count data before any further reliance is made 
upon the data. That’s not to say that the consultants that the study cannot continue but the 
key item in this study has been from the onset, the count. Regardless of what you say or 
what you hear, the number of BII & larger aircraft that are using our airport will direct and 
guide FAA into what there is going to happen at that airport. The data that I’ve looked at so 
far & what I see this morning shows me that the count data provided by DY is like a moving 
target. The words I hear described on how they developed the data & such as creative 
computer programming and errors on slide 6 and other information shake my confidence in 
what they have done.  From the onset of this study, Jim Marble and I who have spent 
considerable time on this project counting aircraft analyzing data have volunteered our 
services to City, to the consultant, to the airport director and have not had the opportunity to 
do that.  Quite frankly, I am totally fed up annoyed & discouraged with the process in what 
has been going on. I have been attempting to get this information first of all starting with the 
Mayor, the City Council, the City Clerk, went to the court hearing on the Sunshine Case to 
listen to expert witnesses testify on Freedom of Information, Public Records, Chapter 286 
the Sunshine Law. Followed up contacted those expert witnesses; Sandy Chase Executive 
Director, Breckner Institute, Professor Charles Davis, Executive Director,  National Freedom 
of Information Coalition, Alexis Lambert, Deputy General Council for Florida State Attorney 
General.  This is the information on requesting the count data from the consultant.  A lot of 
time misguided spent on what could have been spent in analyzing the data and coming up 
and validating information that was presented to you this morning.  In conclusion, I just, 
again, want to plea with the Council, no further reliance on the count data until it’s validated.  
Thank you.   
 
Martin – Ms. Lang  
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Lang – yes.  Mr. Rafferty can you tell us about the Stuart experience? I think you may know 
more about that than I do and I was an interest in knowing what actually happened there.   
 
Rafferty – The Stuart Airport Windham County Airport has been an analogy has been an 
analogy that Jim Marble and I have used to compare what happened to FAA big brother and 
what could happen here in Venice. The sequence of events in Stuart Florida,  Mirror 
probably what could happen here in Venice by perhaps a 2 year advance period. First of all 
there was an illegal 500 foot extension of the runway. Why was it illegal? Well it was illegal 
and how did it happen? First of all it was illegal because there was no Environmental Impact 
Study done to extend the runway.  Why was it done without an Environmental Impact 
Study? Well, there was some creative financing that went on by the airport owner.  What 
they did is they borrowed money from the golf course that was adjacent to the runway to 
finance the construction of the runway, the extension. 
 
Martin – it was illegal in the sense that the FAA did not approve it?  
 
Rafferty – That’s correct.   
 
Martin – thank you.  
 
Rafferty – Now it was illegal and it was built, then all of a sudden FAA said we have a 
problem here we have a runway with a Runway Protection Zone that has several residences 
not several but a whole lot. So the air…and consequently the FAA said to Stuart you have to 
do something about that. Stuart said okay we’ll fix it, we’ll rip up runway.  FAA says no it’s 
already in there.  I’ll tell you what we’ll do.  We’ll pay you to buy those houses. My wife and I 
went over to Stuart probably I believe it was a year and a half ago and we took pictures of 
the neighborhood. It’s a ghost town. FAA conducted a project through our former consultant 
MEA Hanson and acquired a good number I’d estimate at least 20 homes.  When we went 
over there half of them were gone half of them were boarded up. The analogy here to 
Venice is we put that 500 foot extension onto 13-31 over by the Intercoastal &  we put in 
declared distances, and then somewhere not too far down line, FAA says boy we’ve got a 
5,500 foot runway we now have C-II slam dunk, seal the deal.   
 
Mayor – In other words they would even though they approved  the declared distance, they 
could at some point ignore the declared distance  to treat the runway as a 55 foot hundred 
foot? 
 
Rafferty – absolutely.   
 
Mayor – it’s up to them to decide that.   
 
Rafferty – that’s correct.  
 
Zavodnyik – Question … 
 
Mayor – yes Mr. Zavodnyik? 
 
Zavodnyik – Mike what do you understand you use the word validate.  What does that mean 
to you? 
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Rafferty – what that means to me is let somebody who is familiar with this information 
perhaps myself or Jim Marble look at the data, look at the aircraft that have come in, 
validate if there’s some information that we don’t have that they have, follow up on it, find 
out why we have it and why they don’t have it, there’s a number of ways of validating the 
data.  For instance we may have flights that we have missed we know we have placed it that 
we missed but we can we see what data is missing from our data we can verify their data.  
 
Zavodnyik – thank you.  2:00:01 
 
Mayor – Mr. McKeon? 
 
Mr. Kim – that step is already in progress in my view.   
 
Rafferty – I haven’t agreed from it 
 
McKeon – Okay I, thank you.   the belief that I have, was that again DY was specifically kept 
from with you know the community, with the Council people etcetera  to come to this first 
stage of their study and analysis such that it was  pure.  To include the count. And I know for 
example that you know that you have requested it as I know the count data.  And the good 
news is in my view if the validation would be you &  Mr. Marble reviewing to see how closely 
it correlates to the  analysis that you have done  the data is now available.  It wasn’t 
available as you certainly would have liked it but the you know the decision…now we go into 
iterative process where it’s a more open dialogue between the City of Venice all of us and 
DY, the data’s available and if it comes out that quite frankly after you’ve reviewed it and you 
have some concerns as to the relative relationship between your analyses and theirs I look 
forward to hearing it. And if it turns out quite frankly that the data between the two groups is 
fairly well corroborated then that’s good information also.  But I think no today is the day 
where if I’m correct both hard & electronic copy is available. 2:01:45  
 
Mayor – Mr. Rafferty understands I think I sent a copy of my e- mail to all the Council 
Members as well.  I’ve been aware of Mr. Rafferty’s interest in this, I’ve asked questions 
about it  I eventually sat down with DY  & talked with Bob Anderson on the phone and talked 
with Laurie  and so forth. And in a nutshell DY agreed to put to make the information 
available.  One of the reasons it wasn’t available when Mr. Rafferty asked for it is because 
the City had never asked for it and it was not a record. And it was not a record that the City 
had and under the Freedom of Information Act  it is ours to give away  if we don’t have it in 
our possession  and furthermore it wasn’t a receivable so that we couldn’t order DY to give it 
to us.  However in sitting down with them, they have no objection to Mr. Rafferty, we 
obviously the Council haven’t any objection to it. Nor any of the other people who are sitting 
in the audience and as many people who want to review the data as they can and take a 
look at the 21,000 pictures if they are available or at least the 21,000 descriptions the 
22,000 descriptions are welcome to do that. And I know DY has said as Mastropieri said this 
morning that she would like to have any errors of this kind. And I think that would be a very 
useful process.  So I agree with your input of that kind.  My guess is the magnitude will 
certainly not approach anything like what Mr. Moore pointed out.  I think  the Council at that 
time was absolutely correct in saying that number defies logic  it was developed by a series 
of very arbitrary projections of what the growth in FL was going to be and things like that & 
had nothing to do with the specifics in Venice. B This is I would think probably with a small 



 
Public Workshop #2 
Summary Report                        21   
11/6/2009 
 

magnitude of error nothing is perfect.  But  my guess is that it will become critical if we are 
very close to the 500  in some way  and  although I have had the assumption as I think DY 
did that that the FAA that would be an arguable point I would think as it amounts to.  And so 
we need to play that out but I don’t think we’re going to make decisions here today except to 
pursue various alternatives and  as I wrote to you.   over the next 3 months there are 3 more 
meetings  & by that time hopefully you’ll have a chance to  comment at  to DY or to us about 
your findings. Thanks Mr. Rafferty.    
 
Rafferty –  perhaps you can give us a little guidance as to how to pursue that now with 
there’s a GAG order on our ability to speak with consultant.  2:04:28 
 
Mayor – Yes and there’s a reason for that.   although I mean in retrospect whether you could 
say is that a good reason or not because of the very polarized nature of this community, we 
were trying to insulate the consultants a little bit to do the business and what we didn’t want 
to have is  them spending hours let’s say with you and Jim and then spending hours with 
Schmieler and Nick and  then spending hours with the pilot’s  tenants union and then and 
essentially hashing over the fights over the last several years.  And so we felt we were to let 
them do their job we were paying them for it but that we would have enough public meetings 
like this & when documents are given to us as they have voluntarily given this to the City, we 
of course will make them available under the Freedom of Information Act. We can’t make 
things available that are proprietary to a contract not called for in our  demands.  At least 
that’s Mr. Anderson’s interpretation but it is available now & that’s main thing and it will be 
available and as each of these deliverables are given to us then they will of course be 
available.  Alright thank you so much.   
 
Clerk – Bonnie Kivlend  
 
Martin – Good Morning 
 
Bonnie Kivlend – Good morning.   my name is Bonnie Kivlend and I live in the airport 
protection zone.  I live right at the front of it.  I’m on 343 Shore. Um so I always tell people 
we live on the runway.   I came with a whole well I actually wrote notes in the intermission 
time of things I want to say and the comments are very similar to what my predecessor Gina 
had to say that had to do with seeing this as agreed seeing this as very much  a 
microchasim of what we are seeing in our country today. As a few people benefitting a large 
group to the detriment of large group which would be not just the people in the area but also 
the wildlife.  and the animals.  And so I had some comments about that and then I had.  I 
was thinking of the metaphor, I was trying to think of why what is what is the larger metaphor 
here and I thought of trucks that aren’t allowed on certain roads because they’re a little too 
big and they weigh too much, and how usually the don’t knock down houses and stores and 
say okay we got to have a heavier road because these trucks need to get through here.  and 
I thought well all these sounded good and then I thought to myself after listening and 
listening feeling totally discouraged.  and I want to say that I am encouraged by the people 
who are on the Council, and by the Mayor.  Because when I think that I came here for 15 
minutes this morning to or not 15 minutes for a couple hours this morning, you’ve been 
putting blood, sweat, and tears into this for a long time trying to figure out what makes 
sense. And I’m just at the beginning of it. And Part of I guess what this sheet of paper is that 
citizen in the movie you know the movies they have made about things like this where the 
community is fighting the FAA but I know that those are just movies and this is real life.  And 
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part of me wants to ask the consultants who are also doing a very good job to do what 
they’ve been asked to do.  To ask them to come to my house, sit down and have dinner with 
me and tell me what would you do that would make a lot of sense right now? Could you help 
me sell my house? , I’m not in the community that I thought I was going to be in.  I didn’t 
know I was in a protect…an airport protection zone.  I wasn’t told that when we moved in 
and could you just come and maybe help me & my husband make a decision about what we 
should do to maybe leave a community that’s not going to be what we thought it was going 
to be.  That’s where I’m at. Thank you very much.   
 
Martin – we’re working as well as we can toward this 
 
Kivlend – I know I … 
 
Martin – and I appreciate your understanding of it. But I would say hang in there for a little 
while.   
Kivlend – well thanks 
 
Clerk – Alex Clemmens 
 
Alex Clemmens – Mayor, Council members thank you for this time.  
 
Martin – Good morning.   
 
Clemmens – I spoke I spoke earlier about the being in the airport protection zone.  I have 
three questions and one comment to make. Was it in 2000 when they decided to make  the 
airport a C airport? Was it essentially kind of  fait accomplis? It is unclear that who made the 
decision that the runway should be bigger. I know did it just happen? Or was that a council 
decision or stuff like that?  
 
 
Mayor –  I’m not sure to tell you the truth.   my understanding of it and this is by no means 
the accurate is that  the airport at that time  was cognizant of the fact that this was C and 
that in some administrative decision I don’t believe it was a Council decision  the City  had 
no objection to the FAA classification.  I don’t know if it made any difference if they did 
object it that’s and that’s what perhaps DY will be able to track that down for us.  But right 
now that’s as much as I understand but I’m not sure it’ accurate.   
 
Clemmens – so that’s just a mystery of how it became… 
 
Martin – it is at this point to me.  
 
Clemmens – okay and when generally was it done they become aware of the houses were 
the protection zone? In 2000 there was the change was it in 2002, 2003 when it became 
general public knowledge?    
 
Martin – At time it became a C  that was like step 1 and somewhere either around that time 
or a little bit later, the FAA extended the RPZ requirements  from those that had been 
previously…I’m not sure if that was because it went from a B to a C or if that was because 
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they changed their C requirements as well.  But it is something that they did unilaterally that 
we did not participate in.   
 
Clemmens – generally speaking do you might have an idea of when it became public 
knowledge that you had a protection zone that was affecting housing?   
 
Martin– I think Judge Moore, I referred to that this morning and he should correct me if he 
did but I think when the MEA report came out  their drawings and their perceptions which 
was about two and a half, three years, ago made clear that the RPZ now extended over Gulf 
Shores and some similar area and that was what caused him concern.    
 
Clemmens – so 2005  at least.  Was the public…. 
 
Lang – 2007 
 
Martin – when you first looked at it didn’t you discern that?  Maybe it was as late as 2007 but 
what anyhow at time Council turned down the previous Council turned down the plan 
because they were concerned about that.   
 
Unknown - The  last Airport Layout Plan was in October of 2000.  I think the one prior to that 
was in 1986. 
 
Clemmens – right but in 2000… 
 
Unknown - In 2000 and this is a copy of it, in 2000 the data on this Airport Layout Plan 
indicated that the ARC which is known as the Airport Reference Code was C-II airport. But 
and it was sent to the FAA and approved and that’s the Airport Layout Plan that we’ve had 
up until 2007, June of 2007 when MEA Hanson came in with a new Airport Layout Plan with 
it also designating the ARC as C-II but for the first time showing that the Runway Protection 
Zone extended out  on Runway 31 out over Gulf Shores and  overlapped twenty homes.   
 
Clemmens – okay got ya 
 
Unknown – when they went back and looked at the 2000 ARP  Airport Layout Plan, we 
realize that there was an error on that plan.  Because the Runway Protection Zone on the 
2000 plan was drawn to BII specifications rather than CII specifications even though the 
Airport Reference Code had been designated as CII. And I don’t think there has ever been 
an Airport Reference Code prior to that 2000 Airport Layout Plan.    
-  
 
Clemmens – And my last question was, I is it possible some of the C airplanes could 
actually land in a B configuration? I know there’s a lot of C, CI, CII’s and all that.  Are any of 
those planes capable of landing in a B environment?    
 
Martin – yes, my understanding is that if the airport was classified as a B it would not 
necessarily restrict the airports from landing there.  They would make their own safety 
determination and so forth and so on.  But I again the consultants can and…they’re nodding 
yes.  I think that’s right.   
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Clemmens –  Okay.  And my last comment is that if they decide to purchase houses, it’s 
going to be at fair market value.  And for those people that bought during the bubble its 
going to be a big loss.   
 
Martin – yes 
 
Clemmens – thank you very much 
 
Martin – it’s a matter of great concern to the Council.  It really is that that’s why we’re doing 
what we’re doing right now.   
 
Clemmens – I think you’re doing a great job.  I appreciate it very much, thank you. 
 
Clerk – Henry Holzapel  02:15:10 
 
Henry Holzapel – Good morning my name is Henry Holzapel.  I’m a full time resident.  I 
would like to thank DY for scheduling this workshop. I already see many benefits to the 
workshop.  and I’m also glad to hear that DY will be addressing noise & noise abatement 
along in their recommendations.  You know with this being said I think there’s some real 
wins here and some very simplistic things we can do that would not only benefit the 
community, but would not harm the pilots or existing airport.  Now when you’re developing 
noise abatement program there’s a lot of initiatives that go into that but I like just to 
recommend a couple that should be mandatory for our little airport.  First, let me start with 
the flight school operations out of Venice.  It’s a fact and now confirmed by the new 
numbers whether they are right, wrong or indifferent I have no earthly idea but the flight 
schools today are representing about 40% of the flights and operations out of Venice 
airport.  Keep in mind that less than 1 or 2% of the revenue they generate is goes into the 
airport fund. It’s not very much. With all the safety issues and associations with these flight 
schools operating over highly populated areas.  The high school and the hospital. You know 
one would beg the question, are these really the right places for us to have flight training?  
Over large residential areas.  Now in one of the FDA guide booklets there’s a section 4 
dash 8 it talks about restrictions on aeronautical land use of airport.  And under section A it 
talks about safety and efficiency.  Right in there they say that the airport owner may restrict 
or deny use of airport for student training.  So there is some verbiage around us and I would 
hope that DY takes a very close look at that.  I should also mention that that I’ve done a 
look back at some of the regional airports.  For example Boca Raton, Naples, Martin 
County, Pompano Beach, Fort Lauderdale Executive Airport just to name a few.  And if we 
can’t restrict them altogether, we should be able to put some very strict guidelines in as 
many of these airports have done.  And  it has also mentioned in the part 150 study back in 
1992 as one of the recommendations they made then when there were fewer airplanes 
flying in 1992 and I’m sure the buildup of the infrastructure in residential communities was 
much less.  The recommended it in there.  And they also noted that this is something that 
the City Operator could do in conjunction with the Airport Operator or the flight schools to 
put in some guidelines. So at a minimum the following would make a lot of sense to… 
Restrictions on touch n goes to a maximum of 3 per hour per pilot, and limit touch and go 
operations to Monday through Friday, nine to five.  No touch n go’s on weekends and 
holidays. Other airports have done this.  Any touch and go departures off of Runway 4 
should be extended out to bypass 41 before initiating a left-hand turn and that only would 
be until  a possible alternate right turn pattern is approved and implemented on Runway 04.  
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Now these guidelines if DY comes back and says yeah we can do ‘em they’re good ideas, 
whatever the outcome, they should be put right into the lease of any existing flight school 
when they come up for re-negotiation.  Or, any new flight schools that come in and if they 
don’t follow by them it would be grounds for eviction.  Secondly, re-applying and re-initiating 
a right turn traffic pattern off of Runway 04 would divert noise impacts more to the industrial 
commercial non-residential areas, instead of over largely residential properties to the North.  
By the way this was recommended in 2007 by the MEA group.  It’s also important to note 
that the right turn was previously implemented on Runway 13 for the exact same reason.  
So why can’t we do this on 04 I don’t understand.  However, it may have to do with I know 
we made an application that was denied and I think we had some problems in the way that 
application was submitted. Number one, the radius the area radius that we looked at was 
supposed to be 2 miles it was 5.  And then I think we also included 1,115 jet landings per 
month and that was not the case I think its more to a hundred so that in itself could have a  
an influence on why the FAA came back and said no. So in closing, um in making these 
recommendations as part of a noise abatement program, would represent a giant step  in 
constructing a compatible airport with highly populated areas with minimal effects on sport 
and recreational pilots that use utilize our airport on a regular basis which most citizen’s 
support. And lastly, I would like to challenge any of the new individuals running for Council 
to make this a major platform issue on noise abatement.  And I would also challenge Venice 
Aviation Society to support this effort (beep in background) as well as demonstrate that they 
are truly interested in reducing the impact on air operations on our community. Thank you 
very much.   
 
Martin – Thank you.  We will ask DY to  review  the options. I didn’t see it present in the 
present presentation review the options on flight training.  
 
Hozapel – certainly 
 
Martin – Thank You 
 
Clerk – Walter Hague 
 
Martin – Good morning Walter.   
 
Walter Hague – Good Morning.   I don’t hear much confidence in the numbers that were  
DY has presented.  For  one reason, I looked at the old numbers and I looked at the new 
numbers and all of them even all the way back to march it changed a little bit a couple of 
few flights here, few flights here. Only numbers change a little bit.  I can’t understand why 
the why the change was made.  And the other thing that bothers me even more than this, 
was the fact that Lisa made a statement that um the program and I may have 
misunderstood it, but the program they were using assumes that an airplane that takes off, 
its recorded when it takes off is going to return. That’s not necessarily the case. For 
example my son he comes over here every couple weeks.  The cameras see him when he 
lands and they see him when takes off.  But if they if there’s another factor in there that that 
says well there’s an assumption that he’s going to return and you add a number, that’s 
going to change this.   That’s that doesn’t sound right to me and I hope she made a mistake 
in making that statement.  I hope that’s not a consideration.  What really bothers me though 
when I compare numbers here it even though the total ended up pretty much the same, the 
individual numbers month by month and day by day changed?  Now I just don’t make 
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sense.   I’m really concerned that were not getting the right information.   let me just say one 
more thing.  The total here of 21,000 that’s not a bad total.  I I’ve done you I think you all 
know that I had done curves on this based on fuel consumption what have you and it’s 
pretty close to the curve and us so a total is come out a total of 42,000 operations a year 
that’s going to be pretty close.  Actually I did a curve on what the figures I had before here 
an um my figures came out a little bit less its actually going to be 38,000.  Is what I’m going 
to guess.  You can write that down.  
 
Martin – That was just  what I was going to ask you.  I knew I knew that you and the pilots 
union had  … had done some  and I don’t have them in my mind but it struck me they were 
roughly comparable you know maybe 10% variance one way or the other something like 
that.   
 
Hague – Its right, its going to come out somewhere around 40,000 a year.  March always 
being the peak month because its gets… 
 
Martin – We’ll ask DY to  review with us their  take off & landing assumptions okay?  
 
Hague – yes 
 
Marin - thanks 
 
Hague – Oh I just want to say one more thing,  right hand traffic on 4 was mentioned.  Left 
hand traffic on 4 takes you over a sub-division that new sub-division. And  but even the 
worst part all about the left hand traffic takes over high school, the hospital, the Southern 
end of the community a heavy populated area. Right hand traffic will take you over K mart. 
Now what we should be thinking about is the small planes. The 2 place and even 4 place 
planes have pretty tight traffic pattern.  So the right hand traffic takes you over K-mart or an 
industrial area a small corner of south um Venice.  But most of the time you will spend over 
the inter coastal.  About 50% of your traffic pattern is over the inter coastal.  I made 
Sketches of that and aerial photographs and I gave it to the FAA.  Of course they don’t 
respond to me I don’t know why but I have problems with the FAA. Of course they 
didn’t…they don’t respond I don’t…I have a problem with the FAA. But anyway , right hand 
traffic is its used around the country in fact there’s an airport over on the east coast that all 
the runways have right hand traffic. If  DY looks at the … 
 
Martin – I’ve got to ask you to wind up Walter I’m sorry. I’ve been blowing the whistle on 
everybody but thank you for the mention of right hand traffic.  … 
 
Clerk – Chris Davis 02:25:10 
 
Chris Davis – Thank you council. Good Morning.  Chris Davis I have been resident of  Gulf 
Shores since 1992. I have been listening to the issue and it seems like the problem really 
started in 2000 like Mr. Moore had indicated. When someone gave this airport a CII 
designation they did that without the proper safety & um safety zones & all that & without 
telling public what they were doing. When that designation was put on the airport in 2000, 
Gulf Shores was in the county we weren’t in the City. We were not properly noticed. I see 
this issue as a taking of our property rights.  Keeping it a BII designation makes us whole. It 
keeps the airport on its own property.  I think it really only came to light in 2007 when they, 
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the consultant mapped it out and showed it.  Prior to that, none of our residents knew that 
they were in a safety zone.  It never showed up on our deeds and it’s still not on our deeds.  
This airport…I bought in an area next to an airport I’m not opposed to the airport & when I 
talk to my neighbors, neither are they.  The people in Gulf Shores actually like the small 
airport, they do.  What they don’t like is the larger jets coming in.  Now when did the larger 
jets start coming in?  Guess what? After it was designated a CII. The last 5 years has been 
horrific with larger jet air traffic. And I would say in 2000, when they gave it the CII 
designation there wasn’t hardly any CII type aircraft. But you give it that that designation 
well sure you’re gong to get more planes coming in that are larger and um demand the 
longer runway. And have to start out a little bit lower over the houses so that they make 
their stop in time to get at the end of the 5,000 um feet.  I think we have created this 
problem by giving it the CII designation in 2000, and we’ve encouraged these larger 
airplanes to come and they have come. And that is the problem. But it is not designed; it is 
not laid out to be a CII airport.  It fits perfectly as a BII and the FAA made a mistake by 
approving it as a CII.  And when they did that they put the safety of the residents and the 
folks at the golf course all in question.  They really jeopardize our safety at that point. So 
that’s my opinion.   
 
Martin – thank you so much.   
 
Clerk – Nick Carlucci 
 
Nick Carlucci – Good morning everyone if you would like a copy of my comments please 
contact me and I will gladly provide them.  
 
Martin – good morning.  
 
Carlucci –  Mayor Martin, members of the Council, City staff,  members of the audience,  
good morning.   I’m Nick Carlucci and I’m here as President of the Venice Aviation Society 
Inc. or VASI.  just a quick commercial.  On the 21st of October at seven thirty at night, it’s a 
Wednesday; we’re going to have a meet the candidate forum right here in City Council 
Chambers.  And everyone’s invited to attend so that’s a great follow up to this because 
you’re here and you can ask questions and form questions to the candidates.  21st of 
October. Mr. Mayor I do not want to get involved dueling banjos. But I would solicit that 
someone when I complete this presentation to ask me about Stuart.  as noted in the  
circular that determines the Airport Reference Code and that thing is an inch and a half 
thick. I simply want to point something out to everyone.  Yes we have the approach speed, 
the letter, the wingspan, the roman numeral. But that Airport Reference Code need not be 
established by operations generated by a single aircraft type, and this is a key point.  The 
aircraft do not all need to be CII to qualify to qualify as part of the 500 annual operations 
thresholds applied in determining the Airport Reference Code.  For example, a King Air 200 
is a BII aircraft but its operations still count toward determining the wingspan or i.e. the 
roman numeral II  component of the ARC. Conversely a Hawker 125-700 or an 800 are CI 
aircraft because of their wingspan but their operations count towards the C portion of that 
letter. I know there are people out there that are massaging these numbers.  You need to 
have the whole story when you do that and I fully trust DY and the City to be intellectually 
honest about this.  I am not concerned about a validation.  You’ve hired a consulting firm, 
let them work.  But I just want to point that out to everyone.  It is not simply we only have 2 
helicopter operations this month so therefore we’re going to have only 24 for the year. I 
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have provided you with a little blue folder and I am going to ask you, in a moment, to go 
through those tabs. But first in a letter dated 18 July 2007 to Mr. Rafferty, the Orlando FAA 
wrote: CII designation, although the 2000 ALP may be the first time a CII airport reference 
code designation was used, Runway 13-31 had a Gulfstream III, a CII aircraft, shown as the 
design aircraft at least as far back as 1987.   Had the use of the ARC designation been in 
place at that time, 1987, the ARC of Runway 13-31, airport would have been CII.  To the 
folder: I would ask you to turn to the yellow tab, that first yellow tab.  That is the opening 
component of the letter that the mayor received on May of 2008 and I simply want to point 
out, this is from the FAA: Residential land use within the RPZ, while not recommended does 
not create a non-standard condition.  As indicated during our meeting, the FAA will not will 
not will not require the City of Venice to acquire homes located in the RPZ,  and then it goes 
on you can acquire eligible grants and all the rest.  I wanna remind everyone that in March 
2007 I stood before you when you reviewed the J-CIP and strongly urged you to never and I 
underscore never go to the FAA and use grant money to purchase real property.  That’s 
why I want you to ask me about Stuart because there’s more to the tale than you’ve already 
heard.  The next tab I would ask you to turn to is that blue tab and in this is a caution really 
to DY, a heads up.  The blue tab says, existing Taxiway E parallel taxiway to Runway 4-22, 
appears to be within the RSA for Runway 4-22.  The sponsor, excuse me City should 
propose a project to rectify the situation.  When you looked at your slides earlier, whether it 
was a CII or BII airport, that RSA extended over that taxiway.  I just want to draw that to 
your attention. And finally, the green tab.  The next 9 pages were provided to Council in 6 - 
2007.  It is a very detailed discussion of what we went through today and if you’ll just bear 
with me for a second, I would ask you to please read the entire document.  You probably 
already have this buried in your briefcase somewhere.  But they talk to the RSA, that’s the 
green tab, the purple tab talks to a scenario 2, please read that because yes, the FAA is 
more than willing to work with the City. And then finally in the back the Pink tab simply 
shows a comparison between BII and CII and the then current recommendation.  It’s a good 
way to refresh your memory, on very technical issues.  Thank you for your attention.  
 
MM – Thank you Nick.  
 
Clerk – Joe Menninger 02:35:09 
 
Carlucci –  any questions? 
 
Clerk – oh I’m sorry 
 
Carlucci - Stuart?  Someone? 
 
Martin – Um I think this, I think… 
 
Carlucci – No, I think there are more important things that need to be said about Stuart, sir.  
 
Martin – okay, no I’m no I’m just saying,  
 
Carlucci – and the public is here & I want them to hear it.   
 
Unknown - (I’d like to hear it)   
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Carlucci – Thank you…I only need a minute.  I only need a minute.  
 
Martin – Okay. What I was going to suggest is that you put something in writing and send it 
to us.  
 
Carlucci – I’ll do that too.  Stuart came about because of the City.  The City wanted to 
extend that runway.  And they went and they got the grant and they extended the runway.  
The City then asked the FAA to buy those homes.  It became very con…and they did. They 
used federal money to buy real property.  This is just like Oceanside, California.  Then they 
suddenly have some people “I don’t like this” “I don’t want to move”, & what have you.  The 
tragedy of all that, literally well I’ll just simply say, more than 10 homes had clouded title for 
well over 3 years because of that issue.   Who solved that problem? Believe it or not it was 
Hanson.  They came in after the fact and solved it.  But it was the City that initiated the 
problem.  And then the City had to figure out a way to get itself out of it.  And that’s why you 
should never purchase real property with federal monies.    Thank You.  
 
MM – Thanks.   I think that you heard me say that I thought the City had really…we are in a 
different situation.  
 
Carlucci – I just wanted one more time.  To make sure because…sometimes people hear 
what they want to hear.  Thank you.  
 
Martin – thank you 
 
Clerk – Joe Menninger 03:35:48 
 
Joe Menninger – Good morning everyone. Um I’m a permanent resident here. I live on 
Casey Key, I have a home just south of the airport and I have one in south Venice also and 
um I used to fly in here, um during the 80’s, and thought it would be a nice area to retire like 
a lot of people.  Um but our corporate aircraft in and um from the great white north and you 
know eventually migrated down here.  Moved the business and so forth.  And um forgive 
me if I am repeating things I am sure we’ve heard before but um the type of people that use 
your airport um you know for non-recreational use are the type of people you like to have in 
the community and the reason is they bring in businesses and they bring employees and 
tax revenue and assessment of personal property and so forth.  And  they really don’t use 
the airport very much.  It’s kind of having like a condo that’s unused sitting there that you’re 
able to um bring tax revenue.  Um if you make it difficult, for people like me who run an 
emergency what we use aircraft for well we we’ve computerized hospitals and occasionally 
they’ll be a time we’ve gotta hop in that plane and do 300 knots to get to a hospital that has 
a problem because they can’t get their computer system running. So just like just like 
Rambo, Steven flies a helicopter sometimes over my house every day sometimes twice a 
day I don’t know how we could possibly miss those flights but  you know an airport is like 
anything else its  its there its part of the infrastructure of a city, and it’s a very important 
thing because its only you need it in only in an emergency. You know why do we need fire 
departments? I mean I don’t see any fires burning today. Well you need it for when there is 
a problem and you know having an airport close by is an issue.  for me  as I’m 5 minutes 
from the airport so that’s great so I call my crew and 10 minutes were off the ground.  If I 
have to go to SRQ it takes me  10 minutes to get my bags in that little  you know loader 
thing to get them x-rayed so you know that’s just not an option.  But there are some 
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common sense things that um I have to say and they are um I’ve been to the lot of airports  
probably hundreds all over this country and out of this country um every airport outside of I 
think Hudson Bay because they need their airport for the food to be brought in.  But every 
airport has got to group of people that don’t think they need the airport.   every sub-division 
by the expressway says well we don’t need trucks you know to down shift on the 
expressway and there’s always you know you’re going to have a problem of perception that 
you don’t need an airport.  You really do need an airport.  Um and you know there are 
people who build airports with houses on them purposely and the people want to live on the 
airport and drive their plane out of their garage and there’s 12 such developments in 
Florida. There’s one  just down off Old Englewood road there and the people drive their 
plane in and out of their garage go out on the field and take off and land and there’s people 
who would gladly live on an airport just because it is an airport.  So that’s a common sense 
thing.  Um but I guess I wanted to talk to you today because I um I last year I came in late 
after you know working and rescuing one of these hospitals and landed on 22.  It was late 
at night I was tired, made a good landing I had some of my trainers with me in the plane 
and I almost knocked my teeth out. I hit my head on top of the  ceiling you know going over 
the bumps.  It was at night of course so you know we had the lights on the plane is all that 
we have and um I knew that runway was rough but why I guess I’m angry and why I’d like 
to talk to you today about it is I heard from your controller or your treasurer I don’t know if it 
was your controller … that no money, and I don’t know if this is accurate so, that no money 
was purposely spent on the airport maintenance last year. And instead we bought cameras 
and all kinds of garbage that we don’t need. And  this makes me angry.  you’re dealing with 
people’s lives right now if you are not going to maintain the airport.  You are dealing you 
were dealing with four lives that could have been lost because I had to land you know at 
midnight on a rough on a runway that maintenance there’s no maintenance being done. So 
I don’t understand that so that is why I wanted to make a point.  So you have to look at if 
you just decide oh I’m not going to maintain the runway. I don’t know I don’t know if that’s 
accurate and I apologize if it’s not accurate but your CFO did confirm that at a meeting I 
was at last week and that’s why I’m here today so  I’d just like to bring that to your attention 
that there are lives using those that airport and it needs to be maintained properly. So thank 
you very much.   
 
Martin – Thank you now let me just make one quick question I mean comment to you is that 
is that 4-22 has been  under advisory status warning people that it was a rough runway and 
that it was not in good repair and limiting the weight of the planes they were suggesting 
limiting but the reason for it is it that it is pending  rehabilitation and refurbishing  when we 
present it in the airport plan that we’re working on now to the FAA  and so whether the kind 
of problems you’re having couldn’t have been probably  fixed by routine maintenance but 
we are interested in it we’re concerned about the safety  and… 
 
Menninger – what brought it to my attention was what sounds like the maintenance was put 
off intentionally and you just have to know. You just have to know…  
 
MM – No, the analysis is that the runway needs to be replaced and so forth… thank you.  
 
Menninger – the way it works in an airplane is like this.  You don’t you don’t check to see if 
this is a CI or BII you have no idea.  Here’s how it works, you check the weather conditions 
you have a strong wind coming the other way you’ve got to pick that other runway or you’re 
not going to land.  That’s how it works.  
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Martin – Do me a favor alright? Talk with Mr. Watts here if you can at the end of the 
meeting or he’ll give you his card because there are advisories on that. We do realize it’s a 
bad situation. I just don’t want you to think that we’re not aware of it or not doing anything 
about it.  
 
Menninger – well it’s not broadcast on the AWOS. Oh by the way Dennis  he has just 
decided not to maintain the airport.    
 
Martin – there is public notice with the FAA and it is broadcast so check with him okay? 
Thanks.  
 
Lang – Mr. Mayor, I just wanted to let the gentleman know that several years ago back in 
04, the community plead with the City of Venice and the then City Council and the airport to 
reconstruct that Runway 4-22 first, ahead of 13-31. And the City at that time made that 
decision and then what happened was when we got the application went in for 4-22, there’s 
been engineering done etcetera, we were told the community was told we were gonna get 
that grant the second grant right after we finished 13-31. Well then we found out from the 
MEA plan that the plan wasn’t correct we found out that there were homes in the plan, so 
FAA has now put that grant application on hold, pending a resolution of this whole airport 
master plan fiasco.  
 
Menninger – I understand and one thing I had forgotten.  I’m sorry to mention um airplane  
pilots the simple way to solve to solve noise in your neighborhood is to put a little sign up at 
the beginning of the runway with the with the noise abatement procedures. There’s no pilot 
that would getup you know in the morning to cut his grass and wake his neighbors. There’s 
also no pilot that wants to you know cause noise in the neighborhood.  The same reason 
you wouldn’t cut your grass at 5 in the morning is the same reason that if you put a little 
sign up that says okay noise abatement procedures turn right you know and you know and 
keep the throttle down or whatever… 
 
Martin – Okay I’m going to have to ask you to stop now.  This is another thing you need 
some factual help on.  There are such signs, there are voluntary procedures, please talk to 
Mr. Watts. He is the Airport Manager.  Alright, because it sounds like you are not up to date 
on what’s going on out there. Maybe your pilot is thanks. Okay, are there others? 
 
Clerk – David Frederick 02:45:24 
 
David Frederick –   thank you.  I’ll be brief because I have it right here on a little 3x5 card so 
it can’t be too much.   I represent I think one of the few pilots who are here except for the 
gentleman that was just here, reminds me I  I bought a home in Augusta Georgia,  and 
when I did I bought it in the summertime.  And all of the leaves were on the trees.   when 
the fall came along and all the trees I mean all of the leaves left the trees, I suddenly 
noticed that I had an interstate that wasn’t very far away from the house and I had a lot of 
traffic noise.  It never dawned on me to call the city or go to anybody or hire a lawyer or do 
anything to try and get rid of the interstate or get rid of the trucks or anything that was out 
there, I just chalked it up to the fact that  I had made a decision and I was going to live with 
it. In 1996, I came here to Venice and I  looked at the airport, I have been a pilot for 25 
years.   the reason that I moved to Mannasota Key and to Venice was because of the 
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airport. I absolutely loved the location and that was the decision that I made.  I invested 
quite a few million dollars in my property over on Mannasota Key. And  and I currently have 
2 airplanes over at the Venice Airport.  There are a couple of things; one of them is that first 
of all I have a lot of traffic that comes back and forth over the Key. Airplanes that fly about 
500 or 800 feet over they you know how many of ‘em I don’t know it never dawned on me to 
complain to anybody because I just chalked that up as the fact that you know that’s the 
nature of the world and that’s  the way that it is. Um I do have to make a comment,  very 
much like the gentleman who was just here and that is the fact that I have 2 airplanes that I 
fly in and out of it one is a small turbo-prop um Venice Airport has turned into one of the one 
of the poorest airports that I’ve landed in the United States.  I fly all over the country  and 
the airport the runways are usually in good shape, they have a good FBO…I was chatting 
with somebody over the break and they said that they were  from one of the housing 
developments around here and their complaint was that people that that pilots took 
advantage of the situation of the fact that they did mid-field take offs or they didn’t follow 
appropriate procedures or they flew too low. Um my comment to that was that you know if 
the airport was in better shape, if it were better taken care of, if there was a good FBO that 
was on the field, where there was some camaraderie of the pilots where they felt proud of 
the airport,  pilots would police themselves.  I mean they would decide that you know there 
would be signs that said this is the noise abatement procedure no mid-field takeoffs. Ya 
know this is the correct procedure for taking off.  When you’re coming in this is what the 
pattern altitude is. Now because the airport has been relatively lax in terms of development 
and every other thing and I don’t know if whether that’s because of the lack of income or 
whatever it is, I think the pilots take a very lax approach that would not be there if we put 
more emphasis in trying to improve the airport in general.  Um…thank you.   
 
Martin – Thank you 
 
Clerk – That’s it.   
 
COUNCIL COMMENTARY ON ALTERNATIVES 
 
Martin – thank you. That’s it. Okay one of the things we can do right now and I’m hoping we 
can do in about 15-20 minutes is suggest um some approaches that we would like DY to 
follow up on  with regard to their alternatives and um why don’t we just run down the table.  
Mr. McKeon do you have any particular suggestions of which alternatives  you think might 
be helpful for them to follow up on? 
 
McKeon –answer yes but I need to get the charts out so if someone else is ready… 
 
Martin – okay, Mr. Zavodnyik 
 
Mr. Zavodnyik –  yes I will begin the discussion suggesting that of the four that we omit 
number one and  ask  DY to concentrate on the other three. And number one is  keep as is. 
Omit number one concentrate on the other three.  
 
Martin – Okay, Vicki? 
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Vicki Noreen Taylor – um I would agree with Mr. Zavodnyik, number one omit that.  But I 
think we’re going to have a rough road with the FAA on designating as a B so I would ask 
that we omit that also.   
 
Martin – Which one was that Vicki? 
 
Taylor - Reduction of Airport Reference Code – number four.   
 
Martin – Ms. Lang?  
 
Ms. Lang – well first of all we don’t have enough information to make these types of 
recommendations.  We really don’t have the costs on um on you know some of these 
alternatives.   
 
Martin – we’re asking them to pursue it we are asking them to get that kind of information.   
We’re not asking them to prove it now.  They asked us for guidance on what they should 
look into to provide additional data.  
 
Lang – well okay we’re clear we want more information? Well the only alternative I’m really 
interested in pursuing is alternative four.  I just  you know I couldn’t even comment on the 
other ones until we see um what all the costs and  ramifications are of the other 
alternatives.   
 
Martin – okay, Mr. Moore? 
 
Moore – four. I would recommend we pursue four.   
 
MM – okay and Mr.  Mr. Simmonds? 
 
Simmonds – I haven’t had enough time to consider these things to really make a judgment 
on it.   
 
Martin- okay well we’re just trying to give them some guidance on saying what we’re more 
interested in this and that but you don’t have to at this point. I think they’ve got some starts.  
I have a couple things. I would like them to look a little bit more at that part of alternative two 
that deals with the displaced threshold. I know there is this concern and I understand it and 
I’d like to understand more about it which is why I’m asking them to look at this.  about the 
5,500 feet and about the fear that if we do add the and I asked that questions specifically to 
one of the witnesses and they said well the FAA could change its mind and then take 
advantage of the 5,500 feet to make an argument for bigger planes, obviously that’s a piece 
of data that I’d like to understand better.  The advantage of why I would like you to look at it 
is it does along with some of the other options the B option it does  take care of our Gulf 
Shores problem. And it pulls the RPZ back on to the airport grounds and that’s one of the 
goals I think we ought to explore the pluses and minuses of that particular strategy for doing 
that along with the other strategies.  I mentioned earlier when Lisa was up that I would like 
to see you explore the exception for the ROFA’s so that we might not have to do that.  I also 
would like you to explore the  modifications of the golf course that would be necessary.  I 
would like some figures as to what that might be involved and so that we could try to  
maintain  I see two ways of maintaining the golf course. One is maintaining it because  we 
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would  try to get the FAA to adopt a standard up but then require that  but another is to see 
what kind of minimal changes we could to make in the golf course with the FAA’s 
assistance.  so those are and I think the EMAS alternative although I doubt based on my 
conversations that the FAA would go for in a non in a general aviation airport. I understand 
from conversations with you they have done that in a few instances.   and obviously that 
would  also solve some problems and it might provide that baseline data that you talked 
about. If they see that as a $12 million thing they may um feel that less expensive 
alternative such as modifying the golf course in some ways or  and in combination with 
maybe some exceptions for the existing golf course. So basically I want you to explore the 
things that are on that plan. They don’t have to be in item 1, 2, 3, or 4.  I think item one is  
out as far as I’m concerned.  I don’t think we can do that but I do think the others or at least 
parts of the others in are in play.  I do want to keep the RPZ on the airport grounds if we 
can, and I’m interested in strategies that will achieve that.  And I would like to have as 
minimal difference on the golf course as possible or to secure FAA  support for moving the 
clubhouse or for or other items that may be necessary especially in the RSA areas, the 
driving range and the and so forth so that even if we do go  let’s say to an op..a B option we 
still have an RSA problem there and I we need to figure out and  how we’re going to solve 
the RSA problem.  Yes, Mr. McKeon? 
 
McKeon – thank you I have my charts out now.  Um I also agree  that alternative one  
basically leave it as it is,  is not  an acceptable alternative at the moment, we we’d be right 
back where we were. Alternative two um I’ll support you if that’s still something we should 
look at adding some additional length  to the runway  to move the RPZ in but  basically if I 
were  wanted to look at it from some sort of  to a 30,000 foot level, you know what do I 
want? I want a safe, well-maintained airport, first and foremost.   it can either be one  that is  
compliant as alternative four,  a BII, or alternative Modify Adjacent Land Use which basically 
would take us towards a CII and bring us into compliance some period of time in the future. 
Um and those to me seem to be the two extremes that have gotten  the City’s and the 
resident’s focus on and I  in that context I would say, I want a safe, well-maintained airport 
and I want Venice very strongly to maintain a municipal style golf course out there. Now, 
when I say that what, why am I saying it that way?  , it’s easy to look at the driving range 
and say you know that could be moved and we could probably work with the FAA  to 
accomplish that.  Of course we would deal with the Venice Golf Association in the in the 
course of action.  But if one were to say okay, I want to maintain a municipal style golf 
course and I was going to come up with a ten-year plan its simple if we can leave the golf 
course just as it is.  But if over ten years we’re working with for example the FAA,  we could 
do staged development of modifying the three nines  to bring the airport into compliance for 
safety reasons while at the same time a phased approach modifying the air  the golf course 
while still maintaining its municipal nature, to me I think satisfies us all in the long run.   so I 
would very strongly want to look at alternative three with a long-term un-emotional look at 
how to achieve both goals.  Safety and security  well-maintained airport, municipal style golf 
course.  Alternative four the BII, to me is even the very first time we talked with DY, you 
know this was an option people wanted us to look at.  And as we know for example, if we 
left the runways hopefully well-maintained at 5,000 x 150 feet, A, B, C, & D aircraft can land 
on there.  That’s a pilot’s decision based on conditions.   but I’m convinced that  if we tried 
to go to the BII  we will have issues with the FAA.  So, I’ll go back to the comments of 
months ago.   I think people want to know what it looks like. A BII alternative, but I want to 
know  what are the costs versus benefits associated with that?  Um no examples.  Um if we 
said we’re going to keep this a BII and the FAA said okay well, you know but here’s what’s 
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going to happen you know,  will they then see, well we still have…forgive me.  If we go to a 
BII, we’re still going to have to maintain a safe airport.  So we’re going to have to comply 
with FAA type regulations to maintain a safe airport.  And then the question becomes okay,  
what are the costs of doing that? Will they continue to support this potential with money? If 
not how much money would it take in our estimation to maintain it safely?  Do we have the 
money? So I’d like to see a cost versus benefit and some estimates on what the FAA action 
would be.   I personally favor a long I I’m going to pick a ten-year  solution of alternative 
three, at the moment from what I know but  I would go with three and four.   
 
Martin – yes 
 
Simmonds – I’m not gonna stir the pot.   when they’re talking about the airport the  golf 
course, don’t forget in your planning and I’m not making this recommendation but don’t 
forget when you’re planning it one of the options is to ask the FAA for a modification to 
standards.  And that might or might not solve some of the problems that you’re gonna have.   
 
Martin – I agree and we’re going to need an…I I support that idea.  I think we do want to 
look at the I mentioned it to Lisa earlier.  We want to look at that modification to standards.  
Because um in my conversations with them, they did not rule that out.   they didn’t rule that 
in either.  Um the other thing I would like you to look at and that’s just picks up on the 
support that there is for option four the  B is I have heard from some of the airport  
interested persons that that the question would not probably only be of  future  funding that 
the City would not be available  have available to it but that the FAA could for example if 
they wanted to try to pursue some of the previous funding that has been done under 
assurances that we gave, I would for example the recent re-build of 13-31.  I haven’t been I 
did mention this to you the other day but I’d get a you know I’d like you to look into that 
because I think the Council would need to know if there’s any precedent for that or whether 
that’s unlikely or and because there are airports that have chosen not to operate with 
federal funds.  That part we know about.  But I’m not sure about our obligations  in the past 
or how they might  play out and  that may be it may be necessary to talk to the FAA about 
that at some point as you explore these  these alternatives.  Um well alright well I think does 
that give you a  sense of  do you do you need to speak to the Council? We’ve got another 
five minutes or so to ask any questions.   
 
?? –  Mr. Mayor? 
 
Lang - I have another question? 
 
Martin –  oh excuse me Ms. Lang has another question.  Please.   
 
Mastropieri – so we’re pretty clear then to drop one for sure.   
 
Martin – okay right.   
 
Mastropieri – we will just further evaluate the others and give you information.   
 
Martin – I think part of two at least.  I’m the only one who asked for that but I think that 
pulling that RPZ back and I understand the liability so I am not saying I’m committed to that 



 
Public Workshop #2 
Summary Report                        36   
11/6/2009 
 

but it does do something that Mr. Moore has been talking about for a long long time which is 
it gets Gulf Shores out of the RPZ and  so I think it’s worth a look.   
 
Mr. Moore – well maybe I should be a little more expansive.  Alternative four very simply is 
to change the ARC from CII to BII that solves all the problems.  There are no more 
problems with the community, there are no more problems with safety zones, and from 
what we’ve heard, and Mr. Schmieler actually today said the same aircraft are going to fly in 
and out of the airport whether it’s a BII or a CII.  So I haven’t heard any down side to going 
and exploring that option.  But I have heard somewhere up in the clouds that the FAA won’t 
accept that.  Well I haven’t heard that after a thorough analysis and so I don’t think we can 
operate on that assumption from the beginning.  In order to make our case for option four, I 
do think we need to look at option three at excuse me two and three and say option two 
we’re going to have to build a new runway  we’re going to have to put in EMAS, we’re going 
to have to re-configure the golf course.  I’d like to know how many tens of millions of dollars 
is this going to cost the FAA and the FDOT and the community to do all that.  And that’s the 
same way if we’re going to have to buy out homes in Gulf Shores.  
 
Mastropieri – we’ll provide that matrix for you.  
 
Moore – it is it is totally illogical while you have a simple solution why you don’t take it?  I 
don’t understand.   
 
Martin – I think that’s right and I think that’s why we want to explore it.  I would say to you 
having been you know shut down without even discussion at the FAA that I I’m hoping 
that’s why I asked them if we can make these presentations with backup data and they say 
yes that’s what they wanted because the FAA is not a neutral party in this.  The FAA is a 
government agency that exists to do a number of things.  One of which is to promote 
aviation and to promote airports and  and  they have I’m not going to say a bias in the 
negative sense but they see that as a mission  and  I think you need to put into that and I 
don’t know if I mentioned this to you or not  it’s in accord with what you’re saying here is 
that um the last conversation I had with Bart Vernace about this  he was saying that the 
FAA was not prepared at this time to see  to re-build 4-22 at its current configuration.  That 
he felt we had one C runway 13-31 and that we could simply build a B runway on 4-22  in 
fact that would obviously defeat our purposes for the noise abatement runway and so I told 
them as far as I know no one on City Council wanted to do that.  And he just said well there 
are a lot of problems and that might be the cheapest thing for us to do.   
 
??? – there might be a fifth option because if you did that, you would solve, you would if it 
was a BII runway you would solve the problems of all the protection zones on that runway.   
 
Martin – that’s what I’m saying and that  
 
??? – We could eliminate every expensive thing the golf course, the driving range, putting 
an EMAS and everything else.   
 
Martin – I agree and that was why he was saying to me but at the same time we were 
hoping to be able to direct as much jet traffic as possible out of that end and let’s say a 
4,000 foot runway at 60 feet would probably be not  one that would be used so but this is 
for us to decide later.  This is the kind of thing I’d like you to bring back to us. I think Council 
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would like you to bring back to us.  Because the final analysis is going to be a tough 
decision.  We’re going to have to go either with the simple decision of 4 and where that 
leaves us the ramifications we need to understand that. If we go into other options there are 
long term implications of those.  Cost implications we need to try and understand those.  
But I feel quite optimistic despite the fact that we haven’t solved anything.  But what I do 
think is that you’ve covered the array of items that are available to us and obviously if the 
FAA were to agree to a B that’s where you know I began.  You know I really changed from 
that as a desire but I’m looking for what we can do to preserve the golf course and to 
preserve the um Gulf Shores if they turn thumbs down on the simple proposal I mean I 
appreciate Judge Moore’s statements exactly. But I just don’t know if we can win.   
 
Mastropieri – quick question, is would you like us to look at another alternative of Runway 
4-22 as a BII and 13-31 as a C?  
 
Moore – is that possible? 
 
Mastropieri – we could, we can do that.   
 
Martin – they suggested it.  The FAA suggested it, but in fact I think if we go with the others 
we’re going to have to talk them into it because they’re not sure whether they want to spend 
the money to make 4-22 a larger runway. I don’t think we’ll lose.  I think we could win that 
argument so then we could have our noise abatement runway but frankly he said that’s their 
position right now. That they are not going to spend the money to build a big runway there.  
So we’re going to have to talk him into that with our figures.   
 
Dennis – I guess I  also as far as direction on the  on alternative four option it will be 
interesting to us because there’s it’s not precedent this kind of situation but we’d be 
interested to find how it all turns out.  But  one of the things I guess we’d be interested in 
knowing from Council, if we decide, not if we decide,  when we do the analysis on the B  
runway,  you have  would you like for us to look at the option of keeping the runway the way 
it is but just classifying the standards for B.  What I’m getting at for instance a B runway  
would  typically be  a narrow runway would be a 75 feet width so there’s costs involved with 
making a runway a B runway. By putting the designation on it like everybody is saying, you 
now if I’m a pilot and I got a C aircraft its not going to stop me from coming into that runway 
if the runway width is still the runway width and the runway length is still the runway length 
so I guess the direction I’m asking is if you want us to explore the B do you want us also to 
include the capital costs of turning the airport into a B as well? 
 
Moore – I yes 
 
Lang – I don’t think anyone is saying that we want you to go and rip up you know what’s 
paved out there.  Is that what you’re asking?  And move everything in and all that?  
 
Dennis – I’m asking , things like ,  changing the width of the runway.  So for instance if your 
lines are 150 feet wide the lines come in to 75 feet wide.   
 
Lang – I don’t think anybody’s ever asked to physically you know narrow or shorten what’s 
there.  We’re talking about the plan the designation, the safety, and protection zones that 
are… 



 
Public Workshop #2 
Summary Report                        38   
11/6/2009 
 

 
Martin – I agree with Ms. Lang but I do know Sue and I am not sure if you heard that 
discussion as well.  When 13-31 was under consideration and 4-22 was first brought the 
FAA proposed narrowing it to 60 to 75 feet.  Obviously by doing that  there were costs and 
the City argued at that time that it would really be less disruptive and less costly to simply 
re-pave it at the current configuration rather than tear up all that concrete.   
 
Lang – right 
 
Martin – I think we would be in the same position here that that  that we would  you know 
restore that runway you know by either renovating it or repairing it and there’s some 
argument there still but that’s something that’s by the way you could help us with.  if you 
review the  data that’s available so far.  Because there are people in the community who 
think we could re-pave the top 6” of that runway and make it a useable runway and there 
are others who feel that’s are engineering-wise that’s not feasible so I don’t know the 
answer to that but you might offer us a little insight on that.   
 
DeGraaff – on that point if the runway gets to the point where it needs to be re-constructed, 
rather than rehabilitated, it may make a difference as far as the FAA allowing it to stay at its 
width at the at the C standard width because if it needs to be reconstructed they would 
basically rip up the pavement and put a new pavement down, I think they would be reluctant 
to put it at the C width if you your intention is to make it a B.  But if it’s just a rehabilitation 
where they may mill and overlay then its then they and I think they may have already done 
that I’ve seen many cases where um because of the extra added cost of bringing all the 
lights in etcetera they’ll just say go ahead and rehabilitate it to its full width.  But if it needs 
to be constructed, they may not go for that.   
 
Martin – well I think we’ll look forward to a little guidance from you on on on that as part of 
these alternatives.  The B alternative and others that we’re talking about.   
 
Moore – I think if there are and I think its come out of this discussion if there are other viable 
reasonable alternatives to look at and there’s some indication of that I think, I don’t think 
anybody wants to change this 5,000 runway but making it a BII rather than a CII is an 
option.  And maybe if the FAA didn’t fund the entire thing maybe FDOT or the airport 
enterprise fund would be available to make up the difference.  I don’t know but if we’re 
going to pursue four it seems to me that the argument that we’re going to have to make is 
that the cost benefit analysis of alternatives two and three is so great that four makes more 
sense.  I don’t know I think you need to do a cost analysis of what all these reconfigurations 
of the airport and the runway and the surrounding land are going to have to cost.   
 
DeGraaff – on that point the financial considerations for alternative number four maybe that 
the FAA will not support you and then you would need to fund the maintenance of the 
airport into the future and that would be a financial consideration.  The other point that I 
wanted to make was that um the alternatives that we presented we had to put them into 
alternatives but they are mix and match and Mayor, you did that.  You’ve said I’d like this 
point and that point so there are and you can mix and match.  You can make one runway a 
B one runway a C you can do you know pull the RPZ onto 13 or do something else.  You 
know you can mix and match to make it make it work.   
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Lang – Mr. Mayor you know the problem with that concept is unfortunately 4-22 is our noise 
abatement runway so you know by designating Runway 13-31 the C and the other one a B 
that defeats our whole noise abatement program here so that’s just not attainable answer at 
all.  Um  
 
Martin – well that’s what I said but I was…that is where they are and I’m going to have to 
talk them out of that.   
 
Lang – um in looking at the costs, um you know there’s a lot of factors that need to be taken 
into consideration and that’s cost to our environment as well. And like I said the 
environmental conditions and on the golf course and what not. And that should not be 
overlooked.  Um the other thing we need to take a look at is our ability to self- fund and self-
support this airport by claiming our exclusive right to sell gasoline, claiming our exclusive 
right to um build and rent hangars, and I understand from our latest attorney Mr. Divine that 
both of these rights may be claimed by this airport and in fact should have been claimed 
instead of going after federal grants we should be doing a lot more to self-sustain and self-
support at this airport and we really could and the amount of money we have on hand right 
now shows that we could self fund the repair of  Runway 4-22 and so I am interested in 
having you um we need to know as soon as possible the conditions of 4-22 and our 
options. In terms of that repair or reconstruct so that we an make an intelligent decision 
whether to mill and re-pave versus a total re-construct and we do need to do that soon.   
 
Moore – Mr. Mayor, question the GAG rule ,  should we re-visit that? I’m not sure that is that 
is worth while.   
 
Martin – um let’s do this,  um let’s take a little time to think about it before between now and 
the next council meeting to hear about it.  I still feel like um that we ought to let this group 
um you know do its work without having to deal with the various special interests that are 
involved.  That are time consuming and are pretty redundant as a matter of fact I think 
we’ve heard all the arguments probably a dozen times  from everybody on both sides.  I 
think we ought let them do their work and have the public meetings but let’s talk about it 
later on and we can still being it up and change the GAG rule by  Council decision and I’m 
sure.  I don’t know exactly what the difference would be but we would be asking them to 
asking them to meet with the different groups is what it amounts to.   
 
Moore – Well  I want to make two points.  I want to get this thing done, I want to get it done 
by January.  The community, the City proper and the Greater Venice Area want this thing 
done. And it’s incumbent upon us to get it done and I don’t want any group to feel that they 
got screwed.  That they didn’t have a chance to put in their piece.  And to the extent that we 
can facilitate that we can get everybody’s views and I understand that there’s a lot of 
repetition but that’s part of the game.   
 
Martin – yeah but how much time you talk about getting things done it seems to me that 
that’s a counter intuitive statement because if they have to spend a lot of their time talking 
to these groups just hearing the same stuff over again they’re not going to get done.  
Meanwhile the groups have 3 more meetings and we’ve got we’ve just made available to 
them a lot of public and you know Ernie and I know that when you sit down with the 
advocates whether its, whether it’s Nick or whether it’s Chuck or whether its you know, 
Mike, or and so forth that’s time consuming.  And mostly you’re going over the things.  And 
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they have if they do their homework and write to us and write to DY and come into the 
public meetings and if they need more time, I would feel like we could relax the five minute 
rule but I think you’re asking for trouble because once they start, they can’t they can’t turn 
away.  If the if the Golden Beach Association decides they want to meet with us, and then 
the Airports Tenant’s Union wants to meet with them and the um the Bellagio Home Owners 
union wants to meet with them how are they going to say no? They’re going to say no to 
some and not others?   
 
Moore – well they’re professional people I , have confidence in their  expertise,  in their 
good will  and  it seems to me if they come to a point where they say what you know we’ve 
met with this group, we’ve gone over these issues we don’t think its  we don’t think its  
worth while to meet with you again  either individually or a group and if that group feels you 
know if its views haven’t been hear you know they could come back in here  and I’m sure 
based on their experience at other communities that they  that they   
 
Martin – but you realize if they turn someone down we’re going to hear a complaint.   
 
Isaac – Mr. Mayor, I have a couple suggestions that may or may not help.  Please 
understand that when we get the e-mails, the letters, that information is of course shared 
with the airport staff as well as with DY. So there’s not a limit on the information that they 
get.  They’ve seen the e-mails and that sort of thing. Um I think that you have an 
opportunity to be a subsequent meeting well in advance of January to provide if someone is 
being eliminated or is not getting the attention or the analysis that they have.  I too am a 
little concerned  about  and certainly you can change the process  having DY be available 
to meet with a number of entities but you will and I concur with your concern Mr. Zavodnyik, 
you will have somebody through this process that is not going to satisfied no matter what 
you do so be assured that DY as well as the staff is looking at information as it comes in so 
they are absolutely looking at that and I believe they are responding to things they think are 
pertinent because they want to make their analysis as solid as possible also.  They don’t 
want to get here and have holes in it.   you may we may want to ask them to look at  
involving the public more or something like that but I’m not sure exactly how to do that.  The 
second thing I would like some liberty with the Council on cause I I’ve had a concern which 
in turn I think I’ve shared with you in terms of what information you need to do the 
assessment on 4-22 the repaving versus resurfacing.  And I heard you again today asking 
DY to provide some analysis assessment of that.  I’ve also heard the FAA wanting to have 
some analysis of that some additional analysis of that.  Um can you allow and we did bring 
to you several months ago I think a piece I think it was $3100 or $3500, $3100 to $3500 to 
have DY do that.  I think that was not accepted by the council at that time.  So I need to 
understand from my perspective that you’ve told them at least not in essence not to look at 
that.  We could make this really quick if you’ll allow us some flexibility to have then look at 
that to see if we need to have them back in but that is different from the last Council vote.   
 
Martin – okay hold on just a second then on that.  There’s two things Mr. Zavodnyik has 
made a suggestion on what we’ve discussed it other members may wish to support Mr. 
Zavodnyik suggestion or perhaps not.   Yes, Mr. McKeon? 
 
McKeon – emotionally I support Mr. Zavodnyik’s suggestion however if we were voting I’m 
going to vote against you Ernie. Reason being, all of the different positions I think are well 
known.  The one thing that I think was um quantifiable if you will is the count issue? And 
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that data and that issue there was um having people have access to the raw data such that 
they can either say yes, I agree with it or no I don’t and here is why then discussion should 
occur.  Um so I would at this point I would vote to keep the issue clean have the information 
which has been requested and it’s now available made available for analysis.  If something 
else substantive comes up like that we would address it but on the different issues on the 
personnel or associations or homeowner groups I think we know those issues and they’re 
being addressed.   
 
Martin – Ms. Miller? 
 
Miller – yeah I agree with that.  I mean I just, I think if we had a camera for every inch of that 
airport you would still have individuals discount that, your numbers. So we’ve hired you, 
you’re experienced; you’ve done a great job of clarifying the issues.  And I don’t think and 
you’ve had the public input that you need so no.   
 
Martin – Ms. Lang? 
 
Lang – and I’m sorry what are you asking?  
 
Martin – well Mr. Zavodnyik said that he thought we should, right now the way that this 
contract is drawn the contract gets input from the public in a series of meetings.   some 
people have asked to meet privately with the contractor and to present their  perspectives to 
it.  And  that’s not  that’s not encouraged I guess under this process and  and so Mr. 
Zavodnyik was saying that perhaps we should change that to do it and there is at least 
counter for the argument point of view is that we have so many groups that are interested in 
this that I think DY would spend a lot of time meeting with groups and much of what they 
would have to say has already been said and but people are articulating and advocating 
which is good and that’s why we have the public meetings.  We’ve got three more public 
meetings coming up  and we can also consider this but  once you open that door then DY 
can’t really turn anybody down they can’t say we’re going to listen to Sue but we’re not 
going to listen to Ed you know.   
 
Lang – I understand.  In order for me to understand and feel that these numbers are valid I 
need more information.  And it is helpful to me when there are citizens in the community 
who know a lot more than I do about you know this methodology, etcetera, or aircraft design 
or what not for them to be involved.  So what I’m thinking is that perhaps we need a session 
in the other room publicly noticed a real workshop.  A real workshop session where we 
have the members of the community be with the consultants and be with us going through 
these numbers.  So that we can all get on the same page and be happy and you know fairly 
confident that everyone is in close relative agreement.  
 
Martin – are you talking about the count numbers? 
 
Lang – um um I’m talking about the counts 
 
Martin – okay that’s self-correcting.  That will be available to anyone who wants it and we 
will be open to that if necessary, to have a workshop I don’t think that is out of the question.   
let’s let people take a look at this.  They’ve got 20,000 paper to go through and so …Mr. 
Moore 



 
Public Workshop #2 
Summary Report                        42   
11/6/2009 
 

 
Moore – I am uncomfortable changing our agreement with DY. I think we should leave it like 
it is.   We have given more than enough opportunity for individuals or groups of individuals 
to express their views in the public forum when we can all hear what they want to say. I 
think that’s the best way to do it.  I had one other item and this is really small at some point  
can you provide us with some data on whether or not the ARC designation on 4-22 whether 
it’s BII or CII?  Is going to impact the ability of constructing a road on the east side the 
Runway 22.  So that we can access what has been described as 125 acres of you know 
business park lands and development lands for non-aviation uses.  That’s been an issue 
out there for a long time and I don’t know what impact the safety zone dimensions might 
have on that I don’t want to get caught on that. 
 
Martin – thank you.  Mr. Simmonds? You want to stay with where you are? 
 
Simmonds – You made me come at 8 o clock so I could get away. So I suggest you get 
away.   
 
Martin – okay.  We will stay with the status but thank you for bringing it up.   
 
Lang – Mr. Mayor I thought we were going to respond to Mr. Turner about the about the  
 
Martin – I beg your pardon good point.   
 
???? – I have another appointment I have to go to  
 
Martin – I do too.  All in favor of authorizing the $3500 study of the  
 
??? - $3,100 
 
Martin - $3,100 or what ever it is.  Yes, yes everybody? Okay thanks.  Thank you all for 
coming.  Meeting is adjourned.   
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Lisa Mastropieri
i,

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Nancy Woodley [nwoodle@cbvenice.fl.us]
Wednesday, September 23, ~90g 1:25 PM
Iisa Mastropieri .
Fwd: Airport Workshop

fyi, keep with workshop notes for 9-25-09 event

»> Linda Depew 9/23/2009 10:23 AM »>
FYI

,
»> james dieffenwierth <idieffenwierth@yahoo.com> 9/23/2009 9:39 AM »>
Dear City Council. .

On Friday, the city is holding an Airport Workshop. At the sa~e time, Iwill be at work, like Iam every weekday. So in the interest of
having my voice heard, I have two issues that I would like to bring up.

First is, the airport was here first, A number of people representing various interests repeat this over and over (and over). This fact is
used to justify any number of airport issues, whether expansion of hangers, restrictions to the golf course, and even non-aviation
development for more revenue.

But there are other facts. A golf course was built on airport property in the 1960's to serve the municipal community. Also,
neighborhoods were developed adjacent to the airport starting soon after the government turned the airport over to the city. All these
things coexisted peacefully for over 40 years. That's a fact. Maybe that's an even more important than the "airport was here first"
mantra.

The most baffling question that arises after reviewing all these facts is how did we get into this current adversarial situation after 40
years of peaceful coexistence? What changed? Did more planes start landing? Did bigger planes start landing? Are we expecting
more and bigger planes to start landing? :

Frankly, the best I can come up with is this comes down to good old-fashioned government bureaucracy (FAA style). I would hate to
see what has existed for over 40 years all destroyed due to government bureaucracy. Please do not let this happen. That golf course
and those homeowners have just as many rights as FAA bureaucrats who are just trying to justify their existence. If it ends up that we
must turn down government money from the FAA to get them lout of our business, then so be it.

My second comment is that empty airport land, just like nature, abhors a vacuum. The land in the southeastern quadrant is currently
empty. Over the years, proposals have come out to turn that property into various things ... a bird preserve, marina, upscale retreat,
office space, etc. As long as that property is not utilized, thes~ proposals will keep coming until something is finally selected. After
listening to what has been proposed over the last number of years, along with what has most riled up the citizens of this city, Iam
confused as to why what seems to be the most logical solution-has not been presented: expand the municipal golf course into that
area. Ithink the majority of Venice would react quite positively to more golf. Why this is not even on the table as an option is beyond
me.

Thanks for your time,
James Dieffenwierth
416 Valencia Rd.
Venice, FL

P.S. Just to clarify, r am not a golfer ... don't have the mo*ey, time, or skill.
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Lisa Mastropieri

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject;

Nancy Woodley [nwoodle@ci.venice.fI.us]
Tuesday, September 22,20092:54 PM
Frederick Watts; lisa Mastropieri
Fwd: Re: Letter regarding the Airport for DY Consultants

fyi

»> Nancy Hurley 9/22/2009 9:03 AM »>
I believe Isaac meant to send this to you.

»> Isaac Turner 9/22/2009 8:47 AM »>
Mr. Wilmore,

Thank you for your email. I am sharing it with Mr. Watts to add to the citizen input for DY consideration.

Isaac

»> <edwilmore@comcast.net> 9118/20091:01 PM»>

City Manager Mr. IsaacTurner, 17 Sept 09

Dear Mr. Turner,

Re:Venice Municipal Airport.

As a taxpaying resident living quite close to the Airport I can attest to the fact that
seldom am I aware of noise from aircraft flying over my house. Complaints about
excessive noise can be easily dismissed by conducting a Part 150 study. The fact
that this is vigorously fought by those opposed to the Airport is a sure fire
indicator that no such noise problem exists.

I consider the airport to be an asset that should be maintained in a manner that
provides safety not only to the neighborhood but to the pilots and planes. To that
end I would like to see the noise abatement runway repaired to its full length so
that is may be utilized as originally designed.

The golf course should be preserved as much as possible but in my opinion the
I

Airport comes first and the golf course second.

Pleaseensure that this letter is included in the package of letters from interested
residents delivered to DYConsultants.

1



U.S.Deportment
of Tronsportotlon
Federol Aviollon
Admlnls1rwion

Orlando Airports District Office
59!.lOHazeltine National Dr.. Suite 400
Orlando, FL 32822-5024

Phone: 407-812-6331

May 30, 2008

Honorable Ed.Martin
Mayor
City of Venice
401 W. Venice Avenue
Venice, Florida 34285

Dear Mayor Martin:

RE: Venice Municipal Airport (VNC), Venice Florida
Comments on Draft Plan

Thank you for meeting with me at the Orlando Airports District Office on May 8, 2008. As
discussed in our meeting, this letter responds to your April 28, 2008 correspondence and
accompanying draft layout plan for the Venice Municipal Airport (VNC).

Our review was cursory in nature, as we normally require additional documentation in
conjunction with the Airport Layout Plan (ALP), such as a narrative report and/or Master Plan.
Therefore, the following comments are preliminary and may be expanded at a later date.

In reviewing any ALP, the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) must ensure proposed
development does not impact the safety or utility of an airport. The draft plan submitted April
28,2008 illustrates many inconsistencies with the existing airport facility, including:

e The Runway Protection Zone (RPZ) for Runway 13 is not depicted correctly. The
existing RPZ for this runway is 500 feet by 1,010 feet by 1,700 feet.

" Residential land use within the RPZ, while not recommended, does not create a non-
standard condition. As indicated during our meeting, the FAA would not require the City
of Venice. to acquire homes located in the RPZ. Acquisition of RPZ lands is an eligible
project under the Airport Improvement Program (AIP), depending on the availabilit-y of
federal funds. The City may, at their discretion, requestF AA funding to acquire homes
within the RPZ.

e The Object Free Areas (OF As) for both runways are not depicted correctly. The existing
OFAs should be centered ever the runway and measure 800 feet wide and extend 1,000
.feet beyond each runway end. .
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• The Runway Safety Area (RSA) for Runway 4-22 is not depicted correctly. The RSA
should be centered over the mnway and measure 400 feet .wide and extend 1,000 feet
beyond each runway end.

• Future installation of EMAS on Runways 4,13, and 22 has not been justified since it does
not appear the sponsor evaluated any other alternatives for meeting FAA standards. The
sponsor should evaluate the practicability of meeting RSA standards in accordance with
FAA Orders 5200.8 and 5200~9.

• Any nonstandard conditions that cannot be corrected should be addressed through a
formal "Request for Modification to Standards". This request should include
documentation with specific justification as to why standards cannot be met, including
financial and/or engineering concerns. Please be advised the FAA cannot grant a
Modification to Standards for RSAs. Only a practicability determination can be made in
accordance with·FAA Orders 5200.8 and 5200.9

• Existing Taxiway E. parallel taxiway to Runway 4-22, appears to be within the RSA for
Runway 4~22, The sponsor should propose a project to rectify the situation.

• The drawing states, "Golf course lease line fixed by existing fence," Our review-of the
existing golf course lease finds Sections 28 and 29 offer protection to the Airport if
modifications to the fence line are necessary to meet FAA standards. Section 28 states, in
part:

"That the Lessee expressly agrees for itself, its
successors and assigns, to prevent any use of the
hereinafter described real property which would'
interfere with or adversely affect the operation and
maintenance of the airport, or otherwise constitute
an airport hazard:' .

Also, Section 29 of the lease states:

"This lease and all provisions hereof are subject and
subordinate to the terms .and conditions of the
instruments under which the Lessor acquired the
subject property from. the United States of America
and shall be given only such effect as will not
conflict or be inconsistent with the terms ·or
conditions contained in the Lease of said lands from
the Lessor, and any existing or subsequent
amendments thereto, and are subject to any
ordinances, roles or regulations which have been, or
may hereafter be adopted by the Lessor pertaining to
the Venice Airport,"



:

Based on commitments made by you and your staff in our May 8, 2008 meeting, we understand
these comments will be incorporated into your draft ALP and Master Plan report. to. be submitted
to the Orlando Airports District Office no later than August 31, 2008.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me.

Sincerely.

~OriginalSigned By·

Bart Vemace, P .E.
Acting Manager

cc: .
Fred Watts, Venice Airport Manager
Martin Black, Venice City Manager



Venice MunicipalAirport Master Plan Update

Discussion Paper

FAA Guidelines and Standards
Applicable to Venice Municipal Airport

Introduction

The City of Venice, with the assistance of the MEA Group, lnc., has prepared an Airport
Master Plan Update for Venice Municipal Airport (VNC). That study has been
substantially completed, and the Venice Municipal Airport Master Plan Final Draft
Report has been presented to the Airport Advisory Board and the Venice City Council.
Through the public coordination process, airport stakeholders and members of the
interested general public have also reviewed the report and provided comments at
various meetings.

On June 12, 2007, the plan was presented to the City Council for their consideration.
Discussions at the meeting resulted in a request for additional information to be followed
by reconsideration of the plan by the Advisory Board and the City Council. The principal
areas of concern were the effects of various Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)
planning standards, guidelines, and requirements upon the Airport, the Lake Venice
Golf Club, and other features on the airport and in the airport vicinity.

This discussion. paper and associated drawings provide the additional information
requested. The paper includes the following:

'" Identmcation and definition of the FAA guidelines, standards, and requirements
that, when applied to VNC, would produce impacts.

~ Discussion of these impacts under 2 potential scenarios -
1. Scenario 1: Strict Adherence to FAAGuidelines1 Standards, and

Requirements (Strict Adherence). Drawings associated with this scenario
identify the areas impacted and iUustrate the effects of rigorous application of
the guidelines and standards at VNC, should the FAA determine such
application is required; and

2. Scenario 2: What the City Will Request on Behalf of the Community (City's
Request). This scenario and associated exhibits reflect the City's desire to
moderate theimpacts of FAA standards and guidelines insofar as feasible
while maintaining safe operating conditions as evidenced by the FAA's
approval of Modifications to Standards requested by the City.

• A comparison of Runway 5-23's affected areas based upon both C-1I and B-H
standards and guidelines.

Subsequent sections of this discussion paper expand upon each of these subjects.

* B¥&P"-wi§!
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Definition of FAA Guidelines, Standards, And Requlrement$

1. Standards from Advisory Circular 160/5300-13Airport Design

The FAA provides guidance for airports and, in some cases, stipulates requirements
using a variety of publications and documents. The three most notable for the purposes
of this discussion are Federal Aviation Regulations (FARs), FAA orders, and advisory
circulars (ACs). FARs are integral to the U.S. Code of Federal Regulations and should
be considered at the top of the hierarchy. FAR Part 77 Objects Affecting Navigable
Airspace is commonly applied in airport master planning. Part 77 defines height
standards for areas around airports that are the basis for most height restrictions
especially those found in zoning ordinances.

FAA orders are generally considered documents internal to the FAA but are available
for use by others, Orders generally apply to specific issues or concern. For example,
FAA Order 5300.1 F Modifications to Agency Airport Design, Construction, and
Equipment Standards describes the process for consideration of requests for deviations
from FAA standards for a variety of standards such as permitted land uses in Runway
Protection Zones (RPZs).

Advisory circulars provide guidelines and standards for application in several aspects of
airport planning, design, operations, and many other subjects. The ACs in particular
include standards recommended for application in airport master planning.

Implementation of the provisions of FARs, FAA orders, and ACs is frequently
accomplished through grant· assurances, which airport sponsors must sign when
accepting federal grants for airport projects. The FAA's standard grant assurances
require sponsors to ". ..carry out the project in accordance with policieS, standards, and
specifications approved by the Secretary of the U.S. Department of Transportation ... n.

(Italics added.)

The primary source of guidelines and standards for addressing airfield geometry in
master plans for airports such as Venice Municipal is AdviSOry Circular AC150/5300-13
Airport Design. The Venice Municipal Airport Master Plan Final Draft Report reflects
consideration.of these guidelines and standards with definition of several notable

. examples provided below. (Note: All quotes are taken from AC150/5300-13 unless
otherwise noted.)

Runway Safety Area .(RSA) -"A defined surface surrounding the runway
prepared or suitable for reducing the risk of damage to airplanes in the event of
an undershoot, overshoot, or excursion from the runway."

. ln simpler terms, this is the area immediately adjacent to the runway along the
sid~ and off the runway ends. It is intended under dry conditions to be able to
support an aircraft in emergencies as well as aircraft rescue and firefighting and

...
MEA / Hanson, ef6f2007
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snow removal equipment, if applicable. Its size varies depending upon the types
of aircraft for which the runway is designed. Key airplane characteristics
considered in defining the RSA are approach speed and wingspan, which are
used to identify the Airport Reference Code (ARC). In the case of VNC, the ARC
for both runways is C-II as established by the previous Airport Master Plan and
re-confirmed by the Final Draft Airport Master Plan now under consideration.

The RSA is the most restrictive of the FAA's various areas that are intended to
. foster runway safety, and, in the language of AC150-5300-13 uRSA standards

cannot be modified or waived like other airport design standards." The
dimensional standards remain applicable, and substandard RSAs are subject to
"continuous evaluation of all practical alternatives" for improving the RSA.

The FAA also uses a type of pUblication, termed orders, to expand and
implement policy related to certain guidelines and requirements. FAA Order
5200.8 Runway Safety Area Progr?lmdescribes the process used to determine
compliance with RSA requirement$.One possible outcome of the
determinations is noted therein as finding that ''The existing RSA does not meet
current standards, and it is not practicable to improve the RSA. n

Runway Object Free Area (ROFA) - "An area on the ground centered on a
runway, taxiway, or taxilane centerline provided to enhance the safety of aircraft
operations by having the area free of objects. except for objects that need to be
located in.the (R)OFA for air navigation or aircraft ground maneuvering
purposes." 1

This area is supplemental to the RSA. Conformity to FAA's recommended
standards is not as rigorously required and is subject to FAA's approval of
requests to modify airport design standards in view of specific local conditions.
(See below.)

Runway Protection Zone (RPZJ - "An area off the runway end to enhance the
protection of people and property on the ground. IS FAA recommends ownership
or jurisdictional control of land within the RPZ to prevent incompatible land uses.

This area is trapezoidal in shape and extends beyond the Runway Safety Area
on each runway end. The RPZ's size depends upon the types of aircraft for
which the runway is planned/designed as well as the instrument approach
capabiUty of the runway end. (Nonprecision approaches are used at many
airports. Nonprecision means that the pilot is provided with lateral guidance in
executing landings under adverse weather conditions. Precision approaches
provide both lateral and vertical guidance and, therefore, permit aircraft
operations under lower visibility and ceiling conditions than is permitted under
nonprecision approaches.)

In the consultant's experience, sti;lndards for RPZs are commonly subject to
modification. especially when ~$idering existing runways for which no

.i an' lEi S
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expansion is proposed. At VNC the Final Draft Airport Master Plan recommends
consideration of a nonprecision instrument approach to Runway 5 that would
increase the size of the existing RPZ for that runway; .however, the proposed
RPZ is consistent with that presented in the previous Airport Master Plan. The
current Final Draft Airport Master Plan also recommends a nonprecision
approach for Runway 31; the previous Master Plan recommended a precision
approach. As a result, the Approach Surface for Runway 31 is smaller under the
Final Draft report.

Modification of Airport Design Standards to Meet Local Conditions -
"'Modification to Standards' means any change to FAA design standards other
than dimensional standards for runway safety areas. Unique local conditions
may require modification to airport design standards for a specific airport. A
modification to an airport design standard related to new construction,
reconstruction, expansion, or upgrade to an airport which received Federal aid
requires FAA approval."

ModifICations to Standards are common. The previous Airport Master Plan for
VNC, for example, referenced proposed modifications to Runway Object Free
Areas (ROFA) and runway-taxiway separations. The process for obtaining
approval of modifications to standards is supplemental to the airport master
planning process. It requires submission of documentation that specifically
identifies the requested modification and provides analysis to show that" ... the
modification will provide an acceptable level of safety, economy, durability and
workmanship." .

2. Standards from FederalAviation Regulations (FAR)Part 77 Objeets
Affecting Navigable Airspace

FARPartn establishes and defines three-dimensional geometric surfaces on and
around airports that are used in the FAA's determinations related to obstructions to
navigable airspace, which are considered hazards. Three such surfaces are most
prominent in the conSideration of issues at Venice Municipal Airport. These are as
presented in FAR Part 77 and described below.

Primary Surface - "A surface longitudinally centered on a runway. When the
runway has a specially prepared hard surface, the primary surface extends 200
feet beyond each end of that runway.... The elevation of the primary surface is
the same as the elevation of the nearest point on the runway centerline."

Prior to the imprementation of AC15015300...13, the primary surface was, in the
consultant's experience, more rigorously required. Although still important, the
primary surface is now somewhat subordinated to the RSAand to other FAA
standards. It snUprovides definition of areas around a runway that are subject to
clearing. of trees, manmade .obje~ts, etc.

: £
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Approach Surface - "A surface longitudinally centered on the extended runway
centerline and extending outward and upward from each end of the primary
surface. An approach surface is applied to each end of each runway based
upon the type of approach available or planned for that runway and."

These surfaces are similar in shape to RPZs but slope upward from the ends of
the primary surface(s); the RPZ extends outward at runway level, The slope, or
angle, of the approach surfaces depends upon the type of runway to which it
applies and the type of approach, l.e., visual. nonprecision, precision.

The approach surface is used to identify obstructions that could affect safe
operations. Termed "penetrations to the FAR Part 77 surfaces", these objects,
terrain features, trees, and other features may be characterized as hazards to air
navigation based upon FAA determinations. Remediation for
penetrations/hazards can include removal via g.rading or trimming as well as
marking and lighting forfeatures such as buildings and towers which cannot be
removed on a practical basis.

Transitional Surfaces - These surfaces are inclined planes that slope upward
at a rate of 7: 1. They extend upward and outward from the primary and
approach surfaces and terminate at the points where they intersect with the
horizontal surface (150' above the airport elevation) or any other surface that
imposes more critical restrictions.

The principal effect of the transitional surfaces generally occurs to the sides of
the primary surface (and runway) where the transitional surfaces are used to
identify the allowable heights of objects, buildings, etc. For example. the
requirements of the transitional surface are generally used to define the Building
Restriction Line.

Effects of Scenarios '{ and 2

The resolution of nonconformfties to FAA standards was examined for two scenarios.
Scenario 1: Strict Adherence involves compliance with all FAA standards and assumes
no modifications to standards. Under this Scenario, measures that may not be
"practicable" are illustrated for baseline purposes.

Scenario 1could require extensive changes both on and off airport property. These
include:

e Relocation or closure of portions of Airport Boulevard and Harbor Drive to meet
RSA, ROFA, and RPZ standards and guid.Jines. This would remove access to
areas such as Casperseo.Beach unless replaced with new roads that conformed
to FAA requirements.

e Extensive modifications to the golf course including removal of the facilities within
the RSA, HOFA, RPZ. and Primary Surface. These would include several holes

¥ 9
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on the golf course, the driving range, the parking lot and access road, and
structures including the ciubhouse and maintenance building.

CD Loss of access to areas identified for development in the Land Use Consensus
Plan and Parcel Development Plan unless access could be achieved outside the
RPZ for Runway 23.

G Major shortening of Runway 5-23 on the 23 end to remove roads, streets, and
the drawbridge from the RPZ.

t!I Land acquisition and demolition of residences in Golden Beach within the RPZ
for Runway 13.

Sheets 1-5 identify the areas affected by the RSAs, ROFAs, and RPZs under Scenario
1 and indicate some of the impacts outlined above. Sheets 6-10 provide similar
information related to FAR Part 77 surfaces under Scenario 1. Simply stated, these
severe actions are not practical and in the consultant's view and based upon recent
consultation withthe FAA would not be required.

Scenaria2 rdentifies the same areas as affected by FAA standards and guidelines but
proposes Modifications to Standards for many of the areas impacted. Sheets 11-15
identify the areas affected by the RSAs, ROFAs, and RPZs under Scenario 2 and
indicate some of the impacts outlined above. Sheets 16-20 provide similar information
related to FAR Part 77 surfaces under Scenario 2.

The general approach under Scenario 2 is to-eentorm to RSA requirements without
il'J1Po~ingsignificant impacts.ia,community assets such as roads, access to beaches,
the public golf course, and others .. As noted above, the Runway Safety Area (RSA) is
the FAA's most restrictive area defined in the Airport Design advisory circular. RSA
standards cannot be modified or waived~ however, subject to FAA's determination,
nonconformity with standards may occur in situations where resolution is not considered
practicable. Small portions of Harbor Drive and its right-of-way are affected by the
RSAs for Runway Ends 13 and 5; however, the consultant's experience and
consultation with the FAA indicate that relocation of the two small affected portions of
that road will not be required. This is reflededin Scenario 2.

The area of the golf course and associated facilities within the RSA for Runway End 5
are another matter. The affected area includes g',drivingrange and a portiot10f the
parking lot for the golf course. These are located on airport land that has been leased
to the Venice Golf Association. The consultant's experience and consultation with the
FAA indicate that the agency will require correction of these conditions. The correction
could be accomplished in several ways. Theflrstls removal of the driving range and
the portion of the parking lot that are inside the RSA. This is the recommendation made
in the Final Draft of the Airport Master Plan and reflected in the Draft Airport Plans set.
Two other options, short of runway closure, are availabfe. The first, suggested during
thepublicmeetinas, i5design~~oo of Runway 5-23 as a 8-11runway resulting in a
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reduction in RSA dimensional requirements. The second is the use of declared
distances to reduce the RSA's effects upon the golf course. Both these options would,
in the consultant's view, produce reductions In the utility of Runway 5-23 that would limit
or eliminate its use by operators of jet equipment. Under most conditions, this traffic
would be shifted to Runway 13-31. This change in runway utilization would increase
noise impacts in the Golden Beach and South Venice areas.

As a result, Scenario 2 includes removal of the driving range and portion of the golf
course parking lot and access road that are within the RSA. Existing trees, fencing, etc.
within the RSAs would also be relocated or removed, as appropriate.

The Runway Object Free Areas (ROFA) for both Runways 13-31 and 5-23 do not fulfill
the requirements of the FAA's definition above. Theconsultanfs experience and recent
consultations with the FAA suggests, however, that the encroachments depicted in the
drawings accompanying this discussion paper are subject to negotiations with the FAA
regarding Modifications to Standards. Recent consultation with the FAA suggests that
conforming to requirements for the ROFA will not be rigidly stipulated. For example,
-relocation of buildings such as the Golf Course Pro Shop may not be necessary but
areas along and closer to both Runways 13-31 and 5-23 may be subject to tree
trimming or removal of other objects. Requests for Modifications to Standards would be
made for other areas including the following:

e Part 77 surfaces (Primary, Approach, and Transitional) would be subject to
trimming or removal/relocation. The continued presence of fences within the
Primary Surface is subject to approval by the FAA.

Q Modification to Standards forRPZsand ROFAs to permit their being traversed by
existing roads, notably Harbor Drive, and to allow continued use of the golf
course holes as presently configured, to the extent feasible.

It must be emphasized that final approval of these requests rests with the FAA;
therefore, stating that requests will be made for Modifications to Standards
should not be construed to mean that the statements herein are in any way final.
Consultation with the FAA'srepresentatives also suggests that the Modifications
to Standards would· apply only for the durations of any existing leases of airport
property by thirdparties~ Following the lease period and without consideration of
extensions of the Jeaseperiod, upgrading to standards would be required where
practicable. notably in the areas of the golf course within the primary surfaces
and Runway Object Free Areas.

The RSAs, OFAs, and RPZs were established by the FAA with the publication in 1989
of AC150/5300-13 Airport Design. The standards established for these areas were
retroactively applied to airports such as Venice Municipal. Many of these facilities
throughout the nation are recognized by the FAA as not being capable of meeting the
most rtgorous, or literal, application of the standards.
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The approach taken by the FAA, in the consultanfs experience, has been one of
establishing conformity to the guidelines wherel&practicable" especially with respect to
RPZs. None of the RPZs at Venice MunicipalconfQrm to a strict interpretation and
application of these guidelines. Scenario 2 incorporates the City's desires with the
consultant's experience regarding MOdifications to Standards thatthe FAA will consider.
Final acceptance of these modifications remains with the FAA.

8-11versu8 C-If Airport Reference Codes

The graphics associated with this discussion paper include a side-by-side comparison
of the effects of the 8-11and C-II Airport Reference Code (ARC). Key airplane
characteristics considered in defining certain critical safety areas on airport surfaces
(such as the Runway Safety Area (RSA) and others), are approach speed and
wingspan. These characteristics are also used to identify the Airport Reference Code
(ARC). The ARC is a system of classification employed by the FAA to apply
development standards and guidelines.

In the case of Venice Municipal Airport (VNC), the ARC for both runways is C-II. This
was established by the previous Airport Master Plan and re-confirmed through analysis
outlined in the Final Draft Airport Master Plan. Airport Reference Code (ARC) is applied
to each runway and as previously noted, is defined based upon.a combination of
approach speed and wingspan of the design aircraft for the subject runway. The FAA
stipulates that in order to qualify as the design aircraft, an individual airplane type or a
combination of types with similar characteristics should perform or be forecast to
perform 500 operations annually on the subject. runway. (An operation is a take-off or a
landing.) The data and analysis included in the Final Draft Airport Master Plan Report
show that aircraft in the C-1/ category meet this stipulation at VNC.

A runway cla$sified asARC 8-11 has smaller RPZs, RSAs, and ROFAs, but, in the
consultant's view, requesting reclassification of Runway 5-23 as a 8-11runway has both
positive and negative aspects. These are summarized in Table 1.

zez
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Venice Municipal Airport Master Plan Update
S ":'

.eSJgna on or unway -
Pros Cons

1. Reduces sizes of Runway Safety Area and 1. Reduces justification for FAA's funding of
Object Free Area; reduces some impacts reconstruction of Runway 5-23 at present
on the golf course primarily off the Runway length, width, and strength. "8-11" aircraft
Send. types typically justify approximately 4,200-

foot length (or less) and 75-100t width.
Current dimensions are 5,000' x 150'.

2. Facilitates access to east side due to 2. Shorter runway length would reduce the
reduced RSA and ROFA for Runway 5 effectiveneSs of the existing voluntary noise
end. abatement procedure and shift more jet

operations to Runway 13-31.13. Reduces other standards for Runway 5-23 3. Shifting of traffic to 13-31 would increase
including runway centerline to taxiway noise impacts on areas to northwest
centerline separations. (Golden Beach) and southeast (South

Venice). The Golden Beach area is already
the most significantly noise impacted area
around the airport.

4. Does not respond to existing an~
~"ia:tiOrLdemalJdJand FAA guidelines for
airport planning and WOUld,therefore,

I reduce project priority for funding.I
5. Reduces utility of Runway 5-23 if an

emergency or other condition requires
closure of Runway 13-31.

6. Per recent discussions with FAA
representatives an environmental study
would be required. Additional analyses
would likelv also be needed.

7. Would likely require the City to assume a
greater portion of costs such as redesigning
the runway to 8-11 standards.

Table 1
e-IID' tI f R. 523

On balance the consultant's view is that the negative aspects, in particular the potential
for shifting jet traffic to Runway 13-31, outweigh the positive considerations. FAA
approval is also considered unlikely .

.Land Use Plan .

The public design charrette process will refine the community's vision for future uses of
.the airport.

--! e ¥ •

MEA i Hanson, 816/2007 Page90f9



CITY OF VENICE
'\

City Council

Interoffice Memorandum

TOt Mayor and City Council

FROM: John Simmonds, Councilmember

.SUBJECT: FAARel~onship·with Venice Airport

DATE: April 24, 2008

; ,

As you all know,' all of file deeds, which turned over pieces ofthe Venice Airport from the Federal
Government since 1947, [ncluded requirements to operate the airport as a "general use airport" for so
long as the city ho148 title: These obligations have been reinforced and expanded, by contractual
assurances, With each of the several financial grants we have received from the FAA and DOT.

•..........•...

There appears to be a desire by several individuals in the community to escape these contractual
obligations via one method or another, ranging from shortening.runways to challenging the FAA
approved ALP "Aviation Forecast Demands." None have changed the FAA's strongly established
positions on the questionable issues raised. The FAA demands cited by FAA letters contained in the
attachment indicate clearly that these questionable issues are defunct; and that attempts to raise new
ones will also fail.' .

.'"

It is suggested you study the attachment carefully for a better understanding of the futility in further
aggravating the FAA and DOT with a continued avalanche of attempts to curtail Venice airport
operations. The fact that we appear to be unconcerned over compliance with their policies, as is ~
reflected in our tardiness in sending the Airport Master Plan, further erodes our relationship.

We should not expect the same passive acceptance of our former dispute over revenue from the golf
course, when the FAA merely cut off our funding. There may be a perception, that we want such a
result to curtail airport future operations.

If the FAA ends up with the airport to manage as a result of litigation over our failure to comply with
assurances, it is possible they would place the airport under an elected or appointed Airport Authority
Board. If so, the City of Venice would have nothing to say about its operation.

". ii.
"



·Question l.
Answer:

Question 2.

Answer:

Question 3.
Answer:

Question 4.
Answer:

Question 5.

Answer:

Questions Re: Venice,FL
Airport Operations

May Venice close the Airport and use it for another purpose?
No! Venice must maintain the airport and use it as a "public use airport".
See Tab A and B for .letters to St. Petersburg on April 10 and April 17,
2002 and Tab D for FAA letter to Elaine Schwartz dated March 7, 2007.

May Venice exclude the golf course from aeronautical use because of
environmental concerns?
No! See Tab N for FAA letter to Senator Martinez dated February 1, 2008
regarding questions by Rita C. Kutie, citizen of Venice, and Tab M for
FAA letter to Mr. Ed Taylor dated February 6, 2008. Environmental
concerns verified by a DOT study would not necessarily prevent the FAA
from designating the site for aeronautical use.

Did the noise study in 1992 of Venice Airport reveal any excessive noise?
No! A sustained 'noise in excess of 65 decibels were found during this
study. See TabD for FAA letter to Elaine Schwartz dated March 7, 2007,
note: a new 'noise study under part 150 can be requested by Venice at any
time by the city of Venice, however, the City struck a part 150 noise study
from the airport JACIP list recently. This action makes it impossible to
conduct an acceptable noise study unless the JACIP includes such a
request.

May Venice Airport be downgraded from a.C 11 airportte.a.B 11 airport?
No! See Tab E for letter to Mr. Rafferty dated June 5, 2007 and Tab H for
FAA letter to Mr. Rafferty 'dated July 18, 2007: Letters indicate that as far
back as 1997 Venice Airport would have been a Cll airport, FAA .
pronouncement at a recent Washington meeting with the Mayor, the City
Manager and the Airport Manager made it very clear that the FAA would
not change the airports from a C 11 to B 11.

win the FAA require additions or alternatives to the specifics included in
an Airport Master Plan?
No! See Tab Gfor FAA letter to Sue Lang dated June 22,2007 and Tab E
for FAA letter to .Mr, Rafferty dated June 5, 2007. TheF AA will approve
the airport layout plan submitted usually with the Airport Master Plan.
Such approval indicated the FAA takes no exception to the Master Plan
and that the Plan is in compliance with FAA standards.

1



Question 6. ,'May'a rQmvay$:lfetyar<:~.9n.~~q~rdruP-~ay 'be modified?
Answer: 'P()sS1llIYF{SeeTablfoiJ;'A.AletiertoMr. :Rafferty dated August 24, 2007.

Answer:

Question 7., May Venice restrict it classification of aircraft from 'use of Venice Airport
, because theaitcra:ft type is perceived objectionable?
,NO! $~Tab. J(e)f(}rtheFMlttterto.:~Mr~al(}9ininSanta Monica,

California datedNovember 26, 2007 arid, Tat> 'L for FAA letter to Mr.
Moon inMartin County" Florida dated January 8~2008.

FI5-12389\QucstionS

' •.•.•....
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FAA Answers To Frequent Questions Re: 'Airport operations

Table of Contents:

Tab A ~ Apri12002 to St. Petersburg, Florida.
a. Contractually bound to 1947 airport' turn over to the city and subsequent

assurances even if Grants are paid back to the FAA. '

Tab B - April 17 2002 to St. Petersburg.
a. Contractually bound to operate airport as a "public use airport."

, Tab C ~ January 9, 2007 to Mr. Brener, Venice, Florida .
. a. FAA approves "Forecasts Aviation Demand" and ALP.
b. Noise; Roads and Non-aviation use are local issues.

Tab D - March 7, 2007 FAA letter to Elaine J. Schwartz, Venice, Florida.
a. If airport goes to another use, like a park, then the city must replace the airport

, at another location at no cost to the United States government; and maintain '
the operation of the present Airport until the replacement is in operation.

b. City must maintain and operate the airport as a public use airport.
c. Noise study in 1992 found no noise incompatible with land use 65 dB average

day/night.noise contour.
d. General aviation airports provide a benefit, to the community in terms of

transportation, jobs and utility. ,

Tab E- June 5,2007 to Mr. Rafferty,Venice,Florida.
a. FAA .does not approve Master Plans.
b. FAA will not require Venice to add additional alternatives to their plan. '
c.' Airport Plans are local plans showing the sponsor's' vision of the future.
d. CiitoBIINo!!! '
e. FAA has received and -approved the 20 year forecast of Aviation Demand.

Tab F -June 22, 2007 FAA letter toMr.S. Roscoe, Venice, Florida.
a. FAA doesn't lower or approve airport master plans. When the FAA approves the

airport layout plan it indicates that the master plan has met FAA standards.
b. Airport master plans are a local development plan and citizen concerns should be

addressed by the airport sponsor (Venice):

, Tab G -'-June 22, 2007 to Sue Lang, Venice, Florida.
a. FAA does not approve Master Plans.
b.FAA does approve the ALP.

Tab H- July 18,2007 to Mr. Rafferty.Venice, Florida.
a. ell would have been appropriate in 1987Gulfstream ill on base.
b. Not often practical to acquire property in RPZ. Not unusual to have development

in these areas.

1



c. Rehab projects do not require ARPzones to be addressed. Do require RW safety
zones to be improved to the extent possible.

d. RW s at Venice were in place. and in their present configuration before FAA had
RW protection zones. .

Tab 1-August 24. 2007 to Mr. Rafferty. Venice, Florida.
a.R W safety areas [nonstandard] be improved to the extent practical.

Tab J =November 26, 2007 to Mr. Bloom, Santa Monica, California.
a EMAS system atbothends of the R'W removes argument about safety.
b.. Safety limitations cause unreasonable denial of access to an important reliever

airport.in the National system.
c. No operating Rille requires a standard RSA & there is no basis in FAA

regulations to prohibit any operation based on the status of the RSA.
d. FAA will step in with all its authority to insure that no aircraft.is denied access.
e. If the RW specifications meet the Aircraft Certification Manual there is no safety

basis for prohibition of that aircrafts' operation.

TebKv-December 14, 2007 to Mr. Watts, Venice, Florida.
a The FAA supports and approved the TAF forecasts presented in March 2006.
b. FAA is concerned. the city is considering new forecasts even if at city's expense.

The FAA has provided $333,545.00 to fund the forecast, which has been accepted
and approved.

c. Send in the Airport. Master Plan ASAP . FAA is concerned that the rewrite is
delayed until late 2008.

Tab L - January 8,2008 to Mr. Moon. Martin County, Florida.
a. Can't shorten RWs.
b. FAA will consider funding RW arresting systems.
c. FAA has a responsibility to insure access to the National system of Airports.

Tab M - February 6,2008 to Mr. Taylor, Venice, Florida. '
a. Golf Course is Airport property deeded to the city in 1947 with condition that it

be used as an airport.
b. Must be used in support of aeronautical activities.
c. City will take no action to reduce the utility of the airport.
d. FAA will not agree. to shortening RW s or actions which Will impact the airport

from meeting current or future aviation demands. .
e. Impractical to buy-full FPZ, not unusual to have development in these zones.
f No modifications in theRl'Z if buildings in zones as stated in the-media.
g. FAA is concerned-that the city is considering changes to the plan and will furnish

no more money for it.
h. Forecast is approved.

2



Tab N - February 1,2008 to Senator Martinez, Orlando, Florida. . .
a. Venice airport golf course protection under DOT act section 4f has not been

evaluated. If an evaluation found that protection is appropriate under the cited
authority that would not necessarily preclude designation by the FAA approving
this site for airport development. .

Tab 0 - Apri14, 2008 e-mail to Fred Watts, Venice Airport Manager.
a FAA will not meet with a city manager, airport manager or mayor along with

. community citizens, They are the city's responsibility ..

Tab P - Miscellaneous. Related correspondence and documents.

F 15-12389\TableoiContents
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APt iO. 2002 3:09PM

·0
U.S, Depodmenl
of tlon'porlollon
fod.tol ""Iaiion
Admlnlmatlon

APR .10 2002

0"'0. or \h~A3UIClI18
A.dn1II11!I~'or IDr Airports

800 Intl,p'l'Id.l'\~ AVe••5W.
WI!II'nOI~tI. OC 2D~01

Mr. Richard Musliett
GityDevelopment Administrator
Clty of St. Petersburg
P.O. Box 2842,
St. Petersburg, FL 33731

Dear Mr. MUlIBett:

CongresBman C.W.Bill Young hes asked UteFederal A.viationAdministTltion(FAA) to
rC5~On? to you.r.le~tcr ~fMarch. 6 r~garding the c.itYor~t Pet~rsbUl"g's (city) Federa.l
Obhgllllo.ns regardmg Its QPtratlOn ~fAlbtrt Whitted. AllpOrt. mSt. Petersburg, Flonda.

In your letter, you state that you understand that the FAA may release; local
government from ita AirpOrllmpro~cment Program (A1P)a8surances baaed on
repayment of.unamortized FAA gr~p.t funcl3 and other ccndltions of approval. ln fact.
Federal legislation does not sped nd.al\y provide for the release of II. sponsor' B
obligations upon simple repsymcnt of those grants. The city 111obligated \0 operate the

. airport thrrughout the term of the ci \y' & obligation. In this case, it appears tha.t
obligation extends through the uscfulltfe of the improvements, not to exceed 20 years
from tht date o£ the m05t recent grant

The!·AA hae only.t'lU'cly considered applications for release of all sponsor obligatlons
sufiicieul to allow for thee!o:nut) of the airport, and then only in ut\\l8\\lll elrcumetances.
T:le FAA. has granted.a release of en entire airport onlylf the closure ihelf could be
.lonsideretl to benefit the civil aviltion interests of the publie. These teleu65 have.
among otherthings, xeqllirec1 the expC1)ditw'~ of fundshy the sponsor on aerenautica]
projects that benefit.the pubHc'sinterest in civil aviation, often inoleding the
construetlon of 11 replacement airport. Because of the important role Albert Whitted
plays in the national airport system. the city may find-it difficult to show any aviation
benefitfrom the closure of the airport while it remains obligated under AlP grant
assurances.

lrthe Clty requirea more information on planning for the future of lhe airport, please
contact the Orlando Airports District Office. That office can provide you with
information. You may contact W. Dean Stringer at the Orlando Airports District Office
at,(407) 81Z·63J1.

Sincerely .
. - . - .

v¥e~r~~-
Woodie Woodward

·AMooiate Admini!lrnlor
rot A\rpoX\s

cc: Congrt~~mIi.nC. \\'. Bill Young

APR-25-2002 16:09 727 393 9222. 96% P.03
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U.S•.Oep~rtmflnt
or Transportl'1t\on
Federal Aviation
Adminlttration

Office of lhe Regional Administrator
Southern Reglm\

RECEIVED

APR 2 Z 2002

AIRPORTP.O. BiOoxX2tJlM1rr-:-.:.:....:~L!...._-.J
Allanta. Georgia 30320-0631

.;

:~

The Honorable Rick Baker
Mayor of St. Petersburg
175 - 5'"Street North

.SL Petersburg, Florida 33701

;~

,;

'i.
.~
;

Dear Mayor Baker: ~,
At a recent open forum led by the Acting Deputy Administrator of the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA), an audience member expressed his concern that the City of Sf.
Petersburg is considering closing Albert Whitted Municipal Airport. This letter is to reiterate
the 'FAA's position on this matter.

The City is contractually bound under the terms of its grant agreements With FAA to
maintain Albert Whitted as a public-use airport. This requirement is further detailed in the
enclosed letters from FAA's Manager of the Orlando Airports District Office to Chairperson
Ruth Yarn of the Allport Advisory Committee and from F AA's Associate Administrator for
Airports to Richard Mussett, City Development Administrator. Albert Whitted Airport is
very important to the regional, state and national system of airports, with 165based aircraft
and a large amount of itinerant activity.

Sincerely,

If you have further questions, please do not hesitate to contact Mr. Dean Stringer) Manager of
the Orlando Airports District Office, tel. (407) 812-6331.

ll.,.·!= ..~:;~:. !-.::.::_...);.:,:~ t;'r:
CJi..f~JL~:~i::'.~.."

.1:

Carolyn Blum
Regional Administrator ,

-r j

Enclosures

--- -~---- .,.-~ nr·, o U\'"l



Lisa Mastropieri

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Isaac Turner [ITURNER@ci.venice.t1.us]
Thursday, September 17, 2009 3:48 PM
Frederick Watts; Nancy Woodley
Fwd: Venice Municipal Airport

»> brett stephens <brett.stephens@gmail.com> 9/1712009 2:36 PM »>
Mr. Turner;

I ask that these remarks be included in the package for DY Associates.

I would like to see the driving range relocated away from runway 04 and the airport maintain its C II
status. Thank you.

Regards,
Brett Stephens
Darling Drive

1



AOPA Online -FAA tells SL Petersburg, Florida, it must keep airport open Page 1 of2
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FAA tells St. Petersburg, Florida, itmust keep airport open
AOPA applauds FAA for enforcing grant agreements ,.

May 1, 2002 - The FAA has told the City o~St. Petersburg, Florida, that it
must keep Albert Whitted Airport (SPG) open. The strong FAAaction was
prompted by AOPAand AOPAAirport Support Network volunteer Jack
Tunstill, and the action shows that FAA is getting tougher on enforcing
grant agreements to maintain public-use airports; ..

SPG is located on prime waterfront real estate that the City of St.
Petersburg wants to redevelop into a park and mixed housing area. The
city had acceptedrederatqrants for the airport, and that obligates the city
to keep the airport open. But the city thought that by repaying FAAAirport
improvement Program (AlP) 'grant money, it would be able to close the
airport. In two letters and in no uncertain terms, FAA told the city It
couldn't do that.

I} "FAA's response is important not only in St. Petersburg, but nationwide,"
II said AOPAVice President of Airports Anne Esposito. "Now we have letters
n from senior FAAofficials that come right out and tell airport sponsors that
» you just can't take FAA money and then decide to give it back because voi
}l want to. II She explained that in the past, AOPA would cite from FAA

regulations to tell airport sponsors they couldn't just close the airport. Noy
» the association can show that FAAwill enforce the rules. .

FAAAssociate Administrator of Airports Woodie Woodward stated in an
My AOPA Membership II. J\fwill 7.leI:! er to the St. Petersburg City Development administrator that

Members Home "federal Ieqlslatlon does not specifically provide for the release of a
Weather II sponsor's obligations upon simple repayment of those grants."

Flight Planning

Airport Directory

AOPA Newsletters

AIC Valuation Services

Medical

Pilot Information Center»

Aviation Forums

)1 She went on to say that, "The city is obligated to operate the airport
throughout the term of the city's obligation. In this case; it appears that

)} obligation extends through the useful life of the improvements, not to
exceed 20 years from the date of the most recent grant." St. Petersburg

» received more than $500,000 in AIP grants in 2001;

FAA Southern Region Administrator Carolyn Blum echoed these statement!
in her April 17 letter to Rick Baker, the mayor of St. Petersburg. "Albert
Whitted Airport is very important to the regional, state, and national
system of airports, with 165 based aircraft and a large amount of itinerant
activity. fJ Her letter was a result of SPG'sA5N volunteer Jack Tunsti/l
asking Deputy Acting Administrator of the FAA Monte Belger for the FAA's
position on the possible closure of SPGat the "Meet the FAA Boss" forum
at this year's Sun 'n Fun.

httn:llwww.flonn.oru/wlmlsncw/ncwsllcms/2002102-2-0R4x,hIml R17/2007



Lisa Mastropieri

From:
Sent:
To!
Subject:
Attachments:

Linda Depew [ldepew@cLvenice.fl.us]
Friday, September 18,20098:41 AM
Frederick Watts; Isaac Turner; Lori Stelzer; Nancy Woodley
Fwd: "FILTERED:" AIRPORT MASTER PLAN
Background Basics Complete. doc

FYI

»> "Hugh Laubis" <h.laubis@verizon.net> 9/18/200912:17 AM »>
Mr. Mayor and Council Members,
Subject: Airport master plan
Reference: Attached MS WORD document containing article released to the Media this week.

If you will remember, some 4-5 months ago, I wrote a note to you requesting that you please clarify
and simplify for us constituents exactly what the key Airport Issues are so we can in simplified terms
understand. I also mentioned that out here, we are all fed up with 'opinions' pro and con showing up
week after week in the newspaper. We want facts!

In a few of your kind responses, you indicated a desire or 'wish' for your own purposes that such a
document existed, but that it does not. Some of you pointed me to city resourses to get my concers
answered. Well, I followed your advice and even though the summer delayed my work effort some,
and the FAA audit somewhat beat me to the punch, the work is now complete enough to start
releasing it in simplified terms.

The financial and technical details are numerous and not simple for the average citizen to piece
together. I can easily understand why most of us out there have not been able to identify with the
issues. To begin with and with urgency, I have released the attached article to the Gondolier and
should appear this Saturday, either in its entirety or as a two part series. It only covers the technical
aspects of the 82, C2 classification issue as trying to add more in simple terms at this time is just to
lengthy. I intend more to follow. The technical and historical facts presented, have been reviewed and
validated by our citizen experts with many years of experience in the aviation industry.

I urge you to read it as your position on the DY proposal and the upcoming completion of the Airport
Master Plan is crucial to the future of our City. Please do not hesitate to contact me with any
questions you may have regarding the contents of this article. I will also field any questions which
might be answerable by my supporting documentation. If so, I may be able to answer.

Sincerely,
Hugh Laubis
Waterford

1



i
Our Airport, should it ~e a C2 or B2 ..... Confused!, So was I

In entirety..... Understanding this Jart of the Venice Airport Issues

As a result I took some time to investigate so at least I could understand what all the fuss
and discussion is really about. Here it is for all our benefits so that we can all objectively
decide what we really want for our hometown of Venice. This issue is on the table at this
time, the candidates for office will be talking about this and will fit either pro or con into
a C2 or B2 Airport category so you must know what it is all about and make sure you
select according to your wishes. Our Venice Airport (VNC) by FAA nomenclature is a
General Aviation airport, not a commercial one and that thought is a starting thought for
this discussion.

I must present to you some background basics if you are to understand airport design,
nomenclature and the issues. So let us begin.

One important part of airport design is the choice of the "design aircraft". FAA defines it
as the "most demanding airplane or family of airplanes that make regular use of the
airport". Regular use is defined as a minimum of 500 (OP's) take-offs and landings per
year.

Airports that want to grow forecast their planning to be more than 500 (OP's) so as to
justify their future expansion. Airports that want to maintain their presently useable
airport space (physical footprint and safety zones) or cannot feasibly expand due to space
limitations can explain such facts to FAA and in almost every case are approved to
remain basically as is. This touches the heart of the issue we are exploring. Either we
stay within our current use boundaries or we push out and effect currently used and
functional facilities surrounding the airport. All this has nothing to do with "banning"
certain planes as you will see.

Let's get to defining B-II (2) or C-II (2). This designation is also a design standard. The
letter A, B, C, D is derived from the "approach speed" -- A is slow, B faster, C moreso,
etc. The faster the speed the more runway length is needed. The letter thus relates to
runway length. Pilots will tell you they never know the designation of an airport. This
label goes on the airport master plan, not in the pilot's handbook. The second factor, the
number, is related to aircraft wingspan and shows up in standards for runway and taxiway
width. So whatever our designation, it does not deny present and future use by any
"current" users of VNC. Small aircraft pilots, whom we mostly service, determine usage
needs by whether there is enough runway and what the present weather conditions
are. Jets, all classified as B and larger, have on-board computers to calculate runway
needs based on load, etc. for the specific aircraft. So, two of our current use aircraft, the
Citation X, a C-II and the Learjet 60, a D-I, can continue to use the airport.



Now, without trying to lose the issue in the details, there are other important design
factors which you must understand as they will affect the space along side and beyond
the actual paved runway.

They are:

The Runway Safety area (RSA) is one which runs a path parallel to the nmway (RW) and
finishes beyond its paved end. It is the ~1rstline of defense for the pilot against a takeoff
overshoot or coming up short on landing. This area must be clear of ALL objects and,
graded so that a plane can traverse it if need be.

I
The Runway Protection Zone (RPZ) begins 200 ft from the runway end and fans out and
from the RW well into areas toward Harbor Dr. and the Inter-coastal waterway. Its
primary purpose is to protect people and buildings on the ground.

1

The Object Free Area (OFA) also runs parallel to the runway, further out in width from
the RW centerline and extends way outlto the end of the Runway Protection Zone. All
this must be clear of objects except those!necessary for aircraft navigation.

~
So, now that you have those importantjparameters, if the issue is not what planes can
land, then what harm is it to be a 'C' classification? What I will show you is that it pushes
our airport safety boundaries defined above even further into regularly used local areas,
shuts down some common use areas, an~ opens the door for even more ambition to grow
the airport. Today, using current FAA ~II standards, all the above requirements have no
effect on Golden Beach or the Inter-coastal Waterway and only barely affect Harbor Dr.
and the access road to the commonly psed airport fair grounds. These deviations can
easily be requested of the FAA and! waiver is almost assured, that is for a BII
classification. i

I
That being the case, how did we (VNC) ~et to be a C with B boundaries in the first place!
There are two answers to this question, fmismanagement and a change in FAA standards
for the classifications.

Here is how that happened. The 500 minimum take offs and landings (OP's) was
implemented by the FAA after the Venice Airport 2000 master plan, which was actually
done over a period prior to some late 1999 FAA instructional advisories. Thus, for that
plan the city identified a single simplistic "based-aircraft", a Gulfstream II, as the "most
demanding regular user." With no actual count requirement by the FAA, it was left to the
City to "plan" for whatever the people in positions of city administrative power wanted.
In early stages. the 2000 plan was initially developed as a B in accord with the 1975 and
1986 plans and regulations. It was changed by some creative subjective ambition so
"late" in the process that the Master Plan drawing has always had conflicting B and C
dimensions required, but not noticed, by FAA at that time. Besides that, the 2000 Master



Plan creators failed to justify their position or request from the FAA for any 'C'
deviations or modifications to defined standards as depicted on the plan. Since that time
the FAA has come up with even more stringent dimension requirements for both B and C
classifications, which by definition make all the previous master plan C II designations
invalid anyway. The devil is always in the details and if you take the time to study the
maps, footage requirements for all the runways and zones as I have, you will see that by
today's FAA standards, a 'ClI' designation will potentially, remove houses and close off
current Harbor Drive access beyond the airport. However, the current airport with minor
exception will fit into the current FAA BII requirements. To add, I never found any
evidence of someone officially requesting 'shorter' runways although it was reportedly so
in the media at that time

The recently trashed plan put together by MEA consultants commonly referred to as the
2006-7 plan made some "speculation" without any data beyond a 20-day sample that
(VNC) has over 500 'C' takeoffs and landings. It concluded and recommended that we
should continue as a 'C II' needing a minimum of 5300' of runway, more that we have
now. No wonder the prior council did not act before they left and the new council
rejected their work effort and was willing to start over. The current consultant group, DY,
is expected to shortly deliver their findings and recommendation.

There are factions of both individuals and organizations who still believe that big is better
and wish to grow the airport for what can only be personal financial gain. They want a
C2.

Alternatively, there are those of us residents who wish nothing more than to maintain the
airport within its current BII capabilities. We believe it should be contained within its
current boundaries and safe zones and not further jeopardize currently unaffected areas.
We also believe it should be maintained and be safe for what its classification requires,
get appropriate return on leases and give Venice city residents priority for available
hangar and tie down space. A little know fact is that the airport is not a 'cash cow' for the
taxpayer, but only run on a break even basis. Why in the world would we expand under
such circumstances?

While the FAA brought up and well articulated all the poor management issues existing
for eons at VNC, it was not to hard even for me, a neophyte. to determine in my brief
investigation that our airport, its condition, and the leases lacked proper management and
oversight for many years.

Our beloved city bustles largely with retirees who came here for the place that it is and its
management and growth should be catering to that population mix. The flow will then
continue. The future of business survival may be many things. but it is NOT in



developing the airport or trying to make Venice an industrial machine based on increased
air traffic.

The current council is also partially divided into C2 and B2 support but at least, with your
help at the voting booth, it will all get flushed out and fixed by January when the updated
Airport Master Plan is due. Appropriate management and citizen based oversight
structure also needs review and structuring during this time. Please take time out to know
the facts. We need to support our Mayor and council's efforts in opposition to FAA
interference with us running our airport as we see fit. There is nothing wrong with a
spirited duel with a government entity. Such an effort preserved Anita's Sandcastle Hot
Dog stand at the Jetty!

Hugh Laubis

City Resident

Waterford



The critical aircraft is that aircraft using the airport based on the Aviation Forecast that
presents the most demanding combination of performance requirements. It can be based
on the ARC but can also consider such as accelerate take off and stop distances.

Airport Reference Code (ARC)

a) Every airport is designed fOT a specific Airport Reference Code
(ARC), which relates the design criteria to the operational and
physical characteristics of the aircraft using the airport.

b) There are two components to the ARC:

I) Approach Category (approach speed). Ex. ~ B, C, etc.

2) Design Group (wingspan). Ex. 1, IT,etc.

a) The ARC is based on the "design" aircraft (or group of aircraft),
which is the largest aircraft having {or forecast to have) a
significant number (500 or more) of annual operations at the
airport. (ref.J~par. 2, as amended by 5130190 memo)

b) The ALP should list the current and future ARC. Usually these
Will be different (future often being larger).

c) In some cases, there may be two "design"aircraft ... one for
geometric standards (the basis for the ARC) and another for
pavement strength. In such cases, the "design" aircraft for
pavement strength should be listed on the ALP as well as the
ARC.

d) In some cases an airport may be characterized by an ARC but
have runways of less capability than the overall airport ARC.

Th,~~4l\.i\1lpprOVescertain components of a master plan, not the entire document. The
kef)f~1$ that the FAA reviews and formally approves are:

Forecasts
Selection of critical aircraft
Airport layout plan (ALP)

,Sub~~1) ~
'~( C-o.-.-\ vLGI oJ..,
q/'Lf{' Wll~.~~~ (~Or~



U.S.~nt
of TTcnsportatlOn
~ A'fkl\ton
Admlnfsfrafion

Orlando Airport& OialrilOt OffiI:Q
5950 HazelUne National Dr., Suit. 400
Orlando, FL 328220.5003

Phone: (407) 612-6331

Fax: {407} 612-6978

January 9, 2007

Mr. Thomas Brener
226 Rio Terra
Venice, FL34285

Dear Mr. Brener.

Mr. Rusty Chapman, Manager. Airports Division. Southern Region; has asked me to
respond to your recent correspondence regarding the Venice Municipal Airport, Venice,~. .

Your. letter refers to the Airport's Comprehensive Plan. Based on other Information in
your letter, I believe you are referring to the "Airport Master Plan.'"

.The airport owner prepares the Airport .Master Plan. which represents the local vision
for the-airport. The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) does not approve this
document, although we dO,a .' e Forecasts of Aviation Demand which are
iI'JC1udedin the Master Plan document, a .e rport Layout Plan (ALP). The

. forecasts are used to create the aviation facility requirements to be met by the airport
development plan. The development plan is then incorporated into a graphical exhibit,

. the ALP. FAA approval ofan ALP indicates.thatthe sponsor haspmposed a plan that
meets FAA standerds, FAA approval does not indicate an FAA endorsement of the
plan. or a commitment offunding.

FAA funding decisions are based on specific project justification. and consider potential
.environmental impacts of the specific project.

In add"rtionto the Mast~r?Jan, other issues addressed by your letter. inCluding voluntary
.airport noiseprocedures1 non-aeronautical land use proposals, and local airport access
roads are issues to be considered by the local government/airport owner.

This letter has been copied to Veni.ce Airport Manager F",d Watts. as we" as Venice
City Manager Martin Black for their Information. ,.encourage you to work with the City
and their repres~ntativeS on these loeaf.community issues.

Sincerely.

W. Dean Stringer
Manager

r~<
)
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,;' .'outside of the RSA, and achieve a standard runwaysafety area. This project is not complete;
Once it is, the runway safety area is expected to fully comply with FAA design standards.

Runway '4/22 Reconstruction: As this runway does have a non-standard KSA, and even a
reconstruction project requires that non-standard RSA's be improved to the extent practicable,
we await the City's proposal to address this issue. Although it would be premature to speculate
what impacts that proposal may have, any significant environmental impacts (such as 4(f)) would
be evaluated. . .

In summary, these runways were in place in their existing configuration before FAA defined
Runway Protection Zones and Airport Reference Codes. Rehabilitation projects do not require
Runway Protection Zones to be addressed, but they do require that Runway Safety Areas be
improved to the extent practical. Any FAA action will depend on what the City proposes when
they finalize their planning. . ,

I trust this information. is helpful.

Sincerely,
Ori9in~18ign~d "8"\.1

Rusty Chapman
Manager, Airports Division

cc: ARP-I
Fred Watts, Venice Municipal Airport



u,s.Oeportment
of TlQrtijJaIaHon

~I AYIatlon
Adminilltafion

0r\a000 AirpoM Omrirl Mta
5950 Hazeltine ·NatiDnlil Or., SuIte 400
on.noo, FL 3282Z~003

Phone; (407) 812-6331

FaX: (407) 812-6978

August 24. 2007

Mr. Michael E.Rafferty, P.E.
453 Underwood Street
Holliston, MA 01746

Dear-Mr.-Rafferty:

Thank you for your July 31, 2007 correspondence regarding the rehabifitation of
.Runway 4122 at.Venice Municipal-Airport -(VNC). The· Federal Aviation Administration;
-(FAA) Will consider the -information yo~ provided in evaluating environmental
requirements associated with the .project. -

We would like to take this opportunity _to remind you that rehabilitating the runway
requires non-standard.runway safety areas (RSA's) be improved to the extent

- practicable. We await the City's proposal to address the RSA'sat VNC. EnvironmentaJ
impacts will be evaluated, as appropriate; after we receive the City's proposal.

Sincerely,

Krystal G. Hudson.P.E.
Program Manager

cc:
Fred Watts, Venice Municipal Airport

_.t-.--~.



.0
U.S. Deportment
of Tronsportrrtlon

Federal Aviation
Administration

Associate Administrator'
for Airports

800 Independence Ave .• SW
Washington. DC 20591

November 26, 2007

The Honorable Richard Bloom
Mayor, City of Santa Monica
1685 Main Street, # 209
Santa Monica, CA 90401

Dear Mayor Bloom and Members of the Council:

As you remember, I spoke' before the Council on August 28 of this year. At that time, I
outlined the FAA's determination that it would be possible to install an effective safety
enhancement (an EMAS system) at each end of the runway, without significantly affecting
use of the airport. Such an enhancement is still available, and that there is no justification
for further limitation on the use of the airport for safety reasons. My testilnony was in
furtherance of my commitment to you' and.the management of your airport to keep the lines
of communication open and to take personal ownership of addressing your concerns.

.r-"

Yourproposed revision to Section 10.04/06/150, however, changes the conversation
altogether. It shifts from what we heretofore accepted as your good faith concerns about
safety to one about unreasonable denial of access to an important, federa:Ily-obligated
reliever airport in our national system.

The proposed ordinance would ban category, C and D aircraft at SMO. The preamble to the
ordinance and other statements by city officials suggest several reasons fdr the ban. These
include: .

• The airport was designed as a B-II allport and was designed for small general
aviation aircraft.

• The runway is not safe for operation of category C and D aircraft, because of the
nonstandard runway safety areas (RSAs) and because the runway is "too short" for
these &rcraft.

• Current FAA standards require an- RSA at Santa Monica Airport, and this
requirement can't be modified or waived.

• The location of residential communities near the nmway ends creates an unusual risk
for these communities. .

• The "conformance plan" banning categoryC and D aircraft is consistent with the
1984 Settlement Agreement and federal law.

• The FAA proposed runway end enhancements do not meet the RSA standards for
category C and P operations.
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As I made clear in my testimony in August, the airport was not- designed for small general
aviation aircraft. The runway was built specifically for the large, multi-engine aircraft being
manufactured by Douglas and has always been used by some number of general aviation
aircraft larger than the B ct1;tegory.

The runway is safe for any operation permitted by the aircraft certification manual for that
aircraft type. Accordingly, the runway may be too short for certain operations but "will not
be too short for any operation that requires less runway length than the runway available.
The RSA standard is {lart of FAA's airport design standards and is not an operating
requirement of condition, No FAA aircraft operating rule requires a standard RSA, and
there is no basis in FMregulations for prohibition of any operation based on the status of
theRSA.

Having a residential community close to the end of the runway does not affect the safety of
normal operations. Rather, it increases the poten.tialfor injury from an aircraft accident off
the end of the runway. For that.reason, FAA standards define a runway protection zone
(RPZ),an area off the end ofa runway -end that is free of incompatible land uses, including
residentialareas. Many communities have undertaken .to buy out homes and other
incompatible uses-in JKPZs, often with financial assistance from the FAA. To our
knowledge, Santa Mollica has not seriously considered this option, even though it is the only
certain way to remove all risk of harm to persons or property on the ground in those areas.
You will recall that ·1reiterated in my August testimony the FAA's willingness to help SMO
establishRPZs and tofund the project, just as we have .across the country.

The proposed ban on category C and D aircraft is not consistent With the Settlement
Agreement or the city' f) other obligations for reasonable access to the airport. The safety of
an aircraft's operation is a function of the requirements for that operation in the aircraft
certification manual. If the runway meets those requirements. there is no safety basis for -
prohibition of that operation, The airport's design category is notrelevantto a safety
detem:rination for ~ operation, Accordingly, the city has not provided a reasonable basis
for the restriction of aircraft types that are using the airport in full compliance with FAA
safety regulations. . .

If the FAA determines that a restriction on the use ofSMO is unreasonable and unjustly
discriminatory, that restriction would be in violation of the city's grant assurances, its
surplus property deed restrictions, the Settlement Agreement, various U.S. Constitution
provisions, and quite possibly the Airport Noise and Capacity Act of 1990. Let me speak
very frankly, ladies ~4 gentlemen. What you are considering by this proposed ordinance is
flatly illegal as drafted,

The FAA is responsiblaas you know, for the enforcement of each of these requirements.
The city should expect the agency to expeditiously use its authority and all available means, .
if the ordinance is adopted asproposed, to insure that all federal rights, investments, and
obligations are protected and that no aircraft is denied access to SMO .

.'--~~..•
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That route is definitely not the Federal Aviation Admlnistration's preference. As I stated in
August, the FAA's preference is the use of an engineered material arresting system at each
end of the runway. This would be a substantial safety enhancement for SMO, which can be .
obtained with the minimum loss.of runway necessary for anEMAS bed that meets FAA
design standards. That safety enhancement would be of equal benefit to aircraft crews and
the communities near the nmway ends- It would be a federal investment of millions of
dollars in the safety of your citizens. It is Where our money and yours should be spent. If
the-city desires further protection for citizens living near the end of the runway, it should
also consider implementation of the FAA standard for a runway protection zone, which is
designed specifically for that purpose,

I hope that you will keep the lines of communication open with a view toward implementing
the safety enhancements Ihave reiterated above. Iam at your disposal in that regard and am
willing to meet with you on short notice to make them happen. I encourage you to pick that
course of action, rather than the ill-considered ordinance that is before you presently.

Sincerely,

ril,i- -,/I £'lr--
D.~r
Associate Administrator

for Airports .



( ,

U.S. Department
of TransportatIon ,

Federol Aviation
Administration

Orlando Airports District Office
5950 Hazeltine National Dr., Suite 400
Orlando! FL 32822-5024
Phone: 407-812-6331

December 14, 2007

Mr. Fred Watts
Airport Manager
Venice Municipal Airport
150Airport Avenue East·
Venice. Florida 34285,

Dear Mr. Watts,

RE: Airport Master Plan Forecast

This letter confirms my understanding of the telephone conversation I had with you and Venice
City Manager Martin Black earlier today. I understand while the Airport Master Plan and Airport
Layout Plan (ALP) are substantially complete, and have been for some time, City Council has not
approved the' plans to date. Further, some citizens have suggested the Master Plan forecasts are
inaccurate, and should be conducted again to confirm operations numbers have been overstated.

As you recall; in July 2005, the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) issued the City of Venice
a grant for $3·33,545 to conduct this Airport Master Plan/ALP Update. The "Interim Report"
dated March 2006 included a detailed forecast analysis, and the FAA approved your Master Plan

. forecast May 1, 2006. Further, it was deemed appropriate to update the FAA's TerminalArea
Forecasts (TAP) based on this information. The most recent version of the TAF has been
attached for your reference. This TAF forecast is quite similar to your approved Master Plan

, forecasts, and clearly indicates that the FAA supports the estimates of operations presented to us
in March 2006.

'During our conversation today, you asked me if it was appropriate for the City to conduct air
traffic counts, review Fixed Base Operator records, and interview flight schools to complete a
new forecast of operations. While the methods discussed are appropriate for operations forecasts
at non-towered airports, the FAA is concerned the City is considering conducting new forecasts,
even if this effort is at the City's expense. Federal dollars were used to complete the 2006
.Master Plan forecasts.rand undertaking a new effort may not be practical. The FAA is also
concerned that it appears the City intends to continue this project well into 2008. '

The FAA strongly encourages the City of Venice to avoid further' delays an the federally-funded
Master Plan Update. If the City of Venice wishes to conduct new forecasts, or an alternate
forecast scenario. attheir own expense, please forward a revised Master Plan Update schedule to

.>>.
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me as soon as possible, and clearly depict the impacts of this forecasting effort on the Master
Plan Update schedule. The revised schedule should include specific milestones, including final
delivery dates for the Master Plan and ALP. In our conversationtoday, Martin Black stated you
hope to finalize the study by this summer. The FAA requests the City expedite the finalization
and approval of the Master Plan and ALP. and submit the documents to the FAA as soon as
possible, preferably before the summer of2008.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (407) 812-6331, ext. 122.

Sincerely,

McWJ-72'~/
V

Rebecca R.Henry
Program Manager
Planning and Compliance



APO TERMINAL AREA FORECAST SUMMARY REPORT'
Forecast Issued December 2006

.. " ., ,.. .... .. . '.~ ,

VNC
...

AIRCRAFT OPERATIONS
Scheduled Enplanemeuts Itinerant Operations Local Operations

Ye.'ll' AC Cornm. Totnl AC AT & Comm. GA Mil Total GA Mil Total TotalOPS Totallnst.OPS Based Alrc 1"9 ft
... , ,.. ". ~... . ,.,'".. ,........ ".

2005 0 0 o 0 545 78315 110 78970 93865 0 93865 172835 0 230
2006 0 0 0 Q 545 78315 110 78970 93865 0 93865 172835 0 230
2001'~ . 0 0 0 0 545 80273 110 80928 96212 0 96212 177140 a 231
2008* 0 0 0 0 545 82280 110 82935 98617 0 98611 181552 0 231
2009* 0 0 0 0 545 84337 110 ·84992 101082 0 101082 186074 0 232
2010' . 0 0 0 0 545 86445 110 87100 103609 O· 103609 190709 0 232
2011* .0 0 0 0 545 88606 110 89261 106200 0 106200 195461 0 234
2012* 0 0 0 0 545 90821 110 91476 108855 0 108855 200331 0 234
2013* 0 0 0 0 545 93092 110 93747 111576 a 111576 205323 ·0 235

20W 0 0 0 0 545 95419 110 96074 114365 a 114365 210439 0 237

2015" 0 0 0 0 545 .97805 1.10 98460 117225 0 117225 215685 0 237

20W 0 0 0 0 545 100250· 110 100905 12(}155 0 120155 221060 0 238
201'l~ 0 0 0 0 545 102756 110 103411 123159 o 123159 226570 .0 239
20\8" 0 0 0 0 545 105325110 105980 126238 0 126238 232218 0 240
2019"· 0 0 0 0 545 107958 110 108613 129394 0 129394. 238007 0 241

2020tc 0 0 0 0 545110657110111312 132629 0 132629 243941 0 241

2021" 0 0 0 0 545 113423 It 0 I 14078 135945 0 135945 250023 o 242
2021· 0 0 0 0 545 116259 110 116914 139343 0 139343 256257 o 243
202).1< 0 0 0 0 545119166110119821 l42827 o 142827 262648 0 244
2024* o 0 0 0 545 122145 110 122800 146397 0 146397 269197 0 245
202.,· a 0 0 0 545 125198 110 125853 150057 0 150057 . 275910 0 .247.

...:.: httr " .... '11.faa.gov/wtaf/summary .asp?line=SELECT+*+FROM+WTA " ...,WHERE+SYSYEAR>1\2005+AND+SYSYEA'R <1'12... 12114!·~"1)7
• ! )



tl.s.napartmant
'Or TtOl'!@OnailO\'\

Fedarcd Aviation
AdfnJnlstJaiion

Alrp~ OJ\iSjM
P.O. Bmc20030
AtrantG, GA soa20-0631
t::mall: "'-AS~O@ia&l.gQV
Phone: 404-305-6700

January 8. 2008

Mr. Mike Moon, Manager
Witham Field
j 871 SE Ahport Road
Stuart, Florida 34996 '

Dear Mr. Moon:

RE: Martin County Airport; Stuart, Florida Runway 12':30

Thank you for taking the time to meet with us on December 7 in Washington, DC at the
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Headquarters to discuss several issues concerning the
MartinCounty Airport (SUA) in Stuart, Florida, We also thank Commissioner Heard for
attending the meeting and conveying her views on these important issues.

At the meeting, we agreed to write to you regarding our views of the various proposals
discussed concerning Runway 12-30 at the airport This letter; written in coordination with

, FAA~s Office of Airports Safetyan<l Standards in Washington,. DC, represents FAA's position
on this matter.

, MLPeter,lCjr:sc~ecialcounsel to the county, proposed on behalfofthe.county in his
Octohet:v25.Jcttcr:..t<Lredu~ethcavaiiahle length of"Runwa.YvU-:-30,as a means to provide a
Sf.andardRmlwaySa£ety.Area (RSA) and to move the Runway 30 departure Runway Protection
~qne JRPZ). The county' s primary goal appears to be to move the departure RPZ for Runway
30, thereby removing homes currently located in that RPZ and to achieve a standard RSA for
the runway .

.gpe~ificany,rhe.coumyproposes-te-decemmission at least 230 feel of Runway 12.,.30 on the
"'" Runw~y,12end.·'Fhe,courity also favors the use of declared distances-for aircraft departing

Runway 3.0that effectively reduces runway length by 460 feet For example, a takeoff on
Runway 12would start 230 feet farther down the runway •.reducing the effective Takeoff Run

,Available (TORA) from 5.826 feet to 5~596feel. Similarly. the TORAfor a takeoff-on
, Runway 30 would be reduced from ~,S26 feel to 5~66 feet by the use of declared distances,

for a loss of460 feet Please see FAA Advisory Circular 150-5300-13 for information Oil
declared distances.

.,"'feare min.dful of the sensitivity of the local comrnunily toaircraftnoise. F)'.A has
responded to those community concerns by funding the acquisition of housing and the
relocation of residents in filevicinity of the airport. In fact, FAA·s national commitment to
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mitigate aeronauticm impm:its on local comm\'tnitie~ is-reflected in the federal investment of
approximately 52 billion since 19&2in acquiring houses and relocating residents at the
nation"s public use airports. FAA hasan equally impottant respcnsibility to-develop .a
national system ofairporls "lllldpres~l"veaccess to th.ose mIporis.11lis.~(}nsibility is
reflected-in bathfederallawnnd policy, ,$A.A will netconsent to access restrictions that have
no .identified ,basis or that adversely impact the utility of an airport when other non-access
restrictingaltematives-are available.

l-1a.vingsaid this, we want to work with the county to enhance the RPZs and the RSA on
Runway 12•.30 at SUA. However, FAA does not concur. with the county's proposal fOT a
number of reasons, First, \••..c have no technical basis in FAA standards for removing any
runway length currentlyavailable for takeoff on .Runway 12. Second.zhe.ccunty-proposes to
4;comm.isSi0nZ3-o~feetfor takeoffon Runway 12-Elld.cuse..the-pa.vementas o3otaxiw.ay. Since
2003~FAA has not considered such a taXiway configurationas.acceptablahecaJls~ .~t)ncreases
th~Jilf~!!49.()(i 9fnmwayincursjons. Today~ FAA has a national program to reduce the
incidence of runway incursions: including the elimination. of such aligned taxiways. Third, a
reduction in takeoff runway length resulting from starting a takeoff farther down the runway is
inconsistent with tbeneed to enhance safety because of an increased possibility of an overrun
following an aborted take ofEFmal-i¥" we-disagree with· the .~rtion.thaLthe..prgpo-scd
reductioninavailabie.rumvay·length ""ill havens impact on the utility of'the.airport, We
helieye.,a.l"~~tionin available runway.length.of either 460 or 230 feet can have adverse
.impacts on users, particularly on operators of several alrcrafHypes based.atthe airport or who
:,routinely use it. Therefore, FAA will not approve an Airport Layout Plan update which depicts
the decommissioning ofany pavement on Runway 12-30.

Although the county's proposal is not acceptable to the FAA, we are nevertheless ready to
assistthecounty in enhancing both,RPZs and the RSA by other means that.are.consistent .with
FMstandards-:anddonotadv-el'seljT impact the utility of the akport. Specifically. if sufficient
airportpropert.}< is"not'available to meet the,requ.ired-RSAdimensi-ons'fer Run~ray lb.3.o .•.EAA
,Is'wiilling-to,consider funding Engineered Materials Arresting System installations at either .or .
iNth:€lldsnHlte runway, With regard to RPZs, FAA would entertain the acquisition of homes-
in the existing departure RPZs and assist the county to transition.as soon as possible, from the
current noise-based 14 CFR Part 150 acquisition programinto an acquisition program based on
the RPZ standard This practice has been used to enhanceRPZs at many airports nationwide.

We view this as a realistic option forthe airport as over $7 million in FAAgrants has already
been expended to a.cquirc23 homes in the departure:R.PZ for Runway 30. Approximately 24
additional homes in 'the Runway 12 and 30 departure RPZs are expected to be purchased in the
neXt phases of the land acquisition and relocation program. This leaves, by our count, just a
few homes remaining to be acquired to clear the departureRPZs of all homes. Acquiring these
.few remaining homes would achieve the county's goalof removing all homes from the
airport's departuresRPZs. .

The use of declared distances resulting in the loss of 460 feel fur departures on Runway 30
would adversely affect a significant number of operations-at the airport, including the Boeing
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u.s. Department
of Transportation
Feder':d AviatIon
Administration

ORLANDO AIRPORTS DISTRICT OFFICE
5950 Hazeltine National Dr" Suite 400

Orlando, Florida 32822-5024
Phone: (407) 812-6331 Fax: (407) 812-6978

March 7, 2001

Ms. Elaine J. Schwartz
240 South. Harbor Drive
Apartment. #3 .
Venice, Florida 34285

Dear Ms. Schwartz:

The Federal Aviation Administration, National Headquarters, Washington, D.C., Office of
Airports has asked me to respond to your letter regarding various noise and potential land use
issues at the Venice Municipal Airport in Venice, Florida.

Your letter contains several specific concerns -regarding converting the airport to a national
park, noise impacts to the community and benefit of the airport to community.

The Venice Municipal Airport was originally conveyed to the City of Venice from the United
States Government, acting by and through the War Assets Administration, via a quitclaim
deed dated June 10, 1947 under the authority of the Surplus Property Act of 1944, as
amended. By executing the quitclaim deeds, the City assumed certain restrictions that are .
imposed on the land indefinitely. Those restrictions include that the airport shall be used for
public airport purposes, on reasonable terms, without unjust discrimination, and without
granting any exclusive right on aeronautical services.. Also, the City accepted airport
improvement grants, which includes additional .contractual obligations in maintaining and
operating the airport as a public airport. If the City decides to use the airport property for
other than an airport (a park as you suggested), they must submit a proposal to this office for
review and approval. The proposal must include the construction of a replacement airport at
no cost to the Federal Government in the vicinity of the existing airport and the closure of the
existing airport shall not happen until the replacement airport is open to the public.

You stated that the airport noise -is a constant irritation. The City completed a noise
compatibility study in accordance with Federal Aviation Regulation (FAR) Part 150 (Airport
Noise Compatibility Planning) in December 1992 and it was determined that there were no
incompatible land uses within the 65 decibel average day-night noise contour. This was in full
conformance with Federal noise standards. The Part 150 Study is a voluntary program and if
conditions surrounding the airport have changed over the last. 10 years, the City may elect to
conduct another noise study:

PARTNERS IN CREATING TOMORROW'S AIRPORTS It-



3

bnsinessjet, Citation750~ LeaJjel,; (30, 40, 55~and60 series), Fakxm jezs {50. 901},2000}.
Hawker 700 and.·80(),Gulfstream 200, and Gulfstream Il, ill and IV type aircraft.

As discussed above. FAA will not apply the use of declared distances that restrict access to an
airport where alternative means are available to meet the RPZ requirements, which is the case
at SUA.

Again, we appreciate the eounty~s efforts to .address a very difficult local eommunity concern.
A~ indicated above, this letter represents the consensus of'beth FAA Headquarters and the
Southern Region on these matters. FAA stands ready to support the county in mitigating
aeronautical impacts on the local community while maintaining access to this valuable
federallyassisiedaiIport.

Sincerely"

tt1tbti.t$~
Robert B. Cbapman
Manager. Airports Division
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u.s. Department
. of TIOru;portotion

federal Aviation
AdminiSfrClflon

1701 Columbia Avenue
College Park. GA 30337

Mr. Ed Taylor
1601 Pine Lake Drive
Venice, florida 34285

Dear Mr. Taylor..

Thank you for your recent correspondence regarding the Venice Municipal Airport and
the on-going Airport MasterPlan. Developing the Master Plan study is a local process
and the City of Venice has not provided a final copy of the plan to FAA. Therefore, we
are unaware of what the ultimate plan will specifically depict. However, FAA does not
approve or endorse AirportMasterPlans. FAAwi11 approve the Airport Layout Plan
(ALP), a graphical representation of development plans. ALP approval indicates that
FAA has reviewed the plan and agrees the plan not only meets FAA design standards but
the development appears useful and efficient.----Your letter discusses the local consideration of a reduction of runways. As you may
know, the property mown as the Venice Municipal Airport, as well as the adjacent golf
course, was deeded to the City of Venice from the federal government through a surplus
property deed in 1947. This deed placed certain conditions on the use of the property,
including the property must be used as an airport and must be available on a
nondiscriminatory- hasis--forall-types.andclasses.ofaeronautical activities. Further, by
accepting Airport Improvement Program (AIP) grants, the CIty of Venice has made
certain assurances to FAA that they will not discriminate against any aeronautical activity
or take any action that reduces the utility of the airport. In:genemJ,..;EAA.would.11O.t.agree
with.a.prepesal.tereduce.runway length.or.any proposal that impacts the airport's ability
to meet current or future aviation .demand.

FAA is aware of the local concerns regarding the location of the. airport's Runway
Protection Zones (RPZ). The RPZ is defined as an area off the end of a runway used to
enhance the protection of people and property on the ground. FAA encourages
acquisition of this land to the extent practicable. Unfortunately.Jt can he difficult and
impracticable for an airport owner to buy the full RPZ, especially in communities with
rapid growth, and it is not unusual to have development in these zones. The RPZ land
use standards have recommendations for that portion of the RPZ not controlled by the
airport owner. Therefore, no modification to standards is required when there are
buildingsjn,thaRPZ. as stated in the media article you attached to your letter.
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FAA.isconcemeg the City of'Venice is·consideringTevising··sections,~&thenearly.
complete Master.Plan-and ALP . FAA funded -a·large'p0Fti.QR_QJ.this.s1u.cLy~ancLapp-F.0y,ed
the forecasts of aviation.demand.Jncluding the critical aircraft, to be used to determine
"the facility requirements and ·develepment-,p:lan."ku;,the,aiEf*ll>t.:.Recently,the. Orlando
Airports District Office communicated the agency's concern in a letter to the Airport
Manager, and we are awaiting the City's response on.any impacts to the Master Plan
project schedule. Further, FAt\,wi.n,not'fund'any-morewotk'forthis-planning study.

Whileweappreciateyourconcern regarding the Venice Municipal Airport, FAA
maintains the Airport Master Planning process is a local issue. Therefore, we encourage
you to share your concerns with the management and City Council of the City of Venice.
We have copied Airport Manager Fred Watts on this correspondence.

I trust this information is helpful.

Sincerely,

- .:.....~....!
- .'

Douglas R.Mu:rphy
Regional Administrator, Southern Region

cc:
Mr. Fred Watts

.----
.:~.. -.~-



1601 Pine Lake Drive
Veniee, Florida 34285
January 18, 20()8

Mr. Douglas R. Murphy
Southern R.egion Regional Administrator
P.O. Box 20636
Atlanta, GA 30320

URGENT: Potential reduction ofrnnways @ Venice Airport, Venice, Florida (VNC)

Dear Regional Administrator Murphys

A total disregard for safety is being perpetuatedby3 new members of Venice, (Florida) City
Council as the following news story relates. They want to reduce airport runways AND fund a

. new consultant to giVe them the answer they want. The current consultants (Hanson) have
repeatedly stated that the current protection zones are, apprepriete and that reducing the
runways is Dot a viable safety option. Obviously, the local aviation community DOES NOT
support reduction of the runways!

. .

Two of the new members of Council have a clear conflict of interest as they reside in the
neighborhood adjacent. In addition, local goIfershave been vocal abont the inconvenience of

. loosing their driving range at Lake Venice GoH Course. '

Please put an immediate· halt to this malfeasance and misuse of public. funds (hiriyg a new
consultant), not to mention the potential catastrophic safety issueS that are clearly beingjgn~d.

Sincerely,

Ed Taylor
. Venice, Florida

Enelosure

cc: Sen. Bill Nelson
Sen. Jay Rockefeller, IV
.Mr. Robert A. Sturgell
l\itr e •Nicholas A. Sabatini
Mr. Craig Chandler

, ..

;'



Web Link: http://www.sun-herald.com!breakingnews.cfm ?id=4476

01/18/08
Venioe to consider small airport: other proteetion zone .

. .. . .

Venice City Council has directed the city manager to seek an alternative airport layout
plan.

Ifcouncil signs off on the plan, it has the potential to reduce runway length on the V_enice
Municipal Airport.

What's driving the issue is anefforttomeetexpandlng Federal Aviation Administration
safety and protection zones.

The protection zones under consideration jut out over 20 homes in Gulf Shores and
encroach into the Lake Venice Golf Club unless an alternative plan is devised.

Mayor Ed Martin said the city needs to consider the safety ofhomes near the airport and
doesn't want Venice, down the road, to be faced with home relocation efforts other cities
have experi.enced.

"We are going around circles now," said Mayor Ed Martin during a Jan. 8 council
discussion on the issue. "We have citizens groups that want to us do (certain things); we
don't have an answer to their questions as to why we can't have protection zones within
airport boundaries. We donot have a master plan thatflts on the airport now. II

Backdoor 8-1I?

Council Member Ernie Zavodnyikspecitically requested Hanson Professional Services
not be used to create the alternate ·plan.

"They have demonstrated an arrogance in this matter, II said Zavodnyik. "They are
accused of being an airport builder. Iam not sure that's the direction we want-to go.·t

Hanson, formerly MEAGroup, is the airport consulting firm that produced the draft
airport master plan and draft layout plan already adopted by the airport advisory board
and forwarded to council's consideration.

The plan includes a requestfor special exceptions regularly granted to municipal
airports With encroaching protection zones, something the three new council members
oppose.

The FAA aUowstheencroachments when the potential danger is considered minimal.

Oouncll Member John Simmonds defended the advisory board and Hanson for the draft
plan, saying they were only following oounoil"s direction.

"'fyou want them to do SOmething else;' he said,nyou have to tell them .•,
..~-. ;



In addition to golfers at Lake Venice Golf Club, residents in Golden Beach aren't happy
with the draft master plan either. They' say. the plan would continue to allow airplanes
over their neighborhood, and the noise that goes along with it.

. ,

They'vebeen promoting a 6·11designation for the airport in hopes itwill dlscouraqe
· .larger planes from landing,attheairport. . .

It's a position supported by Council Member Sue Lang, a longtime critic of the airport's
administration 'and airport advisory board.

Mayor Martin said the.B-ll designation "was not a useful way to describe the plan. II

"That's not so much, our concern as having a plan that does not intrude on surrounding
areas. B-II is not the' driving force, "Martin said. '

Nevertheless, there'slhe potential that requiring protection zones to be within airport
boundaries could result in shortening usable runway length by default. in effect, reaching
the same goal as intended an B-II airport des~gnation.

It wouldn't involve digging up runway pavement; instead, it would the reduce the length
of pavementavailabie for pilots to take off and land. That could prevent larger, noisier
planes from using the airport.

Impacts

Even itproponents ofti1emoveto bring safety zones within airport boundaries succeed,
, it'sunclearifthe Federal Aviation Administration would agree to less runway
.accessibility. FAA communications in city after city throughout Florida and the country
have made it clear that reducing capacity at Jocal airports is considered an infringement

'offederaf aviation space on federallygranted'property,which is intended to protect
lnterstateavlation transportation routes, national security and transportation during
emergencies like hurricane disasters.

There is anecdotal evidence that communities that seek to redueeanport capacity run
into other problems. In some instances, thosecommunities have found federal funds
evaporate during and following the discussion.

That could have an impact on the Venice Municipal Airpori, which had been seeking
millions to repave its second main runway. It's the same runway those who complain'
about airport noise wantresurfaced so it can become the airport's preferred runway.
Hanson previously said the preferred runway must always be determined by wind

·direction, a safety consideration that can't be legislated.

· "We have Plan A, butwe don't have Plan B," said Martin. "Let's use this as a basis for
dlscusslon. If it resonates with the community to keep safety areas on airport groundS,

, then we can submit the plan to the FAA •.We need to submit something to the FAA."

·ggiles@veOicegondolier.com

By Greg Giles
NeW$Editor
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Tbe B01'lor"bl<: Me! Martine;?;
United States SeJl3tor
315 East Robinscn Street
Laudmark Cen[~ On"
Orlando, FL 32801

Dear Senator :>fanmc;z::

Thank you for your mmsmittal ofJanuary 16 to M$ Megan Rosia.on behaJJofMs. Rita. C.
Kutie ahQllt her eoecems wifb the,V t:llic(; MmU~ipal AUpQrt M~rec Plan. .

Spccifically, Ms. Kutie requests the FoocraI Avia.tion Administra:ian confum that
Lake Veruce Golf Club qualifies [or protection under Dcpanm.etlt of"transportaJion (DOT)
ActSection 4(t) lands because of its use as II golf'course for many years,

Let me state 1hat we understand theconcern expressed by Ms Kuti.e and others interested in
preserving the Lake Venice Golf Club. We are always mindful of tbe potential. impacts that
proposed airport development can have on the surroUT:ding environment.

Based upon our initial review. it is.premature 10 reach any conclusions on whether lhe
Lake Venice Golf Coursequaiifies as a DOr S~on 4(1) ptopeny_ FAA's consideration and
id.mnfiea.t1on of PQtl!:ntiaUyimpacted DOT 4(£) ptoparies does not occur until the FAA has
begun an envirolllllcuta1 process under the National EnviroDmenw Policy Act. Facts that
emerge during tlr.::environmental process have a hearing on Agent!ytlndings. The term. of
the .lease agreement between the city of Ven.iee and the golf course operators may have a.
significant be.ring on making a DOT Section4(f) detttmination. In addition., we must be
advisw to whether the city considers this golf course 1Q be a recreation areaof'Iocal
significance.

\J

Should the golf course be follIld to qualifya.s a DOT Sec;tion 4(t) properly,·tbe degree of
protection offered the golf' coursewill depend en the l!XtC.-nt of the impact to the golf CO:JI&e.

Alsownside~ is whether fuere are aJly pmdent and feasiblt' alternatives that would avoid
nopacting the golf course .. If not. thl!!D wh:ar practicable measures can betaken to reduce
those impacrs?· Furchet", the designation of a property as a DOT Seenon 4(f) l'roper'y does
not necessarily preclude the ViA from approvmg airport development that would impact the
DOT Section 4(f} proPerty.



$inu rheciry hi:; nor yet'fi1",d iI'SmMter PIan. there is no Federal approvalll.cti.on before the
fAA. liU6 as appwnI QfiiW. ~ layout pIau (ALP). WbCJl the city requests the fM to
appfO\'¢ nsupdatf!d ;.]..1'. Ihe t'AA wUl unMnske ~ rh(lrQUgb t!l'l"'.mInm.ental ~tudynf all
PQlroti;il cuvirOWttAW impact$,jllclud~ impaeu to DOt ~tioll4(f) properties. The
airport sponsor and FAA will invite public input to tW: ImvirullmmIalprwetili, ~r;l I •• "m;
you tl;e FAA.>;YiU conQdc:; tbCinfornwion ptetcJ'll~ by MI. Kutie,

JIMs. Kutieneeds Furthel" inf4tm!llttm. !lite may e61l1a.er. Mr, nut Vemaee. Orlantk; Abpons
DistriCl:Office Assisram MilIWger. at (407) 812,.6331.

r ~t this l'nformation is he:pnu.

Sincerely,

.~

D, Kirk Shaffer
Associate Administrator
for AitpoIt$

Enclomre
Transmitted Correspondence

cc: Washington Office

20080065-GIFA z\-GB0116-011
G:~4PP400\200B0065_}(artin~doe
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021Olf08
APP4{lOl1!A1U'/ASQ..6()O/QRI....AD~BlIIt 'Yamco;
Addltlonallntor:mauW1 on Envelope: Suire 475
P~Z

Stat~Q' 200801165 M~doo;. .0458 wo{ds
On~ 23 JlIZIlOOf 16:09
Sty!e JruieK 23Cood for" leiter
AvengcScntcDce l.rngth .8 Uodlettt
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u.s. Deprntment
of Tronsportallori

Federal A.vlatlon
AdminisIraIion

Odando AiI'J)(lltS Dllmct Office
5950 HaaIIine National Dr •• SUite-04QO
OriandQ. Fl. 32822-G024

PhOne: 407-612-6331

June 5,2007

Mr. MichaelB, Rafferty,P.E.
989 Cayman Ave.
Venice, FL 34285

Dear Mr. Rafferty:

RE; Venice Municipal Airport; Venice Florida

.This letter is in response to your May 22, 2007 correspondence to this office regarding the
Airport Master Plan for Venice Municipal Allport. Rusty Chapman has also asked me to
respond on his behalf to your May 22, 2007 correspondence to the Federal .Aviation
A~on (FAA) SollthemRegion. -

FAA· encourages airport sponsors to plan. for future demand through the development of a
comprehensive airport master plan. The City of Venice began an update to their airport master
planin FaJI2005. To date, the City of Venice has neither completed their plan, nor provided a
copy of the complete document tof'AA. .Therefore, we cannot speak to the plan's contents. The

-FAA has reviewed and approved the twenty-year forecast of aviation demand. which is included
in the master plan dOCument. However, other than these forecasts, FAA does not approve or
endorse airport niasterplans. FAA will approve the -Airport Layout Plan (ALP), a grapbical
representation of development plans for the allport. ALP approval indicates that F.AA has

- reviewed the plan -and agreeS that the plan not only meets FAA design standards, but that the
development appears useful and efficient.

FAA would notrequirethe City of Venice t()add an additionalal~ive to their plan, as you're
your letter proposes. Airport development plans are local plans representing the sponsor's vision

--_for the futureoftheairpQrt. -AJiy citizen concerns regarding the content of the plans are local
issues to be addressed by the . sponsor of the Venice Municipal Airport (VNC), the City of

-·Venice_

Your letter also suggests that Venice Municipal Airport should downgrade from an Airport
Reference Code (ARe)o! c-n to ARC B-H. Again. since the Cityhas not submitted a Master -
Plan Update or ALP, FAA cannot speak to this issue unless the Cityactually proposes the change .

.,~.---<



01116(ZOO~ 11' 04 FU 407 428 0941 1£11. W£L ./\IITlMEl
fAA-USOl i6-011

.~.

Req-.J for ,4JWt.~ ~DWemw, ioG?
~Oc'
Eb.u •••maaW ••••• .rtHV..,lJoriUMaaidpalAil'pDrt(KVNC}
Sasator MeIManiPf:z
~.fPllnida

TWsa:lDcmaeof..i!Jr.a ~ for s...iur Marti..llJ _ lid iIIOacace"'Oa tIie Hi!"
•• m I'AAto CtJIifirm _t tIacLIke Vqicc Golf Cftne (LVCq ad;-eor to tM
Vaaitz P10rida M1miI:ipal AiI'pM1 (JIJ'WC).tpIIlIUIIt for ~ .ader J)OT .Ad
5ccCieD 1f(lJ. It it bOW .-1 tau beco11_1IIW:ipII plt ~lpgb&l'ftfatiolaara
.DWell ua1ll'iklfl& qd ",mrfo.J rIIfIIp·lor party !II yraD. .

• KYNCu.WW Uairport mrn:ady JDaia.t1liBfld aDd operabld bydaeCk,y of
V•• as IIGeuen.I A'riBdoD Airpon .

• .J(VNC fuD~1 BKa 6lllIlU ~ •• 1qIIIyairponW'fttl miDiIDa' Jet .trtntt
sdiriIy.

·~ LeWaI ill a.I"l:lidcatlllIy"'" portiDD ofVCIIkc bind, animImadaI
imIcs ••••••. UDiqaeracnllm ell airport •• ....,...

'. J"rasaJes ltt apad Wpglt vpenliOaa aIng'lritlllQllnded aIitf _ •••••
•• ~e.5)IGRtl ••••• e •••••• UdaliuB$ .

• Accepa~ ot"AA G~ J.asmaadamf(If~nttpir't_o 1M
uf.cy Ud 1iu.Ilcial ~ ..

t ·ICVNC bY FAA recordscatem ••••• ~ 1,lOO Urea
• :)!40urea (-+ja) oftheoria_hirpaf IIftaD II.!N!II.••• HiUilidpali8JfltOlllrR

uuI.u MaalOlIHd aiIIto 1_ .
• TIle avJlC8ID'K parcel illeua1 en.. •• City wiItJdae ftIVCIIU. ptiIc 10 tire

~Emqlrise~....t
• n. pJf __ ~w •• die na.;.et of I reet!Dt FAA iIlYlStiptiM lor

rev •••• diveniOB
• hi tire coacIact eCdae ilrvesdptioa, FAA JHde.. ~ ftadiag ••• ~e

lcue wu forCbe opcrdoJI-.r u.l•••• lDllaicipal pi( wuntlpublk IOIf
.'C!d~ ~ rm.ed. RqU'copcnlioll of 817..••• 1BlIIJicipIIlpJf
J;nntI,.blicZ°I"CIHmie• U,..apinliao.f1fleJeac, "egolfcallnnridJa1l~ moCf'tl
beck to 1he Ci(yofVClIt.ice

• A ~.fJl'OtMIHd ~ to aDoot •• 1II' .irport •.••••• p iIIIdJades
ftIiIIMI·9f a poI1in of _ •• If _ tin' airport 1111I

• ADleveb olll'AAIIa.e beai ~ fW-iDJtoa. Atbmu., •••d.OrlutkJ)
..JNIdag C8DJinaaI.ioD aat *_C01IDI:.,.aJffiat for ~ by FAA .
DOT An SeeIiu4(f) beea.e it iII.~ ami Q5 bMIla __ icipal·pH
coOrMip1lblie na'llatiOil am u ,.d &8• wiIdIIft; and waterfowl ~ for
IIt:IUiy58 yean ,.

• To dBU. FAA •• R.t .,ported OW reqaeR



outside of the RS~ and achieve a standard runway safety area, This project is not complete;
Once it is, the runway safety area is expected to fully comply with FAA design standards.

Runway 4122 Reconstruction; As this runway does have a non-standard RSA,. and even a
reconsuuctionprojectrequires that non-standard RSA's be improved to the extent practicable,
we await the City's proposal to address this issue. Although it would be premature to speculate
what impacts that proposal may have, any significant environmental impacts (such as 4{f)) would
be evaluated. .

In summary, these runways were in place in their existing configuration before FAA defined
'Runway Pro1ectionZones and Airport Reference Codes.. Rehabilitation projects do not require
Runway Protection Zones to be addressed, but they do require. that Runway Safety Areas he
improvedto.thc.extent practical. Any FAA action will depend on what the City proposes when
they finalize tbeirplanning.

I trust this information is helpful.

Sincerely, "
Orlghial Signed By

Rusty Chapman
Manager. Airports Division

cc: ARP-l
Fred Watts. Venice Municipal Airport

/'=
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June 22. 2007

Mr. S. Roscoe
Roscoe & Assoc.

P.O. Box 696
Venice Island, FL
Venice, FL 34284

Dear Mr. Roscoe,

We received a. copy of your June 5, 2007 correspondence about the Venice Airport and their
plans for development. The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) encourages airport sponsors
'to plan forfuture demand through the development ofa comprehensive airport master plan, and
the City of Venice began an update to their airport master plan in Fal120D-S.

r---., To date, the City of Venice has neither completed their plan, nor provided a copy of the plan to
FAA. Therefore, we are unaware of what the plan specifically depicts. However, FAA does not
approve or endorse Airport Master Plans. FAA will approve the Airport Layout Plan (ALP). a
graphical' representation of development plans. ALP approval indicates that FAA has reviewed
the plan and agrees- that the plan not onlymeets FAA design standards, but that the development
.appears useful and efficient,

While FAA appreciates your concern regarding the Venice airport master plan, airport
, development plans are local plans representing the sponsor's vision for the future of the airport,
Therefore. your concerns are local issues to be addressed by the sponsor of the Venice Airport,
the 'City of Venice. I have copied Airport Manager Frederick Watts and City Manager Martin
Black in an effort to open the lines of communication among you.

Sincerely,

RebeccaR. 'Henry
,Program Manager
Planning and Compliance
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Cc: Mr. FrederickR. Watts
Airport Manager
Venice Municipa] Airport
150 East Airport Ave.
Venice, FL 34285

Mr. Martin Black
City Manager
City of Venice
401 W. Venice Ave.
Venice, FL 34285
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June 22, 2007

Ms. Sue Lang .
President, Venice Neighborhoods Coalition, Inc.
421 Darling Dr.
Venice, FL 34285

Dear Ms. Lang,

Orlando Airports District Office
5!'1S0Hazeltine National Dr., Suite 400
Orlando. FL 32822-5024

Phone; 407-612-6331

We received a copy of your May 29, 20~7 correspondence about the Venice Airport and their
plans for development. The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) encourages airport sponsors
to plan for future demand through the development of a comprehensive airport master plan, and
the City of Venice began an update to their airport master plan in Fall 2005-..

To date, the City of Venice has neither completed their plan, nor provided a copy of the plan to
FAA.. Therefore, we are unaware of what tbeplan specifically depicts. However, FAA does not
approve or endorse Airport Master Plans.F AA will approve the Airport Layout Plan (ALP), a
graphical representation ofdevelopment plans. ALP approval indicates that FAA has reviewed
the plan and agrees that the plan not only meets FAA design standards, but that the development
appears useful and efficient. -

While FAA appreciates your concern regarding the Venice airport master plan, airport
development plans are local plans representing the sponsor's vision for the future of the airport.
Therefore, your concerns are local issues to be addressed by the sponsor of the Venice Airport,
the City of Venice. I have copied Airport Manager Frederick Watts and 'City Manager Martin
Black in an effort to open the lines of communication among you.

Rebecca R. Henry
Program Manager
Planning and Compliance
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Cc:Mr. Frederick R. Watts
Airport Manager
Venice MunicipalAirport
150 East Airport Ave. •
Venice, rr. 34285

Mr. Martin Black
City Manager
City of Venice-
401W. Venice Ave,
Venice; FL 34285
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U_8. Department

of Transportation
Federal AvIation
Administration

Southern Region Airports Division (ASO-600)
P.O Box 20636
Atlanta, Georgia 30320-0636
404-305-6700 FAX.: 404-305-6730
Internet ernell: 9.ASO-600@faa.gov

July 18,2007

Mr. Michael E. Rafferty, P.E.
453 Underwood Street
Holliston,MA 01746

Dear Mr. Rafferty:

Thank you for your July 9, 2007 correspondence regarding the Airport Master Plan Update for
Venice Municipal' Airport (VNC). The following text addresses the comments and concerns
discussed in your letter.

Forecasts: At airports such as Venice, where there is no airport traffic control tower to monitor
aircraft operations, consultants use other methods to determine operations counts and fleet mixes,
such as reviewing Fixed Base Operator records and conducting personal observations.
Documentation provided was fully coordinated within the FAA before our Orlando office
approved the forecasts.

C-II designation: . Although the 2000 ALP -rnay he the first time a C- II HAirport Reference Code
(ARC)" designation was used, Runway 13/31 had a Gulfstream Ill; a C-II aircraft, shown as the
Design Aircraft at least as -far 'back as the 1987 ALP~ Had the-use of ARC designations been in
place at trial time (1987), the ARC of Runway 13/31 would have been C-II.

Runway 13/31 Runway Protection Zones (RPZ's): Again, from an historical perspective, as with
the ARC, FAA RPZstandards were implemented after the 1987 ALP. Although depicted
incorrectly on the 2000 ALP, for existing pavement (and maintaining existing pavement), there
is no requirement to have clear RPZ's. We would have participated in the Runway 13/31
rehabilitation project even with impacts inthe RPZ's. AlthoughF AA encourages acquisition of
RPZ land to the extent practicable, it can be difficult and impracticable for an airport owner to
acquire the full RPZ, especially in communities with rapid growth, and it is not unusual to have
development in these zones. The RPZ land use standards are only recommendations for that
portion of the RPZ not controlled by the airport owner. We expect that when the new ALP is
submitted for our review that the RPZ's willbe depicted correctly.

. .

Runway 13/31 Safety Area (RSA): The October 2000 ALP correctly depicts Runway 13/3] RSA
measuring 400 feet wide by ·1,000 feet beyond the end of the runway. This ALP depicts
obstructions to the RSA, including the airfield perimeter fence. As a part of the Runway 13/31

-pavement rehabilitation grant (2006), the City of Venice agreed to relocate the airfield fence
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,,' .outside of the RSA. and achieve a standard runway safety area. This project is not complete;
Once it is, the runway safety area is expected to fully comply with FAA design standards.

Runway 4/22 Reconstruction: As this runway does have a non-standard RSA, and even a
reconstruction project requires that non-standard RSA's be improved to the extent practicable,
we await the City's proposal to address this Issue. Although it would be premature to speculate
what impacts that proposal may have, any significant. environmental impactsIsuch as 4(f)) would
be evaiuated.· .

Insummary, these runways were in place in their existing configuration before FAA defined
Runway Protection Zones and Airport.Reference Codes. Rehabilitation projects do not require
Runway Protection Zones to be addressed, but they do require that Runway Safety Areas be
improved to the extent practical. Any FAA action will depend on what the City proposes when
they finalize their planning.

Itrust this information is helpful.

Sincerely,
Orh]ln;:al Sif)n:}rj "8-'/

Rusty Chapman
Manager, Airports Division

cc: ARP-l
Fred Watts, Venice Municipal Airport

,..•..
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Orlando A1rpo1't1Oiltriet OftIce
5950 Hilzaftlne Na1Ional Dr., SuIt& 400
OrlandO, Fl 32m~

Phone: (407) 8t2-6331

FaX; (407) 812--6978

August 24. 2007

Mr. Michael E.Rafferty. P.E.
453 Underwood Street
Holliston,MA01746

Dear Mr. Rafferty:

Thank you for your July 31, 2007 correspondence regarding the rehabilitation of
Runway 4122· at Venice Municipal Airport {VNCl.The Federal Aviation Administration 0

(FAA) will consider thelnfonnation yop provided in evaluating environmental
requirements associated with the project. .

We wOuld like to take this opportunity to remind you that rehabilitating the runway
requires nori";standardliJnway safety areas (RSA's) be improved to the extent
practicable. We await the City's proposal to address the RSA's at VNC. Environmental
impacts will be evaluated, as appropriate; after we r«eive the City's proposal.

Sincerely,

Kry5tat G. Hudson,P .E.
Program Manager

ce:
Fred Watts, Venice Municipal Airport
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bnsinessjet, Citation 750. Learjets (30~40•.55, and 60 series), Falcon jets (50,900,2000),
Hawker 700 and 800, Gulfstream 200, and Gulfstream llyIII and IV type aircraft

As discussed above, FAA will not apply the use of declared distances that restrict access to an
airport where alternative means are available to meet the RPZ requirements, which is the case
at SUA.··

Again, we appreciate thecounty's efforts to-address a verydiftlcult local community concern,
AI) indicated .above; tbis letterrepresents the consensus of both FAA Headquarters and the
Southern Region.en these matters. FAA stands ready to support the county in mitigating
aeronaatical Impacts on the local community while maintaiiJing access to this valuable
federallyasSisledairport. .

Sincerely,

tflfbtg t!J~
Robert R.Chapman
Manager, Airports Division



is-'-
I -I -i

.. U.S. Deportment
. . of Tronsportrrtion

federal Aviation
Admlnistrcflon.

.1701 Columbia Avenue
College Park. GA 30337

Mr. Ed Taylor
1601 Pine Lake Drive
Venice, Florida 34285

Dear Mr. Taylor;

Thank you for your recent correspondence regarding the Venice Municipal Airport and
the on-going Airport MasterPlan. Developing the Master Plan study is a local process
and the City of Venice has not provided a final copy of the plan to FAA. Therefore, we

..are unawareof whatthe ultimate plan will specifically depict. However, FAA does not
approve or endorse Airport Master Plans.F AA will approve the Airpo~ Layout Plan
(ALP)~ a graphical representatiori of development plans. ALP approval indicates that
FAA bas reviewed the plan and agrees the plan not only meets FAA design standards but
the development appearsusefulandefficient.--. Your letter discusses the local consideration of a reduction of runways. As you may
know, the property known as th~ Venice Municipal Airport, as well as the adjacent golf
course.was deeded to the City of Venice from the federal government through a surplus
property deed in 1947. This deed placed certain conditions on the use of the property,
including the propertymustbeused as an airport and must be available on a.
nondiscriminatory hasis.for-alltypes.and:classes,of,aeronautical activities. Further, by
accepting Airport Improvement Program (AlP) grants, the City of Venice has made
certain assurances to FAA that theywill not discriminate against any aeronautical activity
or take any action that reduces the utility of the airport. in:.general,.;EAA-would~o.t.agree
'{lith a.preposal.to reduce.runway Iength.or.anyproposal that impacts the airport's ability
to meet current or future aviationdemand.

FAA is aware of the local concerns regarding the location of the. airport's Runway
Protection Zones CRFZ). The RPZ is defined as an area off the end of a runway used to
enhance the protection of people and property on the ground. FAA encourages
acquisition of this land to the extent practicable; Unfortunately,it can he difficult and
impracticable for an airport-owner to buy the full RP2, especially in communities with
rapid growth. and it is not unusual to have development in these zones. The RPZ land
use standards have recommendations for that portion of the RPZ not controlled by the
airport owner. Therefore, no modification .tostandardsis.required when there are
buildings.in.the.Rf'Z, as stated in the media article you attached to your letter.
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FAA-is·concerneg the City of Venice is consideringrevising"sections,o-Ltbeneatly .
complete Master.Plan-and ALP. FAA funded-a ·1~e'p0ptiQILP£.this,stud.)l,ancLappF0:v,ed
the forecasts of aviation.demanci,inclu<iip.g thecriticalaircraft, to beused to determine
"the facility .requirememsand ·develepmertt-p,iaiI",f0-r.the:ait:p0Ft-..Recently, the. Orlando
.Airports District Office communicated the agency's concern in a letter to the Airport
Manager, and we are awaiting the City's response on.any impacts to the Master Plan
project schedule. Further, FAA.w.ill.NetfuHl'bmy-more work-fcrtbis-ptanrring study.

While we appreciate your concern regarding the Venice Municipal Airport, FAA
maintains the Airport Master Planning process is a local issue. Therefore, we encourage
you to share your concerns with the management and City Council of the City of Venice.
We have copied Airport Manager Fred Watts on this correspondence.

I trust this information is helpful.

Sincerely,

.: ..... :---'J

Douglas R. Murphy
Regional Administrator, Southern Region

cc:
Mr.Fred Watts

...---- _.-
.s-:"
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1601 Pine Lake Drive
Venice,Florida 34285
January18,2008

Mr. DouglasR. Murphy
Southern RegionRegionalAdministrator
P.O. Box 20636
Atlanta, GA 30320

URGENT:Potential reduction of runways @ VeniceAirport, Venice,Florida (VNq

Dear RegionalAdministrator Murphy:

A total disregard for safety is being perpetuatedby3 new members of Venice.(Florida) City
Ceuneilas the folloWingnews story relates. They want toreduce airport runways AND fund a
new consultant to give them the answer they want. The current consultants (Hanson) have

. repeatedly stated that the current protection zones are. appropriate and that reducing the
.runways is not a viable safety option. Obviously, the local. aviation community nOES NOT
support reduction ofthe runways! ..,,...

Two of the new members of Council have a clear conflict of interest as they reside in the
neighborhood adjacent, ID addition, local golfers have .been vocal about the inconvenience of
loosingtheir driving range at Lake Venice Golf Course. .

Please put an immediate halt to this malfeasance and misuse of public funds fhiringa new
consultant), not to mention the potential catastrophic safety issues that are clearly being.ignfJt!ed..

Sincerely,

Ed Taylor
Venice,Florida

Enclosure

. cc: Sen. BillNelson
..Sen. Jay Rockefeller,IV
Mr~Robert A. Sturgell

.Mr. NicholasA; Sabatini
Mr. Craig Chandler-

,... /



Web Link: http://www.snn-herald.comlbreakingnews.cfm?id=4476

01118108
Venice to consider small airport: other protection zone

Venioe City Council has direoted the city manager to seek an alternative airport layout
plan.

If council signs off on the plan, it has the potential to reduce runway length on the Venice
Municipal Airport -

What's driving the issue is aneffortto·meet expanding Federal Aviation Administration
safety and protection zones.

The protection zones under consideration jut out over 20 homes in Gulf Shores and
encroach into the Lake Venice Golf Club .unless an alternative plan is devised.

Mayor Ed Martin said the city needs to consider the safety of homes near the airport and
doesn't want Venice, down the road, to be faced with home relocation efforts other cities
have experienced.

"We are going around circles now," said Mayor Ed Martin during aJan. 8 council
discussion on the issue. "We have citi.zensgroups that want to us do (certain things); we
don't have an answer to their questions as to why we can't have protection zones within
airport boundaries. We do not have a master plan that flts on the airport now. If

Backdoor B-II?

Counci'· Member Ernie Zavodnyik specifically requested Hanson Professional Services
not be used to.create the alternate plan.

IfThey have demonstrated an arrogance in this matter. "said Zavodnyik. "They are
accused of being an airport builder.' am not sure that's the direction we want-to go."

Hanson, formerly MEA Group, is the airport consulting firm that produced the draft
airport master plan and draft layout plan already adopted by the airport advisory board
and forwarded to council's consideration.

, '

The plan includes a request for specialexceptionsreguJarly granted to municipal
airports With encroaching protectionzones,something the three new council members
oppose.

The FAA allows the encroachments when the potential danger is considered minimal.

Council Member John SimmondS defended the advisory board and Hanson for the draft
plan, saying they were only following council's direction.

"If you want them to do something else;' he said, "you have to tell them." '_I



In addition to golfers at Lake Venice Golf Club, residents in Golden Beach aren't happy
with the draft master planelther. They' say the plan would continue to allow airplanes
over their neighborhood, and the noise that goes along with it.

They'vebeen promoting aB~1Idesignation for the airport in hopes it will discourage
larger planes from landing. at the airport. -. . .

Itts a position supported by Council Member Sue Lang, a longtime critic of the airport's
administration ·andairport advisory board;

Mayor Martin said the B-tI designation· "was not a useful way to describe the plan. II

"That's not so much.our concern as having a plan that does not intrude on surrounding
areas. B-U is not the drivhig force, "Martin said, .

Nevertheless, there's the potential that requiring. protection zones to be within airport
boundaries could result in shortening usable runway length by default. in effect, reaching
the same goal as intendedanB-U airport designation.

. .

. Itwouldn't involve digging up runway pavement; instead, it would the reduce the length
of pavement available for pilots to takeoff and land. That could prevent larger, noisier
planes from using the airport.

Impacts

Even ifproponents of the move to bring safety zones within airport boundaries succeed,
it's unclaarlfthe Federal Aviation Administration would agree to less runway
accessibility ...FAA communications in city after city throughout Florida and the country
have made it clear that reducing capacity at Jocal atrportsls considered an infringement
offederal aviation space on federally granted property, which is intended to protect
tnterstateavtatlen transportation routes, national security and transportation during
emergencies like hurricane. disasters. .

There is anecdotal evidence that communities.thatseek to reduce·airport capacity run
into other problems. In some instances, those communities have found federal funds
evaporateduringandfoJiowing the discussion.

That could have an. impact on the Venice Municipal Airport. which had been seeking
milliOns to repave ltssecondmaln runway. It's the same runway those who complain
about airport noise want resurfaced so it can become the airport's preferred runway.
Hanson previously said the preferred runway must always be determined by wind
direction, a safetyconsidetationthat can't be legislated.· .

"We have Plan A, but we don't have Plan B," said Martin. "Let's use this as a basis for
discussion. ·Ifit resonates with the community to keep. safety areas on airport groundS,
then we can submit the plan to theFAA~ We need to submit something to the FAA."

gailes@venicegondolier,com

ByGr@gGiI@s
News.Editor
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The Honorabl~ Met Martinet
United Sute:> SCJljllOr

3]5.E:!st Robinsen Street
Landmark: Cearer On~
Orlando, FL 32~Ol

Dear Senator )'fanmez::

Thank you for your transmittal of1anuary 16 to Ms Megan Rosia.Oll behalfofMs. Rita C.
Kutic about her concerns with the Venice Municipal Airport Mi!StCf" Plan. . (

\.Specifically, Ms. Kutie requests tbl:: FiXlcraI Aviation Administra:ion confmn that
Lake Veruce Golf Club qualifies fot protection under Department oftransponarion (DOT)
AerSecnon 4(f) Landsbecause of its use as 11 golf course for many years.

Let me- state that we: understand the concern expressed hy Ms Kutie and others interested in
preserving the Lake Venice Golf Club. We are always mindful oftbc: potential imp~ls Uln
proposed aixport devetopmenr can have on the SUITouz:ding environment.

\)

Based upon our initial review. it is.pT~ilture 10reach any conclusions on whether the
Lake Venice Golf Course qualifies as a DOT Section 4(f)pwpeny. 'FAA's consideration and
identificallollofpotentiallyimpllcted DOT 4(£) propt:tties does not occur until the FAA has
begun an cnvitnmncu.tal process under the NatiQnal EnvU:ODmcot.al Policy Act. Facts that
emerge during tI:r:: envjronmeolal precess bave a bearing 0.1'1 Agency findings. The terms of
the lease agreement between the city of Venice and the golf course operators may have a
significant be.ring on mml'lg iIDOT Section4(f} determination.. In addition. we must be
advised toWhetb.er the city considers this I:olf course 10 be a recreation area of'Iocal
slgnificanc::.

Should the golf course be found to qualifjl as a DOT S«"tion 4(~ properly, the degree of
protection offered th&golfcouxse .••..ill depend on thb.ll:X1:C!ntor the: impact to the golf eo ..m:e.
Also considered is whether tnere are any prudent and feasible alternatives that would avoid
tmpacting the .golfcourse. Ifaot.. thf!Dwb2rpraclic:\ble measures can betakemo reduce

.those impacts? Fuxt:beT,thedes;gnationofaprOpetly as a DOT SectJ0i'l4{f)I't'C1(leT"Y does
not necessarily preclude the FAA from approving airport development that would impact the
POT Section 4(f} property.
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Since me city hIlS not yet filed its master piau, there is no Federal approval action befoIe the
"FAA. iiUctl ~ <ippl9vill Q!;w i.iq!QTllayoutpJ.an(ALP)_ Wncn the ciry requests theFM to
aWro\'~its up~d .AlJ>,rhef A.Awill undertake a thorough en"'ll'onrncntalatudy of all

-.pOlentilll mViIgWJlex1talimpac;t~, int;llld}ng impact& to DOt section 4(f) properties- The
airport spoMer and FAA will invite pllblic inpu.t to ~ ctJIvirunm;ucalprocii£,· wJ;.i I assure
yOlJrl:e F AAwill t:onsider me mfonn:nion presented by Ms. Kutie.

If~s. Kutieneecls Nrthvl' itt&ltmabon. sne may CGD.lact Mr; Bart Ve:n:u:e, Orbndn AiJpom
..Disum Offit;;I:Ani&t~m M.iIllf.gI:f. 41 (407} 812-6331 ..

r tnlSt this mfo~on is h~pfuL

Sincerely.

':{'

D. Kirl1: Sbaffer
Asseeiare Admini.c~tar
for AitportS

Enclosure
TransniinedCorTC!!pOIldence

cc: Washington Office

10080065"()1FA.'''()801 16-01 I
G ;\APP400UOOBO065 Martinez.doc
OlU.·ADO;B "en1lice~407-812-6331:APP400:Jt. Thompsonjms 01128108: RT.¢r .Kale
0210 If08 . . . .
APf400/1!ARl'JAS0-600/ORL-ADo-Sut Vemace
Addltronal urt"atmauQn on Env~lope: SUite 47.5
P~:Z

SlatlS1ll:!; :ZOO8006S MartuJcLdoc. ~8 _fcls
On~. is Jail lOO816:!l9
Stylehidex n .Cood fora I.etU:r
AveraacScn!cm:e Lmgth IS ExcelJedt
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l>loll'llllllc:t S, 2007

SCIIiIJDI.'Mel·~
317Bbt80B
W~DC2fJSI0

Dear ScIiI10r ~

On Oofober· .9; 2007, I 8Dd ~ •• ~. of Vet1it:e·met with Detmy Bil}'fll, R~ve
.BuI:bmim's aide.1D disalSs ~ _ our UlIIIle'IJI&"wilb the VaUce Mlmtdpll Ai!Jxn:t .Malta PJm thI1
i:I _ bOiDg~by UIe MfA co~~ fl1'Q). 1br Ciey Coum:ll appwYIIl. auC nemuaUl' FAA
.lPJ7lOval. Altboullh }\.lU:ul,' nUl;:; mmltl(:'r of mI}" T TlIIspcrL1l1ion CI):lImU'",-", ~t):!arc ul1l' voice Ii> ::1;:
fID::raI!VvCZDmaIL' We DSk Wt :<UIJ :iUplX1n I!I.Id~ 10 FAr\ :v 1llli1:~ l: uet..'"T1r.inilion tha: 11:<:
DllllJicipaIlpub1ic UIke ~VCDice Golf Course qU:llifics fOr]mlleQiull under DOT SectiDll 4(f). Tc:s
dcsigiIm.ionwill =-e ~ ol f1 vabllbl~city lISSCt.

.Mataials CIlI.lloseri as a!IJIiraJ bouod set BId&*:
• A 0D&-JI&8e"poim papu."SIlI'DDIID'izin ~. n::lfUC5\.
• A ~ doc:ummncr;plaining tht m)uest in dClBil and. ii bibliol;l1llihy of wppon:ing

Gocwleul!
• AIIBrJ"ni,.", of JUppO!'IDIg d.ocumesIIs. ~ 1 tJvouah Sectim 6 iIJclmivc

The~ch subnutted I/)$uppon this fl.!Q\:esIluls lx-cnCaet;0;. due-. well-i:!~fi~J ?,=v:-k ~ w:th
cllcelien. incI;;W'Oumi$ In a •.-ialion and airpcrt pIanIiI!Z ... :'.1id:aci E R•.•:Terr:' is :; re;::;s\;r ••.v
p;ofi::lliignol mgm<:::1"\'rIJo·!la!; b~ ar. aiIpon design CDr..~Qj'I;' ':'UIlc::. E. ~I;::1;k. Pb.C. LEnglts."1l:
cduaw:U. ""ho~ =l~~on i;; a~i:ltiOf).has donee,.te!!si~c =-m:r. iu lb~ area elfCitizen Tn\'o!vcm::ot
in AiJpoJ1Devclopm:nt. "KirlllomasC. ~d(eon.,1I.form~ .~y Ayi;nor, has 2Uyears"~t:=c
illWoWlingtOD. P.C with Sfrorsl-y Aima.~ t1 dr.ilrionof United ledJnologic:s. The ~ olhcr
Vcaicc Jqldc:Dtt ~'bD met ~;th Mr, Buym-?micil1 McDaIlD.ld, Peg Tomamo. and !De"-an: Yen:ce
rc:sids:nts ••.ery ~ in civil; JlllIIIerS.

Vie look forwud Ie your illl5i.staooe ill tbi$ JMmsr.. jf}Vll occd .tUrtI:u;r illiormatioo Of cWiUemoo of
.the datac:nc;1osed, plcaseconlaCt~ or Mr. lWfc:rr:y(ljfi(citlluI6QIlJ} directly,

~AC~
.RimC.Kulia .
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U.S.Deportment
of Transportation

~rg{ Aviwjgn
Administration .

,Associate Administrator'
for Airports

800 lnoependence Ave_. SW
Washiilgl\;m. OC 20591

November 26, 2007

The Honorable Richard Bloom
Mayor, City of Santa Monica
1685 Main Street, # 209
Santa Monica, CA 90401

Dear Mayor Bloom and Members of the Council:

A£, you remember. I spoke before the Council on August 28 of this year. At that time, I
outlined the FAA's determination that it would be possible to install an effective safety
enhancement (an EMAS system) at each end of the runway, without significantly affecting
use of the airport. Such an enhancement is still available, and that there it no justification
for further limitation on the use of the airport.for safety reasons. My testimony was in
furtherance of my commitment to you-and,the management of your airport to keep the lines
of communication open and to take personal ownership of addressing your concerns.

Yourproposed revision to Section 10.04/061,15Q, however, changes the conversation
altogether. It shifts from what we heretofore accepted as your good faith concerns about
safety to one about unreasonable denial of access to an important, federally-obligated
reliever airportin our national system.

The proposed ~rdinance would ban category C and D aircraft at SMO. The preamble to the
ordinance and other statements by city officials suggest several reasons forthe ban. These
include:

• The airport was designed as a s.n airport and was designed for small general
aviation aircraft

• The runway is not safe for operation of category C and D aircraft, because of the
nonstandard runway safety areas (RSAs) and because the runway is "too short" for
these &Term

• Current FAA standards require an-RSA' at Santa Monica Airport, and this
requirement can't be modified or waived.

• The location of residential communities near the runway ends creates an unusual risk
for these communities.' .

• The "conformance plan" banning categoryC and D aircraft is consistent with the
1984 Settlement Agreement and federal law.

• The FAA proposed runway end enhancements do not meet the RSA standards for
category C and D operations.
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As I made clear in my testimony inAugust, the airport was ~ot"designed for small general
aviation aircraft. The runway was built specifically for the large, multi-engine aircraft being
manufactured by Douglas and has always been used by some number of general aviation
aircraft larger than the B ~tBgOry.

The runway is safe for any operation permitted by the aircraft certification manual for that
aircraft type. Accordingly, the runway may be too short for certain operations butwill not
be too short for, any operation that requires less runway length than the runway available.
The RSA standard is ~art of FAA's airport design standards and is not an operating
requirement of condition, No FAA aircraft operating rule requires a standard RSA, and
there is no basis in FM regulations for prohibition of any operation based. on the status of
the RSA.

Having a residentialcommunity close to the end of the runway does not affect the safety of
normal operations. Rather, it increases the potential for injury from 'an aircraft accident off
the end of the runway. Forthatreason, FAA standards define a runway protection zone
(RPZ), an area off theend ofa runway-end that is free of incompatible land uses, including
residential .areas. Many communities have undertaken to buy out homes and other
incompatible uses-in J;UlZs, often with financial assistance from the FAA. To our
knowledge, Santa Monica hasnotseriously considered this option, even though it is the only
certain way to remove} all risk ofharm to persons or property on the ground in those areas.
You will recall thatIreiterated in my August testimony the FAA's willingness to help SMO
establishRl'Zsand to fund the project, just as-we have 'across the country,

The proposed ban on category C and D aircraft is not consistent With the Settlement
Agreement or the city's other obligations for reasonable access to the airport. The safety of
an aircraft's operation is a function of the requirements for that operation in the aircraft
certification manual. If the runway meets those requirements, there is no safety basis for'
prohibition of that operation, The airport's design category is not relevant to a safety
determination for ~. eperation, Accordingly, the city has not provided a reasonable basis
for the restriction of aircraft-types that are using the airport in full compliance with FAA
safety regulations. . ,

If the FAA determines that a restriction on the use ofSMO is unreasonable and unjustly
discriminatory. that restriction would be in violation of the city's grant assurances, its
surplus property deed restrictions, the Settlement Agreement, various U.S. Constitution
provisions, and quite possibly the Airport Noise and Capacity Act of 1990. Let me speak
very frankly. ladies and gentlemen, What you are considering by this proposed ordinance is
flatly illegal as drafted,

The FAA is responsible, as you know, for the enforcement of each of these requirements.
The city should expect the agency to expeditiously use its authority and all available means,
if the ordinance is adopted as proposed, to insure that all federal rights. investments, and
obligations are protected and that no aircraft is denied access to SMO.
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That route is definitely not the Federal Aviation Administration's preference. As I stated in
August, the FAA's preference is the use of an engineered material arresting system at each
end of the runway. This would be a substantial safety enhancement for SMO. which can be .
obtained with the minimum loss of runway necessary for an EMAS bed that meets FAA
design standards. That safety enhancement would be of eqna1benefit to aircraft crews and
the communities near the runway ends.. It would be a federal investment of millions of
dollars in the safety of your citizens. It is where our money and yours should be spent. If
the city desires further protection for citizens living near the end of the runway, it should
also consider implementation of the- FAA standard for a runway protection zone, which is
designed specifically for that purpose.

I hope that you will keep the lines of communication open with a view toward implementing
the safety enhancements I have reiterated above. I am at your disposal in that regard and am
willing to meet with you on short notice to make them happen. I enceurage you to pick that
course of action, rather than the ill-considered.ordinance that is before you presently.

Sincerely,

t
D. . kShaffer
Associate Administrator

for Airports ..

o ..
Oh~ __



U.S.Department
of Tronsportotlon

Federol Avimion
Administration

Orlando Airports District Office
5950 Hazeltine National Dr., Suite 400
Orlando, FL 32822-5024
Phone: 407-812-6331

December 14, 2007

Mr. Fred Watts
Airport Manager
Venice Municipal Airport
150 Airport Avenue East
Venice. Florida 34285.

Dear Mr. Watts,

RE: Airport Master Plan Forecast

This letter confirrnsrny understandingofthe telephone conversation I had with you and Venice
City Manager Martin Black earlier today. I understand while the Airport Master Plan and Airport

~-', Layout Plan (ALP) are substantially complete, and have been for some time, City Council has not
approved the plans to date. Further, some citizens have suggested the MasterPlan forecasts are
inaccurate, and should be conducted again to confirm operations numbers have been overstated.

As you recaIl,in July 2005, the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) issued the City of Venice
a grant for $3'33,545 to conduct this Airport Master Plan/ALP Update. _The "Interim Report"
dated March 2006 included a detailed forecast analysis, arid the FAA approved your Master Plan
forecast May 1, 2006. Further, it was deenied appropriate to update the FAA's Terminal Area
Forecasts (TAF) based on this information. The most recent version of the TAF has been
attached foryour reference. This TAF forecast is quite similar to your approved Master Plan
forecasts, and cl-early indicates that the FAA supports the estimates of operations presented to us
in March, 2006.

During our conversationtoday, you asked me if it was appropriate for the City to conduct air
traffic counts, review Fixed Base Operator records, and interview flight schools to complete a
new forecast of operations. While the methods discussed are appropriate for operations forecasts
at non-towered airports, the FAA is concerned the City is considering conducting new forecasts,
even if this effort is at the City's expense. Federal dollars were used to complete the 2006
Master Plan forecasts, and undertaking a new effort may not be practical. The FAA is also
concerned that it appearsth~ City intends to continue this project well into 2008.

The FAA strongly encourages the City of Venice to avoid further delays on the federally-funded
Master plan Update. If the City of Venice wishes to conduct new forecasts, or an alternate
forecast scenario. attheirownexpcnse.please forward a.revjsed Master Plan Update schedule to
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me as soon as possible, and clearly depict the impacts of this forecasting effort on the Master
Plan Update schedule, The revised schedule should include specific milestones, including final
delivery dates for the Master Plan and ALP. In our conversation today, Martin Black stated you
hope to finalize the study by this summer. The FAA requests the City expedite the finalization
and approval of the Master Plan and ALP, and submit the documents to the FAA as soon as
possible, preferably before the summer of 20mL

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (407) 812-6331, ext. 122.

Sincerely,

1lJelli£~'~/
. V

Rebecca R. Henry
Program Manager
Planning and Compliance



APO TERMINAL AREA FORECAST SUMMARY REPORT:
Forecast Issued December 2006 .'

" ' ... '" " " " " " " ........... ." ... "

VNC
" . "

AIRCRAFT OPERATIONS
Scheduled Enplanements Itinerant Operations Local Operations

Year AC Comm. Total AC AT&Comm. GA Mil Total GA Mil Total TotalOPS Totallnsl.OrS Based Atrcra rt
.... " ,- ... ~.... ' .... ~. ........... '"

2005· 0 0 b 0 545 78315 110 78970 93865 0 93865 172835 0 230
2006 0 0 .0 0 545 78315 110 78970 93865 0 93865 172835 0 230
2007~ 0 0 0 0 545 80273 110 80928 96212 0 96212 177140 0 23l
2008~ 0 0 0 0 545 82280 110 82935 98617 0 98617 181552 0 231
2009~ () 0 0 0 545 84337 110 "84992 101082 0 10}082 186074 0 232
2010~ . 0 0 0 0 545 86445 110 87100 103609 0 103609 i90709 0 232
20"" () 0 0 0 545 88606 110 89261 106200 0 106200 195461 0 234
2012~

..
0 0 0 0 545 90821 uo 91476 108855 0 108855 200331 0 234

2013~ .. 0 0 o .0 545 93092 llO 93747 111576 0 111576 205323 ·0 235
2014* 0 0 0 0 545 95419 110 96074 114365 0 114365 210439 0 237
2015* 0 0 0 0 545 .97805 110 98460 117225 0 117225 215685 0 237
2016~ 0 0 0 0 545 100250 no 100905 120155 0 120155 221060 0 238
20J7~ 0 0 0 0 545 102756 1.10 103411 123159 o 123159 226570 .0 239
2018*' a 0 0 0 545 l05325)10. 105980 126238 0 116238 232218 0 240
2019~ 0 0 0 0 545 107958 110 108613 129394 0 129394 ·238007 0 241
2020~ 0 0 0 0 545110657 no 111312 132629 0 132629 243941 0 241
2011~ 0 0 0 0 545 113423 110 114078 135945 0 135945 250023 0 242
20'22~ 0 0 0 0 545 116259110 116914 139343 0 139343 256257 . 0 243
2023" 0 0 0 0 545 119166 110 119821142827 o 142827 262648 0 244
2024" 0 () 0 0 545 122145 110 122800 146397 D 146397 269197 0 245
2025" 0 0 0 0 545 125198 110 125853 150057 0 150057 275910 0 247

\4..: httr "- ··'11.faa,gov/wtaf/sLlmmary,asp?line=SELECT+"'+FROM+WTA ';L,WHERE+SYSYEAR>1I200S+AND+SYSYEAR <"'2... 12114!~'"I07
c )

-f., f



4.J,S.Depomnent
(If TrcnsJ:)Ql1allon
FMieroJ· Aviation
AdmJnistJaiion

Airports Oi\tj=siOfl
P.O. BmcZ!f536

. AUama,GA ~no-0631

EmalJ: r-AS0-60o@faa.goll
Phona:404-305-670D

January 8, 2008

Mr. Mike MOOD, Manager
Witham Field
1871 SE Airport Road
Stuart. Florida 34996 .

Dear Mr. Moon:

RE: Martin County Airport; Stuart, Florida Runway 12-30

Thank you for taking the time to meet with us on December 7 in Washington, DC at the
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Headquarters to discuss several issues concerning the
Martin County Airport (SUA) in Stuart. Florida. We also thank Commissioner Heard for
attending the meeting and conveying her views on these important issues.

At the meeting, we agreed to write to you regarding our views of the various proposals
discussed concerning Runway 12-30 at the airport. This letter; written in coordination with

··FAA~s Officeof Airports Safety and Standards in Washington. DC. represents FAA's position
onthis matter.

Mr..Peter Kirnch.-special counsel to the county, proposed on behalf of the .county in his
Octeb.et:~25.Jcttcr..ro.reduce rbc.evaileble length of Runway ~U-3.oas a means to provide a
sf.andardRwtwa)' Safety Area (RSA) and to move the Runway 30departure.Runway Protection
~qne .(RPZ)~•.The county's primary goal appears to be to move 'the departure RPZ for Runway
30,· thereby removing homes currently located-in thatRPZ and to achieve a standard RSA for
thenmway.

'Spe.cifically, the.county proposes. to.decommission at least 230 feel of Runway 12·,30 on the
-c,!' Run\V~y 12 end. 'Fhe.courity also favors the use of declared distances for aircraft departing

Runway 30 that effectivelyreducesrunway length by 460 feel For example, a takeoff on
Runway 12 would start 230 feet farther down the runway, reducing the effective Takeoff Run
Available (TORA) from 5.826 feet to 5,,596 feet. Similarly, the TORAIor a takeoff on
Runway 30 would be reduced from 5~826 feel to 5,366 feet by the use of declared distances,
for a loss of 460 feet .. Please see FAA Advisory Circular t50-5300-13 for information Oil
declared distances.

Wc eremindfulof'the sensitivity of the local COrrtnlbrtily to aircraft noise. FAA·has
responded to those community concerns by funding the acquisition of housing and the
relocation of residents in the vieiaity of the airport. In fact, FAA's national commitment to
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mitigate aeronaatica1impacts on local comanmities is reflected in the federal investment of
approximately $2 billion since 1982 in acquiring houses and relocating residents at the.
nation ~spublic USfI airports, FAA has.anequally important responsibility to develop a
national system ofairporls :md preserve access to those airports" lihisresponsihility is
reflectedin bolh federal lawand policy, ,:fAAwill netsonsent to accessrestnetions that have
no identified 'basis or that adversely impact the utility of an airport when other non-access
restricting altemafivesare available.

Having said this, we wanl to work.with the county to enhance the RPZs and the RSA on
Runway 12-30 at SUA.. However, FAA does not concur: with the county's proposal for a
number of'reasons. First,wc have no technicalbasis in FAA standards for removing any
runway length currently available for takeoff on Runway 12. Second,..tbe.county'proposes to
(1~conimisSi()n.2~Q"feet ;fortakeof[on Runway 12_and.;use.ihepavement.as,aJaUw.ay. Since
2003,F AA has not considered such a taxiway configuration.as .acceptable.becauseitincreases
th~ lilf~.ID!oo_d (,lfnmwayincursions. Today, FAA has a national program to reduce the
incidence of runway incursions, including the elimination of such aligned taxiways. Third, a
reduction III.takeoff runway length resulting from starting a takeoff farther down the runway is
inconsistent withtbeneed to enhance safety because of an increased possibility of an overrun
following an aborted take ofEFinalIy, :w~disagreewiththe.~ctionjhaLthe..prQpGsed
reduction in available,runway·length 'win havens impact on the utility of the.airport, We
beli~y,~oaI$ption in available runway.length.of either 460 or 230 feet can have adverse
.impacts on users, particularly on operators of severar alrcrafttypesbasedat.the airport or who
,routinely use it. Therefore, FAA will not approve an •Airport Layout Plan. update which depicts
the decommissioning of any pavement on Runway 12-30.

Although the cotmty~sproposal is not acceptable to the FAA, we arenevertheless.ready to
assist the county in enhancing bothoRPZsand the RSA by other means that.are.consistentwah
f.~standardsal.dao nolad'vel'sely impact, the utility -ofthe airport. Specifically, if sufficient
aillportprapen.y .lscnotavailablc to meet the.requjred"RSAdimensi"Ons<for.RUD~'ay .lk3D -e-.FAA
.is-willingnh4:0Il,sider funding Engineered Materials Arresting Sy.stem installations at either-or ..
Ji)Gth:-end.s.DfJ~erunway, With regard to RPZs, FAA would entertain the acquisition of'homes
in the existing departureRPZs and assist the county to transition,as soon as possible, from the
current noise-based 14 CfR Part 150 acquisition program into an acquisition program based on
the RPZ standard. This practice has been used to enhanceRPZs at many airports nationwide.

We viewthis asa realistic option. for the allport as over. 57 million in FAA grants has already
been expended toacquire 23 homes in the departure RPZ far Runway 30. Approximately 24
additionalhomes in theRunway 12 and 30 departure RPZs are expected to be purchased in the
next phases of the land acquisition and relocation program. This leaves. by our count, just a
few homes remaining to be acquired to clear the departure RPZs of all homes. Acquiring these
few remaining homes.would achieve the county's goal of removing all homes from the
airport's departures RPZk

The use of declared distances resulting in the loss of 460 reet for departures on Runway 30
would adversely affect a significant number of operations at the airport, including the Boeing
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Michael ERafferty, PI:
989 Cayman Ave
Venlee, J'L 34285

MAY 2 S2tJfJ1
IY\1>U---FAA (A.-.(\ •.

May n,200·t~,

Bart V.BCe,-AlSiataDt MaDBFr
Federal Aviation Administration
OrIapdo AirporisDistrid Oflice
5950 Hazeltine NatioDal Dr, 8uite 400 "
Orlando, FL 3Z82UOZ4

DeurBarit

I amwrttiDgto ask your a_taDu ID resolving eonfHets involving airport
development at tile Venice Florida Muuieipal Airport. AIl Airport Master Plan
Update. preseatly tmderway with FAA fund •• proposes to,DIke.Iud froID. IIpubJie
reereatioDarea, the Lake Venice Golf Course, to accommodate expansion of the
airfield facilities. TIIisgolf eoune has been in operation ill the same location aee
1958.

This is ill direct violation ofttle Department of Trusporiatien Aet, Seetion
4(f)ts provision where Pl'Djeets requiring the use of aay pabJidy OlVDed bmd hm a
reereatioa area wW.not he approved.

AttaehedforyoureoDiideratioD is a copy of my letterio FAA's Division
Mauagerm Adaata,GA detaliog tee_cd upeds of thissituation along with
sUggestioBS for resolviJlgthe matter.

Developm_t at the airport is at a eritieal peillt, and majordeeisioDS mut be
DUlderelative to WJliehdirection developmeutwill proeeed at tJle airport. Either the
Jleects of the aviation eommunity wiD he met at the expense of the eemm1lllitY iD.
geaeNJ, or develop ••• will be e&ntr.UecI to levels which will balaD~ the needs of
the aviation commUllity and tIlose of tile overaD COJDDluBityin wJaieh tile airpOrt
emts. The airport priorities can -no~be allOwed to pre-empt eomm1lDity values.

Please lIelp •• reIOlviDg dlese BRei.

Encl:May zz, ZOO7Jetter to Rusty ChapJIUID, FAA DivisioD Manager



MichllelE Raf/~, PE
989 Caynum Ave

Yenice. FIOrido" 34285

May·2292007

Mr. Rasty'Chapman,DivisioD Manager
FAA·Southem·RegioD
Attu:AS()..680 .
PODox2063'
Atlanta, GA 39320-0631.

Be: Draft Master Pia Update, VeDKe MunicipalAirporl (VNC), Veniee,Florida

Dear Rusty,
. ..

I am a retired Airport Design CODSultant, a registend voter in the City of Venia, Florida,
and a golfer.;

I am writingto you to seek FAA assistance OB iwo issues:
. .

...:-:..,

I} A eoafirmatloa that the' Golf CoUrie adjaeent to VNC quaJUlel for proteetion UDder
DOT Act Seetin 4(1) due to it being a pBbJie recreation area as weD.asa wildlife
and waterfowl refUge for nearly SOyearS.

2) The ineorpol'1ltion of a .~ A1teraative (tile MPU alI'RIItIy iadudcs 6 AlterDaiives)
. in the CurreDt Master PlaD Update that would evaluate the chaage of the Airport

Referenee Code (ARC) fntm C n tD B n,

I would like to bring to your atteDtioD8 few of the issues (both positive and negative)
mentioned iD theMPU that involve tile airportaad the adjaeeat golf e()Dne.

Fintof an. w~both mow that there eouldaot be a m.ore compa,tible neighbor to the
airport ,than a golfeOurse. .

On· a positive note, the'M P U recommendatiOn.to designate that area of die aitportto tile
.. west of nmway 13-3181 being ,reserved forrec:reationaJ purposes takes a, major step ia

preserviagCliat area for that parpose.Tlaat ~ the ana, of the airportaloDg Barbordrive
.. from Airport Ave to Casperson Beach, and the main use of that area today is the 27 hole

Lake Venice GcJIfC01lne.· It isa. recreational area, and au area,Of significant wildlife and
waterfowl refuge. .FollowiDgthe M P U's rec:ommendatioDS will afford the Deau8ry
protection of these areas.

The City l\ionagerhas recommended, .nd the City Council. ·(the Mrport SPOJlSC)~)has
. alread)'approved,the designation of the DOl1:hWesterly portion of this area as ODe Dot .

BvlOable .[or developlIleatThat area iDchidesdie 19ththrollp" 2~ 1toleof·the Lake
Veniee Golf·Course. .:
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RustyC~ FAADivision MiIIIIlpr
May 22, 21107

The next step is to deslpate the. 50utheHsferly portiOD as abo aot being available' for
development. That southeasterly portion contalDs ·the fint 18 h.-1m of the Lake Venice

. Golf Coune, which is considered ODeof tile prelJlier recreation areas iD Veaiee.Mutb has
beendiscussedloeally about the nniqneaspeetJaad value of this area not .only as B

reereatio.al facility (one of the few atfordable eounes wlaere a golfer'ean walk ratlter than
.ride in a cart), but also. for its Wildlife babitat, and other sipifieaatenviroamental values.

BUT •••••••there has beenDOthiltg aid about the dassificatioD oftIUs area as "DepartDlent
of Transportation Act, SeCtion4(1)-LaDds". We bothuderstand the· sigDifieanee of 4(1}
lands and the exclusion they earryfrom use for airport'development. .

TheMPU'(pa~ 72) states~•••

'(FAA OlYkrlOSo.lE Chtmge 1 specifIeS tluIt untie, the prtwifions of the
Department of T1YlIISpOrtation Act, Section 4(f), projects. reqtliring the use of
tilly publidy tiW1led ItuuJ from a .public JNl1'k, rticreation arelf, wi/dlJfe tmtI
WIlterfowi ,quge, 'or historic site will "ot be IIJlProved." . ·t

o

TIae MPU pes on to statetbat " •.••• ,;,

SomefacililJes Of Lake Venice Golf Uub IIUIJ' be impacted due to the need to
comply" with FAA guidelines 'tllld 1'efui1'etnmts l'J!IllfI!d to FAR .Part 77's
PrbIUII'J' StufllCe lIS well lIS Runway Safety Areas tmd RIUIWIl}'Object Free
Arms tlSStJciBJed with POrtiollS of Runway 13-31 and Rrmwtzy 5-23. ,. (Under the
MPu, designation of runway 4-22 is to be chllnged·to rlUlwlIJI 5-23).

An argument could be made that the .golf collI'8e is alRadyaifport property and therefore
would not faD into the4(fJ eategory. Arguments eoulduo be lIIade for the f'actthat the
"use" of the land as it has over such an exteDded period of fiIIle would grant it the
protection afforded ull4er the 4(1) category. The golfcoune has been active in its current
ioeation since 1958. I believetiaat tile goJfcoUl'Se as a miDiDlUm meets the spirit and intent
of the 4(1) designation and ask that FAA reDeet this saDIe positiOn in their review and
approval olthe MPU. '. .

. . .

FAA administrators as 'yourse~ .Jawyen, aud perhaps eveD our CongftssionaJ delegates
.wiII haVe an opportuuity. to weigh in on dais issue. . .. .' .

Immediate impacts at the golfC01ll1Se due to fIte current pJaDS for reeolistradion of 4-22 '
are the loss 01 the drivillg range; .loss of a major portion of the 10th hole; both of these on a
permanent basis; ami during .constructiont loa of the 19· hok and access to the remaining
8 holes as tberesuit of bailding and usiag a haul road over the 1" hole. The "Temporalj"
baulroadwill eliminate the 1911I fairway and eot olfaecessto the remaining a holes. Dever
miDd tile issue of puttiJagcoDStraction t:raf6e on Harbor Drive, oar ~ road to the

. pristine beaches of VeDice.·. .
-------_.
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Rusty· ClillPllUln, FAADivivio,. Manager
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How can the golf coone be taken and Dsedfor aiJ'port purposes if this is a recreational area .
protected uDder tbe provisions of 4{f)? We do not waDt to lose oW'driving range, we do
Dotwallt to lose the 10"' hole, and we do not want ~Dstrndion trucks driving over the 19"'.
fairway!·

These impacts am Dot be aUowed to eeearaad FAA should move immediately to· resolve
tbis·matter, as the l'IIIIWBy 4-22 (5-23) re.;onstradion project is immineDt.

The MPU· goes on to state that further ·impactswiU· take areas away from the golf course
and are shown on the Airport Layout Plan.

I couldn't fiad aU of them,but I did fiDd the following on tile cover sheet of the plans where
FAA, .Florida. Dept of Transportation,. and the City of Venice aD mnst eadorse their
approval •••.•••

Portions of tdlRunN1tlJ1 Protection Zone (RPZS) .are olltSide owner
control .•.•. .,.II"WIlJ' 5 hIlS existing .building, parking /04 and 1'011II in Runway

..'Protection ZolU!. TkesolutiDn., remove bllilding llrul parking lotfrom·rllnWlly S
RllIlWllJ7 Protection Zone. Secure FAA approvals of 1Y!1IfIlining deviIltions from
stlllUltmis fM t!IIC1'OfIChllll!lllS by residences, ~. intmcOtlSllll waterway,aM
other uses. .

COlDments by the ~rt CoDSUltant at· the May 17, 2007 meeting, where the Draft MPU
was presented to the City ColUlCil aDd the pubJie for eGmment, eoDfirm~ these proposals.
It was stated that FAA criteria dictated the removal of the clubhouse, a portion of the
parking Io~ aDd relocation of the entl'alK!e road. Considering the golf conrse has been in
existence at this·same location for nearly SOyears, such a loss does Dotseem consistent with
FAA policy. regardiDg the use of recreational areas for airport expansion.

Also considered in the MPU is Alternative 4, which involves the constructio. of. runway
paraDel to 4-11 (S-Z3). This will also require the removal or laBels from the golf couoe aDd
with 1Ile designaUon as a 4(f) area, such a proposal would not work.

The airport elainis it is not going to be larger,jut safer. Taking part of the golf coarse is
making the airport larger! .

Almost aD of the major impacts at VNC stem fntm the uae of the airport by jetairc:naft. A
suggestion made ata May 17.,~OO7meeting, where the Draft MPU l'VIlS preseated, to
consider a change in the designatioaofthe Airport Reference Code (ARC) for VeDice is
wor1hy of further consideration..· ..

It ~·Dot dear when tltis .airport ~me classified as a C B.. It does not and C8JIDot meet the
safety requirements for such a desigaatioD without a Dumber of s~t waivers and/&!'
exemptions even if part of·the pIf C01U"Se is -takeD. It has in fad fuc:tioDed. as a B naDd
there is no need to change. .The aircraft curreotJy based ere and comiDg in here today will
still be shle to me the airpt)rtifit's designated as a B n.
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Rtmj1 Cll.lqJllfllll, FMDiPlsWlJ MIUIIIpI'

May 22, 2007

A change ill the ARC froID the etlITent designation of en to that of a lower eateJory such
as a B n would DUlkea world of differeaee. The Airport w9uld remain functional, but less
intnuive to tile COBllllUllity, notju8#; in terms of the golf .:oune, but espedaDy the
resldencesthat are illor near the flight paths of ru.away 13-31. This woaldinsure long
term eompatibility au~ maximize.the use of the already designated preferred' noise
.abatement runway 5-23 (approaching and departing from/to the southwest/Gulf of
Mexico). For these reasons VNe Deeds to be kept as a B n airport, whicll it.reaDy is, aDd
classified accordingly.

Of the 230 bahd aireI'aft at Venice, most likely, aD orae 227 DODjet planes areB ll. Of
the remaining 3 wlliehare jets, two or them may be C ll, and the th~ a Gulfstream n jet
aireraft, is a category D nairplane.

Much more tlaan 95% of the based aireraftfaD ill the B ncategory. Veuiee,need Dot be a C
nfacility for the sake of the. three jets based there!

In conclusion, I'welcome the MP~8 designatioD of the area west of RlWl3-31 for
recreational. use, and see tbisas an lmportailt step in seeuriDg the future of'the Lake veiuce
GoIfCoune •. '.~ ..

I challenge the taking of porfioas of the golf coone on tile basis ofttaeir being proteeted
under 4(1) and ask for FAA's concurrence on this designation. .

I urge FAA to encourage. the Airport Sponsor tomclude the evaluatioD of a change of
VNC's ARC from C n·to an as ODe of the Alternative Development PIaDs studied·under
the eulTellt MPU.

Thankyoa forCOilsideratioD oftliis matter.

eee Senator BiD Nelson, WashillgtoD,DC and Tampa, FL
Congressman Vem Buehanan,Washiogton·DC and Sarasota FL
MarionC Blakey, Administrator, FAA, U S Dept of TraD.lportatio~ 800

IDdependence Ave, SW,Was~n, De2OS91
Bart Vanee, Assistant Manager, Orlando Airports Distriet Office, 5950 Hazeltine

NatioDalDr, Suite 400, OrlaDdo, FL 32822-5024 . .
Shannon Stau~ SarasoCBCounty ColDIDissioQCr, Sanso~ FL
VeniceCity.Co1lDdI
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Michael E Rafferty, oPE
989 Cayman Ave

Venice,Florida, j42~S
&:

453 Underwood $I
Holllston,MA01746

July 9,2007

Mr. Rusty Chapman, DiviSiou-Mallager
FAA Southern Regi.o.
A«n: ASO·600

- POBox 20636
Atlanta, GA 30320 .•0631.

Re: Venice MUDidpal "Airport (VNC), Vemee, Florida

Dea.- RIIBty," - " -

TJaisis 8 foHOWll, tOprevi.ous corresp..-deace regarding activities at the Vemee Florida
Airport. SpedficaUy. my letter to you 01May 22, 2007 and. Bart Vemaee's respome dated
"615/07. " -

lam diseouraged byBart's response, as it CODVeysthe a~tQde that FAA is not pro active in
workinJ"with dtizen eoneem8. I base that eoJlUQ~ on Bart's statement tJaat "Any eitizen
coneel'll! regardiug the content of the phms are low issues to be addressed by the sponsor "
of the Veniee MUDieipal(VNC), the City of Venice". I also dl8DeapFAA OrlaDdofs
designation ofVeniee as being a en facility.

" ToD.uaanr issues-have been sHowed todeve.1ep at dae"loc.llevel (Venice and Orlando) and
FAA iDtel'VentioD at the ~nallevel is-••Olf needccl. "

The fint issue is-FAAOrlando's approval of the iweilty-year forecast of aviation dema~d
which is iIIdudetl ill tIae draft master plan update. The dam for uisiing operations is
seriously flawed and, eDD&eqneatly, -so are the forecuts. TIlere is DO reliable count of
operations at Vw«. " -
FM __-m.ut rescind approvrd ()f t/U fOrecast data Ilndtlirect the sponsor to IIUIke
an accurutel;ountO/e:dsiing operatiOns Ilndincilldl! tf breJikdown of turbo-props
a.nd-jets --listed by weight and run",aykngth~ke~ffllanding ,.equirements
adjusted for me altitude and temperature ••••••dlvided into B R IlIld C II

_-categorie~.
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Runy.Chapmttn, FMDtmign Mtm«g1!T '
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,Nest is the ARCdesigDatioll for Venice., By virtue of Gte currmt approved Airport Layout
Plan (ALP) of 2000, the desjguatjon for VNC is C n. 1'IIis is mfJ$f serious, 85, this

, designatioB qpP"An to ha .••.t bee. approved by FAAcm t~ baas of tIToaeous data.

The 1000 ALP is the first time VNC was dcsigaated as en,' yet ihe RPZ's OIl that
dOClUlleutwere sboWJI .for B n c:riteria (500-1000-700). Had they ",en SJaOWD with C n
enteria at the 13 eDd of the airfield, tile RPZ would have exteDded into aresid_tialarea to
the northwest of the wirpori, which is clearly prohibited by FAA regalatiODS. EDdosed is a
sketeh shcnriDg the :RlZ for l'IUIWay 13 as it Jh01lId Iowe beea depided. 88 the 2800 ALP.
The _pact OIl raidenCiai homes.iB Ohvio1U~

. ." ."-
'(There'arestrikiJlg BiJRiIariIies between this aituation aad'die,lm Manu. COQllty Florida
ALP whieh ~resulted in .' multi-lDiDio. dolJal.residennal buy out/souDd' proofing
prcigl'am fanded by J.i'A..A. laJllsure yo••areweU aware of the details of the Martin. COIIDty
'matter.) . .

, '

I 'asked FAA Orlando for the 5tatus of ttaeRIW safety areasaf Veaiee. On May 912007, I
receiyed '8D e-mail from. K'rystal Hudson statmg..... "Rmnn,y 13(31 meets our raDwey
safety •. ea standards.' Ramvay 4Jllispraetieable, to" meet; which DIems that the
obstructiO.-s iD t;l.aesafety area' will,be •.eloeated/reJaoveci whell flmctiag beoomes Bailable.". . .

IU511me Ji'AAproeeedecl with luadiag the ~t recoas~_ ofl'llll'W'ay 13-31 OIl the
basis or thatpo.itiOD aDd will proeeed with fIuIdiJag the pending work on ruDwaj 4-22 on
_the same basis.. Ikave •• ked Fred W~ VNCAirport Manager, (or a copy of the lPolIJor
.ssuraneel for the u:.31 projeCt, but have yet to ~ them. I C8D't imagiBe bow the City
was able to assure FAA tJaat e~~of the safety areas for 13-31was attainable.
. . . .. ..
Why was the recoll$tnu:tieD of runWay 13-31 comPleted without eaviroDJlleatal studies Alld
:withotlt reganf to RPZ viOlatiollS?' Probably beClI1UC:of the ddicieaeies ill tb~ 2000 ALP.
Orlandowoald •have .0 way oflmowiDg of the prohibited mlatioDS that eIistet1 with
.-e$pect to the' residential neighbors northwest, of the Sirport, based Oll iDt'ormatioll shown
o.tIle lOOt) ALP.

"Thefl8J1'1Dt safety viOJati4i. of eQJTeUt J"IIIIlnly 13-31acttrity, wb.e.re both departure IIIld
approad! RPZt, ext •••d iIlto rcsid-.tial aaeighb~oods, deaDaDds immediate resolution.

-FAAmuS't rec6g~ that iuJerror WIlS made in llJIP1'oving the C H designation.
andintmedilllelJ1 revent« a tlesignll'liDn olBIlfor VNC

", Although ther~ maY bave fObe some additional. adjustineJlts to airport activities, possibly
the'implementatlon .f declared, distances, R B n'd~ignatioll Jllld its'associatedsnfetya~
is, compatible with· the envirou withiD whieh the ~rt emu, aDd the RPZiDfrillgement
:onruidential neighborhoods at the 13 e,ad goes away! '

2
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.... JlRsty CTliI/llnil1J,FMlJivWon MllRager
July 9, 2007 .

The·l\cxt matter is regardmg tbe reccmstrudion of runway 4~22. BlI8ed .011Orlando's
iDdieatiOll that ~•••.Ruaway 4r.z2 is practicable.to ~etsafety areas for thisrullway", I can
only assume that this agaia· is based' on errouous data shown on .the ~OO ALP, as
eompJiance .with safety .area. staDdards 'foraC U .are not. feasible at -eith,uJ' end. of the
nmway. Bart's ktter aboc:hooseJ to ipon the profl:etion afforded the Lake VeDiee Golf
COUJ.'seUJUIer8.ecti0114(t). Be states· that there is llotellOllgb. mfonklatiOil regantiDg use of
this landfor a park or recreatioaal area •.FAA has IitcraDy "dissected" th:is"leMe"(Doeket
No 16-02-11, see also 'liDk http://www.venicef1orida.com!features/faa-riQticellQ602.h1m ).
There is no qllestiOJl that the Lake Veaice GoIfCo1U'Se qualifies for 4(1) protection. .

With 11B H designation for Venice, the 4-22 project t!on.pr()ceed ill 1!1B7'leSt, and
the issues at the GoIfCoUl'Se become solvable. .

As the-City is ~ tuniloil .'Ver these issues aDd Orbmdohas assumed·a"haads 0." ~itioD,
you interveatioD is Deeded to brihg these matters to .a rHSOIlBble aad -:aPid COJlcbuio•••

FAA's approval of tAe en 4esigDation for VNC was. clearly based on erroneous data and'
thereforeJlawed. Your immediate actioD to correct this matter is needed toproteet public
.safety and minimize seriow; liability ;SSUes. ~.

As a sidebar. BiU Crc;Din,formerlyofFAA'sNew EngIaDd Region, ad I baveworked
togetberfor loDger th •• eithetof U5waBt to·admit •••_he, a~ the FAA reviewjng a1lthority,
and I, as dle·Airport ColISultaIlt..·1 m.~ my~biets with you to BiD the other
day .••_ he smiled and sends biSi-eprds.

As 1 am in MassadaUBeta for the SlUDmer,plaue llse the foDowiDg address (e-1Uil is
always preferred and mine is Jjfr@aoL~m). .

.. Michael E 1la1&rty
453 Unaerwood St
HaDia_u, MA 01746

l~~.
cc: D Kb:kSbaffer, Associate AdmiDistrator for AiqYorts, FAA, U S Dept of

TraD8po~tion, 800·lndepe.ndebee Ave, SW, Waahillgto.,·DC 2Q591
Bart VemaC8, P E, Assistant Mauage.rt Orlando Airports District Ofiif:e, 5950

, Hazeltine NationaID •., Snite400, Orlaad&, FL 31822-5003 . -

..
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Venlc~ M~lc;ipal Airport

RullWgy l~ End
Complied June. 2007

Venice Municipal Airporl
Runwoy 13 end

LEGEND AIRPORT TeRMS

Rf'Z Runway Proteciion Zone1. Public Beach Partc:ing
2. publieBeacb (Cffy)
3. Pubfic··Seaeh Access Road,

Harbor Drive (City -County)
4. CoostGuord Comptex
5.· Resldentlaf Neighborhood
e. Gulf of MeXico

RSA Runway SafeJy Area

RQFA Runway Object free Area

FAA poticy is that all of the above
elements be on Airport Property

C:\v n e\stud¥061007\kunway 13 Ale c l~doe
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Julyl.2oo1

Rebecca Henry
Program Manager-

-Federal AViation Agency
Orlando, Florida.

Subject:

Dear R. Henry:

OPTIQNAl FORM Ill! (7-g~ -

FAX TRANSMITTAL

"

Thank you for your letter of June 26 concerning the FAA involvement in the Venice
Airport.comrnunication is a BlackIWatts problem. not 11problem of the residents of
Venice. Please read this letter and you will understand what 'has happened here.

...r--- ..

Two years ago the city council allocated $300,000 of airport revenues 1:0 have airport
master plan completed perFAAreqnirements by MEA Consultants. What we were led-to
believe was that the-land use recommendations would be part of the master plan. This
was stated repeatedly by Manager Black and Manager Watts. What has surfaced is that
the City intentionally withdrew from communicating with the_residents of Venice

-because of a unethical agenda the City had with a small group planning to build a five
hundred room hotel on airport land.

What has surfaced from city government emails is that there was really a second airport
plan developed by the cityadtninistration and a handful of local residents that was done

-outside of govemmentchannels, and had been going on for at least a year, and concealed
from Venice residents, The main project was for a major hotel chairiwith its offices in -
suburban Maryland. done by a developerfrom suburban Maryland, and where the MEA .
Consultants office just happen to be located.

Manager Black had a.closed email system installed for the council members to
communicate witheachotber during the presentation of the five development proposals,
w-Wlown to Manager Black and council; a local computer expert recorded councils
internal email remarks to each other during the presentations; and published the
discussions between Manager Black and the city council on a blog. What was divulged
was thatthe City stacked the process against four of the developers, and the hearing was
done before the Master Plan was complete. Then we find out that MEA Consultants
never addressed the land use part of the plan.

- - -

.City Officials signed-on to theonehotel plan and the only residents wbo knew were the
inner circleof local businessmen. The developer from Maryland even got control of the
golf course land needed for the hotel months in advance by purchasing' the golf COUrse

shares held by residents at fiv~ ti)1lt;'lstheir real value contingent on the City giving the
contract to him.
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(2)
The Mea Consulting Group did not address the land use phase of the master plan having

assumed that the land use phase of the MasterPlan would be completed when the hotel
project was announced. Now that the hotel plan has collapsed, Manager Black asked for
an additional S275~OOOlast week for MEA Consulting tohirefive, yes.five land use
consultants(notairport consultants) to complete the master plan and trying to salvage tbe
hotel. This is after master plan was presented to the residents as the completed master
plan at a meeting in June.

The main concern for the residents is jet noise, and when Manager Watts was-asked what
were the recommendations in the Master Plan to. address thejet noise; his answer was "
Your going to have to get used to itbecause there is going to be a lot more of ie"

When MEA presenredtbe plan at an o.pen hearing, all that was there were two drawings
and no other studies pertaining to noise; yet the airport is said to be in transition into a
m~or jet airporllet noise is the only complaint of the -airport by the residents.
This past week a good example of the-noise problem surfaced when a twenty passenger
Bombardier 600 came in here making a lot of noise landing and taking off. Technically .t
is within the FAA specifications, but that aircraft is too much for this little airport on a
bundred degree day. The airerafthad the same fuselage as a fifty-two passenger model,

The city management has put the completion of the plan in the fast track because of
nutnerous requests of residents to freeze the process until after the election for the mayor
and council positions in November. City Officials were overwhelmed by the resident
backlash to their management of this airport and have heard many statements about being
voted out of office. This exercise is actually good to see residents getting involved in
their city government.

When the city council meeting was held to discuss the airport, hundreds of residents,
mostly retired, showed and the Fire Marshall was called to bring order to the building.

There has never been astraightanswer stated concerning any questions a resident asked
about the airportin the past two years. Their attitude is that they do not have to answer to
anyone, which is·why you at the FAA have been getting mail. If the FAA does not hold
them acconmable, who will?

Wbenyou get the 2007 master plan you will see an inflated entry for a hanger a year for
six years at $1 ,000,,000 a hanger, there is a glaring conflict of interest when MEA
Consulting has a hanger construction division and also recommends that this airport
spet'Jd sj" million dollars for hangers. When I emailed Manager Watts aboutthe quantity
of'hanger positions to be.built. the president of Mea Consultants emailed me questioning
why my interest.In hangers. If you go over to Bartow Florida and audit the airport
construction files at the Florida Department of Transportation office yon will find why
she emailed me. UPS and FEDEX never let me make balfthe profit that projects at this
airport have yielded.

The commen.'-ial success of a jet center here is questionable and there have been fOUT

financial failuree.insix years. What \$ needed is a quarterly outside audit of the airports



The developer from Maryland stated during his presentation that the Venice Airport
would receive·S475.000 a year from the hotel being on one hundred acres of gulf front
airport property and the golf course, and if they could have 2lJ1 eighty year lease. The land _
would be better kept as is. and the hanger lease rates adjusted to market value. This
would net the airport an extra $100,000 more a year than the hotel revenues.

(3)
accounting records, that would bring some sanity to the process, especially the lea-sine of
the buildings. The City of Venice Finance Mlinager's position wus vacant tor ten months,
which is hard to understand sitl.cethe salary wns$100.000.When the question was
presented to Manager Black about this •.OO.would not give a reason.

Manager Watts stated that.theairporl needs money to survive at the same time that
hanger lease rates are half the cost of other airports; the airport could get $500~OOOmore
in hanger rent per yearandstill charge less than most airports. A review of local tax
records has shown thattheaverage pilot leasing a hanger at Venice Airport owns
$150,000 worth of real estate in Sarasota County, the rents are hardly a hardship.

1hope this letter might give yQU a little insight into why the residents of Venice are
. frustrated with the city officials, mainly the two that you forwarded. your letter to. They
are the problem and not the solution. I believe that the FAA can Dot look tiie other way
when they are the guardians of this allport. The consulting firm that never addressed the
main topic of noise, and bypassed land use for the airport; should not be compensated
$515,000 for an airport this small, especially since a commercial study was completed by
the previous master plan contract.

·lbave lived near this airport for fourteen years and we both have gotten along well. The
airport has been. a goodBlllight aircraft community, butthe small faction oflocal people,
.wboare driving the development of free land at the aiiport, could care less about the end
result,

There-are II. large number of residents living here who have a wealth of experience, and
would pool theinhotlghtS to doing what is best for this airport. The hiring of five land use
consultants is going to achieve a report that is .tl copy of'the last Master Plan, and the
OOnsultants walk aW'ct.y witb$575,OOO of Venice residents money.

ce-
Rusty Chapman



Michael E Rafferty, PE
989 Cayman Ave

Venice, Florida; 34285
«

453 Underwood Sf
Holli8ion, MA 01746

July 31,2007

Mr Bart Vernace, P.E. Assistant Manager
Orlando Airports District Office
5950 Hazeltine National Drive, Suite 400
Orlando,FL 32822-5003

Hard c;opy to follow by certified mail

Re: •Venice Municipal Airport, Rebabilitation of Runway 4-22

Dear Mr Vernace;

This matter pertains to an objection to the proposed fence relocation work currently included in the
above referenced project .

It is requested that the following information be considered as part of the sponsor's Categorical
Exclusion Checklist as it pertains to the fence work.

·This fence work wiIl·remove a portion of the area leased for the operation and maintenance of a
Municipal Golf Course. The lease terms baving been not only reviewed and approved by the FAA,
but have also been the subject of an extensive FAA. Investigation (l>ocket No 16-02-11, Nov 6, 2002)
and Consent Order reached onFeb 11,2004 at the Washington, DC level. Therefore, the terms of
the subject lease have been extensively reviewed by the FAA at several levels.

Item 1

A petitioncircuiated at the Lntte Venice Golf Course (LVGC) early in 2007 when news that portions
of the course would be lost because of airport development was signed by several hundred
individuals Whowould beaffected by any lIuch development. That p4tition objeete(l to losing any
part of the golf course aDd is on file Witb the Venice City Clerk. That document serves as notice to
the City and FAA by a substantiaI.number of persons .affected by the propose~raction that the
proposed action is highly controversial on environmental grounds and therefore the 4-22 fence work
will not qualify for a categorical exclusion from envir.onmental documentation as required to satisfy
reqUirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). .

ltem2

The golf course is protected under the DOT's 4{t)provisions as it is a municipal golf course
constituting a publicly-owned recreation area, and has been since established in 1958. As a publicly-
owned recreation area, Table 6-3, of FAA Order S050AB classifies such a facility as an
Extraordinary Circtmllltnnce which triggers further environmental review under NEPA along with
the need for mitigation.

Item 3

The lease on the golf course property has no provisions for removing portions of the land area from
the lease other than condemnation or eminent domain (Article 25) nor are there any provisions for

'I i
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MrBart Vernace
July 31, 2007
Page 2

relief to the lease holder in the event the laud area is reduced other than through the previously
mentiened.methodsef condemnation or eminent domain. Consequently, the City, as the holder of
the lease has no-authority to remove anyn! the land area from the current tease other than by
condemnation or eminent domain, either or both of which Me lengthy and quite unpopular. It
generally being recognized that FAA is reluctant to undertake and/or support eminent domain
proceeding for airport expansion. (Relocation of the airport fence into the golf course is recognlzed
locall;yas airport expansion.)

The land area as covered by the lease terms is essentiallJ' frozen for the term of the lease. This has
been acknowledged on current airport drawings which carry the words uFixed by Lease" along areas
where fencing is shown adjacent to the airport (1986 and 2000 ALP).

The City Council through its member Judge John Moore (Ret) has been requested to seek a legal
opinion from the City Attorney on this matter.

FAA Washington may have recognized this limitation when it drafted Section 4 ofthe
aforementioned Consent Order. That section prohibits any further lease extensions with the current
lease holder (VGA) or any successor-in-interest and states that the primary purpose of Section 4 is to
prevent any further delay in the reversion of title of the lease area back to the Airport Enterprise
Fund. This seems to imply a degree of urgency to prohibit any further renewal of the lease so that
portions of the golf course area can be freed of the Iease encumbrances and revert back to the City
most likely for airport related uses such as enhanced safety areas. This would tend to confirm tha~
the configuratiOn. of the airport and LVGC are fixed for a period no later than September 30.,2028· 4-
(the latest expiration date should VGA exercise its option for a five year extension beyond the
current date of September 30,2023.

Please consider these items when reviewing the 4-22 application, specifieally the Categorical
Exclusion Checklist as it pertains to the fence work. and eliminate the proposed fence work at this
time so the runway work may proceed.

Tbankyou,

Michael E Rafferty, PE

D Kirk Shaffer, Associate -Administrator for Airports, "FAA, U S Dept of Transportation, 800
Independence Ave, SW, Washington,DC 20591

Mr. Rusty Chapman, DiVision Manager, FAA Southern Region, Attn: AS0-600, POBox 20636,
Atmnta, GA 30320-0631.

C:\v n c\legaI\Mr Bart Vemace 073007 iLdoc
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-r-«, From:
To:
Date:
Subject;

Lori Stelzer
""City Council; Frederick Watts; Martin Black
817120078:47:29 AM .' . .
Fwd: Material for Aug 8, 2007 MB Meeting

This was my response to Mr. Rafferty:

Mike, .
Thank you for your correspondence. I will make sure the Airport Advisory Board members and Fred
Watts receive a copy of your e-mail (including aU-attachments).
However, we do not read correspondence into the record during meetings. We 'do include written
carrespondenceduring "public hearings", but we indicate how many we received and the council/board
members receive a copy in their packets. There is no public hearing during the Airport Aovlsory Board
workshop. It is normal audience participation. If you have any further questions, let me know.

Fred Watts: I willhave Susan make copies for the meeting tomorrow. You may want to forward by a-mail
as well.

»> <ljfr@aol.coni>08/07/07 7:26 AM »>

Good Morning Lori, Mike Rafferty here,

Please read this e-rnail into the record during the public participation portion of the Airport Advisory
Meeting on 8/8/07. (Bold, italic' portion only of this s-mall starting below with "Members of the Airport
Advisory Board', need not read intbthe record the attachments, but please include the attachments in
the public record)

I also ask you to make copies of this e-mail and the attachments and provide them to each member of the
Airport Advisory Board at the 8/8{07 Meeting.

Membetsof the AirportA:dvisory Board.

I respectfully request that the fence workinciuded in the c;urrentpians for rehabilitation of runway
.4-22 be eliminated from the project so the rehabilitation project can proceed unencumbered.

Documents are attached that substantiate thfi] fact that the fence work is of suffiCient
environmental concern that the fence portion of the work would prevent the FAA from issuing a
categorical exclusion for this project .

There is also a legal question as to whether the City is able to remove any portion of land from the
VGA Jease area without proceeding with condemnation or eminent domain proceedings-a
lengthy and unpopular process.] have posed that question to Councilman Judge Moore and he
has referred the questioh to the City Manager and City Attomey tor their consideration. In the
mean time, at Judge Moore's suggestion. J am seeking an independent legal opinion of that

. specific issue. . .

Following documents are attached to this e-mail:

My letter of 7/31/07 to-Bart~Vemace!Orlando FAA
The exchange of e-mails between Judge Moore and myself
Mv letter of 8/6/07 to the Law Offices:of D J Nigro

, MlchaelE Ra"erty. P E .
" AOL now offers free email to everyone. Find out more about what's free from AOLat AOL.com.



----Original Meesage=-«
From: John Moore <jmoorelaicLvenice.t1.us>
To: ljfriOJ.aoLcom .
Cc: Martin Black <MBLACKfa>.cLvenice.fl.us>; Bob Anderson <RGANDER@ci.venice.t1.us>
Sent: Wed, 1 Aug 20076;21 pm
Subject Re: VGA Lease

Mike,

I am forwarding your email to City Manager Marty Black and City Attorney
Bob Anderson for their information and leaving it up to them whether or
not they wish to reply. I am not, however, requesting that the City

.Attorney give you a legal opinion on the questions you have raised about
the VGA lease, FAA investigation.and FAA Consent Order. The City
Attorney works for the City of Venice under the direction of the Mayor
and City Council, not for individual citizens r and I don't need a legal
opinion from him on these issues at this time. If you want a legal
opinion, I suggest you hire your OTlIIl attorney.

I am not a licensed attorney in Florida and, obviously, can't render
legal opinions on any subject to anyone. However, as a member of the
Venice City Council whbhas reviewed these documents in the past, it is
my opinion that you are 5~5tantially correct in your interpretation as
set forth in your emaiL Eminent Domain and Condemnation essentially
mean the same thing, to-wit: the right to take private property for
public purpoaee, They are not separate and distinct rights or remedies,
however.

Thanks, John Moore

>~> <ljfr@aol.com> 08/01/07 11:14 AM »>

Good morning Judge Moore, Mike Rafferty here,

I have been reviewing the VGA lease, FAA Investigation of 2002, and F)l...A
Consent Order of 2004. This has been in connection with the pending
impacts of th.e4-22 runway project which ·includes fence work that will·
remove part of the lease area from the golf course. I have attached a
copy of my letter to FAA Orlando asking for the fence work to be deleted
from the 4.,.22 project so the runway work can proceed.

I have come up with the following observations and would ask for you to
take a look at them and then refer them to City Attorney Bob Anderson
for a legal opinion.

Feel free to give me a call if you think we need to discuss this matter
further.

Thanks,

PDF Created with deskPDF PDF Writer - Trial :: http://www.docudesk.com
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Message Page2of3

Enemy Aircraft Sighted and,Above All Else,
Heard
By REBECCA CATHCART
SANTA MONICA, Calif., Nov. 23 - Virginia Ernst sat on her living room couch, her face turned
toward the ceiling. The high-pitch grind of a jet engine split the air about 100 feet above her home.

"That's a Challenger," said Margaret Williamson. "No," Ms. Ernst replied, "it's a Citation. It reminds
me ofa dentist'sdrill,"

The Challenger and the Citation are popular lines of corporate jets. The Citation is louder, explained Ms.
Ernst, in her.mid-60S:· but the Challenger is bigger, and shakes her house's windows and walls. Either
way, the jets, and others like them, are a source offrustration to residents, who complain of not only
their roaring engines but also their noxious fumes.

Since the 1960s, both Ms. Ernst and Ms. Williamson have resided beneath the flight path of planes
arriving at Santa Monica Airport. one of the.oldest general aviation airports in the country and among
those closest-to residential neighborhoods. Ms. Ernst's house is 300 feet from the only runway) Ms. '
Williamson's is 50 feet closer, and the noise in recent years has only worsened. Jet traffic there has
almost doubled since 19991to 19,000 takeoffs and landings so far this year. says the airport's manager, .
Bob Trimborn, even as traffic of small piston-driven planes has declined.

The rise in private-jet travel is being driven in part by long check-in and security lines at major airports.
Those waits make private flying attractive to wealthy travelers,wbile at the same timefractional-jet-
ownership companies are making it possible for more corporations to send their executives off ill style:
The developments have stoked the anger of residents here, who say jet fumes endanger their health and
jet noise threatens their sanity.

«You've got the. celebrities, you've got the power players here," said Bill Rosendahl, a city councilman
in neighboring LosAngeIes. "Frankly, I say to the super-rich, go to another airport," beoanse "this is an
environmental issue that affects real people."

The 227-acre airport was builtin 1919, when the land for miles around was largely open fields. But with
the 1921 opening of the Douglas Aircraft Company here. and then the end of World War n and the
Korean War, a residential building boom swept the area, spurred by demand from Douglas employees
and returning military pilots.,

In 1984, after a series of lawsuits, the City of Santa Monica, which owns theairport, signed an
agreement with the Federal Aviation Administration not to limit jet traffic there. The agreement (which
also imposed some regulations on engine noise )·does not expire unti120 15, but a number of public
officials. among them Mr. Rosendahl, Assemblyman Ted W s » Lieu and Representative Jane ffitrmml. are
working for an early change to what they describe as a pact that has outlived its time. They are pushing
for both state and federal legislation that would limit the size and number of jets at the airport.

0pp01lents .ofthateIfo1t say Sallta..Monica.,Qlle of 249 "reliever" aiIpQrts across the ¢O'Wltry that help
unclog congesnotiat majQrairports nearby. must remain open to all types of jets using Los Angeles
International. five miles to the south. Indeed, any bill limiting jet operations would have to supersede
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both the 1984 accord and existing law.

"Under federal law, the airport cannot restrict the type of aircraft that can land," said Bill Dunn, vice
president for airports at the Aircraft Owners and Pilots Associa.tion. "The problem is that people live
rlghtnext to the airport because of poor local planning decisions. U

The flight paths. extending from the runways of Santa Monica and Los Angeles International Airports
converge over the Pacific. ·Th.atmeans the ahports have to coordinate mbound and outbound flights in
an elaborately choreographed dance. "We shuffle our cards into their deck," Mr. Trimbom said.

That can lead to idling engines at Santa Monica that send exhaust out across Bundy Drive, the four-lane
thoroughfare that separates the airport from the homes of Ms. Ernst and her neighbors, including the
founder and director of Concerned Residents Against Airport Pollution; Marlin Rubin. Mr. Rubin stood
on the sidewalk:the other day, pointing to nearby homes and speaking of cancer cases there that he says
are tied to airport pollution.

But it is hard to link pollution to specific sources, said Philip M. Fine, manager of atmospheric
measurements forthe South Coast Air Quality Management District, the air pollution control agency for
all or parts of four Southern California counties. Dr. Fineran a recent study of air quality around Santa
Monica Airport that was financed by a federal grant to measure toxins in the air around general aviation
airports. The.study, he said, foundleveIs of lead and other toxins in the community around -the airport
here "well below" federal and state limits.

That is little comfort to the Rubin family and others who fault the study for not noting levels of acrolein,
a harmful byproduct of jet fuel known to cause respiratory irritation.

"We've always had a nice westerly breeze here," said Mr. Rubin's wife, Joan. "But now the breeze
brings the jet fumes in. They smell like kerosene and bum your throat," -

Marc Carrel, deputy chief of staff for Representative Harman, is also skeptical. saying too little time
passed. between the boom in private-jet traffic and the study.

"It's sick to say; but you need a long-term impact to see long-term effects," Mr. Carrel said.

Mr. Trimbom, the airport's manager, says he is not the bad guy. Citing the binding nature of the 1984
agreement, he said: "1 try to be as open and honest as possible all the time withresidents, If I tell
someone this plane's not going to fly over your house and then it does, they'll be angry with me. But I
don'ttell them that. They knowI can't control it."

"We're dealing with development over many years." Mr. Trimbom added. -"So the dynamic between the
airport and the community; that's inescapable."

i
I

I

He pointed to a photograph, dated 1924, on his office wall. If showed a row of five Douglas World
Cruisers, biplanes with exposed seats. Back then, neither local land-use planners nor anyone else "saw a

- Gulfstream IV flymg out of Santa Monica and going to the East Coast," he said.

11/28/2007



Santa Monica Council Bans Large
Planes AtSMO
FAA Will Probably Fight Ruling

Despite threats from the FM, the city council in Santa Monica, CA approved an
ordinance.this week to ban category C and D aircraft from Santa Monica Airport (SMD.)

In a unanimous 7-0 vote, the councUruled Tuesday to restrict planes with approach
speeds greater than 121 knots. That vote comes after five years if negotiations with the FAA, which
opposes the measure, reports The Santa Monica Lookout.

Law~akers also derided an FAA plan.to buy homes around the airport. to make room for a proposed
runway extension to support the larger planes.

OJ think we went above and beyond the call of duty trying to get somewhere with theFM, but it is just not
happening when we get a letter that suggests we seriously consider buying up homes," said Mayor
Richard Bloom.



"The ordmanee is necessary because the alrport has unique circumstances - homes are just across the
street from the runway ends and within 300 feet of the runway ends, II said Trimbom. "Dangers resulting
from homes .being inclose proximity to the ruTi'Gayand topography (the airport sits on a plateau) are
worsened by the change in the fleet.

I
I

The number of faster aircraft has lnoreased dramatically In recent years, faster aircraft that could travel
furtherinto residential neighborhoods)nthe event of an overrun," Trimbom said. "Any minimal
inconvenience to those traveling by private jet aircraft and any 'minor impaCt on commerce will be greatly
outweighed by the benefit of protecting the safety of airport neighborhood and the flying public,"

That view conflicts with some airport operators, pfraid a ban on largetplanes will hurt their businesses.

"The 1984 settlement agreement was material inducement to the development of our parcel," said Jay
Becker, a representative for an airport leaseholder. 'We spent millions of dollars relying upon the fact that
access to aircraft that could become our customerswould be guaranteed ..

"If you eliminate the top portion of our clientele: how do you expect to compensate us?" Becker asked
CouncHmembers. 'Would you write us a big check?"

FMI: http://santa-monica.org/airportl

i
I
i
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From:
To:
Date:
Subject;

<Krystal.Hudson@faa.gov>
"frederick Watts" <fwattS@ci.venice.f).us>
4/4/2008 11:49:28 AM
Re: ADO meeting with Venice Munioipal Airport Representatives

Fred,

We will gladly meet with.you,· your City Manager and possibly your Mayor as
well, however we do not open ourselves up to general meetings with the
community. We feeJ it's your (the sponsor's). responsibility to communicate
with your community_ Let me point out that we nave had severalrneetinqs to .'
.date and given you guys several action items, none of which have been'
followed upon. If this meeting is to re-iteratethose items in front of.
your city manager & mayor, we can accommOdatethBt,however if you have
made them aware of the results of our previous meetings, this is really a
mute effort and basically unnecessary.

Krystal Hudson, P.E.
Program M~mager .
FAA,ORL-ADO
407-812-6331, ext. 136,FAX: -6978

"FrederickWatts"
<fwatts@cLvenlce
.fl.us> ' To

Krystal Hudson/ASOIFAA@FAA
04/011200805:46 cc
PM

. Subject·
ADO meeting with Venice Municipal
Alrport.Representatlves

Hi KrystaL 'wouldHke to take this opportunity to request a meeting
with your office and representatives of the Venice Municipal Airport. The
Venice group would include Mayor Ed Martin, City Manager Marty Bhick, me
and several members ot.thecommunjry, Ideally, we would like tomeet with
you, Rebecca'Henry. BartVemace and Dean Stringer. We would-like to .
orscuss the reconstruction of Runway 4/22 and the Venice Municipal Airport
Master Plan Update. The Master Plan Update process has provided us with
valuable communityinput'and we would like to discuss this in detail with
you. folks_ I ask that you. please provide me with a few dates next week
.that would be suitable for you and your team and I will then cheCK with the
Venice team. Thanks so much for your consideration KrystaL



Fred WattsC.M,
Airport Director
Venice Municipal Airport
150 AlfllOrtAvenue East
Venice,Florida 34285

Phone: 941-486-2711
Fax:· 941-483-5942
e-mail: fwatts@cLvenice.fl.us

Productive -Responsible - Innovative - Dedicated - Ethical

Any Electronic Data Sent Or Received
Through This E,.Mail Address is Public
Record Governed By: The State of
Florida,Public Records Law.



CEO 99-12.- September.S, 1999

VOTING CONFIlCT

MRPORT AUTHORITY MEMBEltVOTING ON AIRPORT
DEVELOPMENT AND LlVD.'TGNEAR AIRPORT

To: Mr. Ronald A. Soulard, Commissioner, Naples Airport Authority

A commissioner of an airport authority is subject to Section 112.~ 143,
Florida Statutes, regardingmea.sures concerning development·· (road
realignmentproject and greenway project) affecting the quadrant of the
authority=s. airport that fronts his neighborhood. .The size of the class of
residences affected. including the commissioner=s, is such that the. effect
on the commissioner would be special. However, measures concerning
development in the airport=s other three quadrants would not subject the
commissioner to Section 112:314~. CEOs 78-27. 78-96,85-17,85-62.87-
~ 90-64,. 96-12, and 98-17 are referenced.

SUMl\1ARY:

.f

QUESTION 1:

Would measures concerning the quadrant of' an airport located yery near
the neighborhood where you, .an allport authority commissioner, reside
(measures concerning an airport road realignment project and an airport
greenway project) inure to your special private gain or loss such that you
would be subject to the voting and Aparticiplition@ provisions contained
in Sections 112.3143(3)(a) and 1123143(4),-Florida Statutes?

This question is answered in the af.finmitive.

By y.our.Ietter-ofin~arid several ather resources, 1[1J we are adviseckthat yon
serve as a m.ember of the Naples Airp.e¢ Authority, an appointed position, and. that y.on
reside in a neighborhood very near the Airport. In addition, we are advised that
extension! improvement! realignment of an Allport road (ANorth Road@) is to occur
soon and that a greenway is planned for the quadrant of the airport (west quadrant)
fronting yourneighborhood.2[2] Further, both you and.the Airport=s Executive Director

·1[1JY om letter dated June 3, 1999, and attachments; Allport Executive Director
Theodore D.Boliday=s letter dated June 18, 1999, and attachments, responding to our
st.aff=sletter dated June 15, i999; your letter dated July 13, 1999, and attachment,
responding to our staff=s letter dated lilly 2, 1999; andthe contents of our complaint file
in IIi re RONALD SOUI.;A.R.D, Commission on Ethics Complaint No. 9&-204.

2[2]A neighborhood containing nineteen residences other than. vour OWIl.

, .



agree that the road extension andtb.e greenway Amight directly impact [your]
property.@3[3] .

"Section 112.3'143} FioridaStatutes, 'provides in relesant.part;

NG cOunty) mmiicipal",er other local public officer
.shall vote in an efficial- capacity' upon any measure whjch

. would inure to his or her special private gain or loss; which
he .or she mows would inure to the special private gain er

loss of any principal by whom.he or she is retained or to the. '
parent organization or subsidiary of a corporate principal
by which he or she is retained, other than an agency as
defined in s. '112312(2); or which he or she mows woukl
inure to the special private gain or .loss of-a relative or
business associate ofthepublic:omcer. Such public officer
shall, prior to the, vote being taken, publicly' state -to the
assembly the nature of the officer's interest in thematter

, fromwhich he or aheis.abstaiaing from voting.and, within
15 days after the vote occurs, disclose the nature of hiS or
her interest as a public record .in. a memorandum :filed with
the person responsible for recording the minutes of the
meeting, who shall incorporate the memorandum inth:e'
mintttes.,[Section 1123143(3)(a)) Florida Statutes.]

No appointed public officer shalLparticipatejll any
matter which would inure 'to the officer's special private
gain or loss; which. the officer ·knows would inure to the
special private gain or loss of any principal by waem.heor
she is retained. ..or to the parent organization or subsidiary of
a corporate principal. by which he or she is retained; or.
which-he or she knowswould inure to the special private
gain or loss, of a relative or business .associate of the public
officer.without first disclosing the nature of his or her
interest in the matter:

(a) Such disclosure, indicating the nature of the
conflict.ishall be made in a 'Written memorandum filed with
the 'person responsible for recording the minutes of the
meeting, prior to the meeting in which consideration of the
matter will take place, .and sha1lbe incorporated into the
minutes. Any such memorandum shall become a public
record upon filing, shall immediately be p~ovided to the

·1

3 [3JEven though the road to be extended is called ANortb. Road@ and even
though it currently is oriented to the Airport=s south quadrant; its extension (including
the modification of the west quadrant entranceway) would affect the west quadrant (the
quadrant near your neighborhood). Further, the greenway apparently would include a

.bikeway and a walkway.



1 .
I ..

L
other members of th~ agency> and shall be react publicly at
the next meeting held subsequent to the filing of this
written memorandum. .

, (b) In the event that disclosure has not been
made prior to the meeting or that any conflict is unknown .
prior t9 the meeting, the disclosure shall be made orally at
the meeting when it becomes known that a conflict exists.
A written memorandum disclosingthe nature of the conflict
shall then be filedwithin 15 days after the oral disclosure
with the person responsible for recording the minutes of the
meeting and shall be incorporated into the minutes of the

.' meeting at which the oral disclosure-was made . .Any such
memorandum shall become a public record upon filing;
shall immediately be provided to the other members of the
agency, and shall be read publicly at the next meeting held
subsequent to thefiling of this written memorandum.

(c) For purposes or this subsection, the temi
'participate' .means any attempt to influence the decision hy

. .orator:Wrlttenoommunica:ti{}n,;;.whethermade:.by·the effieer
,Of ~ the :officers direction. [Section I 12.3143(4), Florida
Statutes.]

r
I
I I

These statutes would require your abstention from voting, declaration of interest,.and
.filing of CE- Form 8:8 (Memorandum of V01:iE.g Conflict) regarding measures which
would inure to your special private gam or loss, including .measures specially affecting
you by virtue of -your ownership of property in the 'neighborhood on the Airport=s west~~~. ..

Under our longstanding precedent. we have often decided issues such. as the one
presented based upon the number of persons or properties similarly affected. See CEO
78-27, CEO 78.•96, CE08S-I7, CEO'8S-62, CEO 87-95, CEO 90-64, CEO 96-12, and

"CEO 98.•11, among. many others. In view of that precedent, and in view of your
representation that only nineteen homes other than yOUl'S would be affected by west
.q:uadrant development, we· find that you are required to declare. your interest (owner of
home in neighborhood bordering west quadrant of Airpcmt;1· abstain.:fromvoUng;..and file
CE Form 8E regarding the west quadrant measures (road extension and greenway
measures), in order to comply with Section 112.3143(3)(a), and that before .making any
attempt to influence such measures, short of voting, you must comply with the
Aparticipation@requirementSofSection 112.3143(4).

Accordingly, we find that the west quadrant measures would inure to your special
gain or loss, thereby subjecting you to the requirements of Sections 112.3143(3)(a) and
112.~143(4), Florida Statutes. .

QUESTION 2:
. .

Would measures affecting the north, east, .and south quadrants of the
Airport (quadrants not near YOlIT neighborhood) inme to your .special

~ .. ..



[:
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This question is answered in the negative.

. "

i

private gain or loss such that you would be subject to the provisions of
Section 112.3143 set forth above?

Continuing, yOU"and the Executive Director writing in your behalf advise that
'hangar "development is anticipated for the north quadrant of.the Airport; that in the east
-quadrent. taxiway ex:t:ension(s), landscaping and watermenagement, and hangars are.
anticipated; and that in the" south quadrant rqad improvement." hangars, a" new
maintenance facility. and potential expansion of the" commercial terminal and. rental car
facilities are anticipated. You question whether these measures would specially affect
you, thus subjecting you to Section 112.3143.

-,For the reasons stated below, we find that they would not..
Unlike the road exteesion/entranceway modification and the greenway discussed

in Question 1" projects in quadrants other than the west quadrant would not bephysically
close to your property. FUrther, based on the" maps that have been provided to us any
effects from such projectS, to the extent the same would reach beyond privateproperties
contiguous to the north; east, or south quadrants; would not be special, in that the effects
would extend to a large number ofproperties:4[4]

This question is answered accordingly.

ORDERED by the State of Florid8. 'Commission on Ethics meeting in public
seasion-en September 2, 19~9 and RENDEREDtbis 8th day ofSeptemher, -1999..

Peter M" Dunbar, Chairman

'.

"""" 4[4]For example; we are advised that yOUI' neighborhood is not in ~ flight path
and that many City residents" (presumably most often those in flight paths) are impacted

"by Allport noise. "
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March 19, 2008

Council members:
MayoI Ed Martin
Vice Mayor JohnMoore
Sue Lang
John Simmonds
RickTacy
Vicki Noren
Ernie Zavodnyik

JACIP

After reviewing the Jan 17. 2007 JACIP Ifound many items thatI believe are not
consistent.with the views of the local citizens and the majority of pilots who are hangar
tenants at VNC. I also have a problem with the justification column; it completely lacks
financial justification.

I have selected the following project numbers for complete elimination or possible study
bytheAAB.

#s 3,8, 12, 13, 14,16,17, 19, 21,22,23,25, 27, 28~29,30, 31,32.33,34,36,37,38,39,
40,42,44,48,50,51,52, 54,55,56, 58, 59~ 60.

I look atthis program asa wish list; most could not be justified at a private airport. I
heard the saying<~ifyou do not list it you may never get it". I think that theory is not
acceptable. If that.theory is true, it would be OK. The items listed above are not needed.

Many of the pilot tenants would be-in favor of ten or twelve new hangars to offset the
cost of the additional personnel that were added to the airport staff
There are mixed ideas on how to pave runway 22/04 - slurry coat and paint, the cheapest-
- four inches of bituminous concrete on the center 60 feet tapered to one and three
quarters inch on the edge - or duplicate the very expensive job done on 13/31,_



---~-.'.
To the best of our knowledge, the previous Airport Manager did the
only other recent traffic count approximatety 4 _ years ago. The
results of that effort are unknown to the ATU. However according to
our research, the FAA data indicates approximately 170,000

.operations per year. An operation is either a take off or landing, and
please note that a "touch and qo" counts as two separate operations.

Also, please note that Florida Flight Training Center, (the "School"),
has 14 aircraft, each painted Blue and Yellow, which are used to train
its student pilots. However these 14 aircraft compnsedover 55% of
the total operations during our count

The only planes we counted as School planes were those painted
Blue and Yellow. We believe that the School also owns a few other
trainers not painted these colors. Those operations were not listed
under the School column, as we could not determine which other
planes the School used. This could have made their count higher still.

If we were to subtract the operations attributed to the School, the total
operations would be down to about 47,000 per year or 129 per-day.
That translates to about 10 operations per daylight hour. And this is at
the height of the winter {snow bird) season. We know that many
planes and/or pilots leave the area during the summer months. We
.beHevethat the summer months w.iI!produce Jesstraffic.

We can each draw our own conclusions from this data. It is however
apparent that Venice Airport is notthe busy airport that some would .
have us thinking.

We hope in your future decision making, while acting as Mayor, City
Council Members, and Airport Manager, theinformation ..givenhere .
will be useful to you in these duties.

Respectfully, .

UJ/--- &t,~r-'--
··Werner Meyer~~~esident

. 'AirportTenant's Union.
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VNC CTAF/UNICOM 122;725
TheJoint Automated Capital Improvements ProgramGACIP) is, a companion to the Airport MasterPlan (MP)
The lvfPlooks at airport plans .and needs based on-a number ,offaetors :.including aging'facilities' iA. need of re-
habilitation and projections fottheah:port,.oveJ: aloLlgtermh()Dzon.. ThcJACIPlists those capital projects. A
project not included in JAClP will not get funding>Be1owisalist of items that the City-Council deleted from
theJACIP, The deletions makeIittle.sense, Aftee hours andhoutsand;nuchWWlglingthe Council did ap-
prove some projects.and-that.lisr-is onthenext.page.

PtoieetDCliicritition LocalItem No.
2008 '$28;l);mio.oo $7,500.00UpdateNoiseStOdy-150 $7;500.0Q15
2009 ':$285.000~OO '$7,500.0'0' $7,500.0020

21 '
Obstrud:ionRemova11Uld;Gra~ofRS:.~·ROFl\;'

1IndPAR 1'~ 77.SurfacCl! ,$48;450~OQ

27 ,,'$50~OOO~'OO" $50,000.00,

28
. $55,OOOcOO$55,000_00 ..' :30 '

Design.& CO.llsttuctNew T-H1lIlgaIS $l~OO,OOO.OO 'so.oo $300,000.00,201031
,32 ' De.sign &Constmdionl'or.RehabiiitatingofAirport

Ta:ciways.A, :J3.;.c",D. $87,500.00'
$37,.500.00

2d19$3~562,500Jja $93,750.0034 Design &Constmct New'l'&m.itia!Building

39 'Constroct'ParallelT:ociway "0":, 2011 $1.900~OOO.OQ~ $50;.OOO~OO

,:.$171;000'.00201:1" $4;500;00
Preparepocumentatipn£Ol:~~~,~:t..f~

Modification to Standards'f.ol::;the'ROFA
43

2011 $625::00'$23~750.00
·S4,123.00201144

.Constmct ApLonExPanSionand'Reccmfigure
ExistiiliTi~Dowm.

48 Design &Constmct NewT.,.H~

47
S125 ..oo0.00

$1.200,OOO.QO
2012
2012

$125.000.0(1'" "

$300,000.00
$4;7.50,000:00

$0.00
50 : Design.and Conmnet New ARFFBuilding1mdNew'

1500 GAL. Truck 2012 $0.00. $1.2.00,000.'00
Design'& Constmct FuelFann , $427,500.00 $11,150.00, $11:250.002012,51

,Co11StrtlctTariway '''E" Extension 2012 $50,OOo.m'J.
2013
2013
2013 $30'0,000.00$0.00 $1,200,000.00

$2375JJOO.OO $62;.500.00. $62.500~OO56 COIl5tructNew Alr Traffic CcatrclTower '2013
SO.Oo' $1 ?OO.OOO~OO $300.000.002014.r Want to express your views to City Hall?

~ E-mail to Council Members = Positive: support to VNC. VENICE
ClTYHAIL 401 W. Venice Ave.,VeniceFL 34285.
www.venicegov:COtll

-+ Herald 'Tribune www.heraldtnbune.coll1 select option. then click
Send Letter.', '

~ Venice Gondolier Sun www.vemcegondoIier.com send letter and
call "Let 'Em Have It 941-207-1111- do, both.

Page 4/8131.30 is the ARIN C (Venice Jet Center 131.30



131.30 ARINC (Venice Jet Center) 131.30
Project Appmved to' Remain in the JAC'!P

Federnl Stat~" LocalI
2004 $202,500.00 $11250.00 $11,250.001 !Rembilitate RllllWa.V 4-22 - Desizn

31Comme:r:ce Puk lYfuter Development Plan 2005 $0.00 $200.000.00 $:10,000.00

51D~ & Consti:uct'New T-Haneau
2005 $0.00 $144.000.00. S36,OOO.00
2005 $0.00 $800.000.00 $200,000.00

61De~ & Install Fire/Water.Main .
7iDesien & Construct New T-H-a1Wlrs

200Q $0.00 $200,000.00 $.50,000.00 :.;.
2006 $0.00 $80.0,000.00 $200.000_00
2006 $0.00 $24.000.00 $Q,OOO.OO
2006 . $9"5:000.00 $2500.00 S2.5oo.00

.'2006 $3 610.{)OO.OO" $95.000.00 $95;000.00

.2008 $0_00 .:~..$320,OOO.OO $80,000.00
2008 . $0.00 $200.000.00 $50.000.00
200B $0.00 $160.000.00 $40,000.00

17 iRelocate/replace wind. indicator
2008' $0.00 $144:000.00$36.000.00

18!Constmction/Rehab;JitationofRunwav 4-22 I
2008 $8?644.30 $2,174.85 $7.174.8;
2009 .$4.845,000.00 $127,500.00 $127,500.00
'-'009$950.000.00 S25,OOO.OO $25.000.0019jUpdate Airlie1d Electrical &Li~ Svstem !
2009.$1,425;000.00 $37,500.00 S37.500.00[. 22!Update_~fieldElectricalVaclt·.

. 2009 saoo $50,400.00 $12.600.00
25!R.eb2:bilitate and Upgrade Exis.ting T-Hanga.rs to cnzrent

.~!~ __IF·h~~~·~·~e~~~.~·~~d~s.~ ~ -+ ~2~O~O~9~·----~$~O.~OO~~$40~0~,O~0~Q~OO~·~.$~:1~O~Q~0~OO~.~OO
26IDe~&Constroct~wT-T- s 2009 $0.00 $1200,000.00 $300,000.00

i;$C.:::··il""",",; ..,c2?'JDeilie.n.and':ConstroctiQ!i>:Eii01din~i.BaV'RDnway,*;&,p.l~."",,,,,,.1·· ,'.·..·.".;',.,2{llQ.,,:$190~QOO"OO S5!OOO~OO $5,000.00
'" -';!"""55IReni~Rmg2rlWnptmmbFAI 201Q $14,774.40 $388.80 $388.80

I 37!Relocate/ replaceprimaty-windcene and Ne\V import
l!Beacon 7010 $332,500.00 $8,750.00 $8)'.50~.6IiJ.~;

"f-! _..:;3.::;.8c;=!B:.;:;USl~in;;;;es::;::·:;;..s.;:C;.=o=m="='et'Ce=:.:P:.;:;,ark=D=es!::l:leno=..:P:.:ha=::se::,.:I:...---:.. +- -=2::::0:.:1..=.0I-$:::.:·1:z:,9:..:0:.:02:10:.:0.::0.:..:0~01--....:$=.:. 5:.:::0~~O:.:::O.::.:O.:.:::O;:.0I-·...:$:::'.5D=. _..::~O~OO.::.:· ;:.:::,00=1' .

. 1;.-' __ ~4-:-2";-;;iD,-,eo.:;;si~an·~&;;..C.;.o;;.;;nstIUct=·=' ..;:.N..:..:1"ew;.;;...:A:::1:::am=tenan=:::,:::ce~Fa~cili:::' ::,:'tvL· -+I --=2::::0:..:1.=..11--__ ..::::$..::.:0.:..:0..=;0f-.z..$4.:..:0:..:0£:.O:.:::OO..:::.::::O..::..O~$;:::.:.1:::00:.::.~.::•.··::;;OO.:.;.:.:.OO=1
45!P2:Vement Rehabilitation Tuiler &Eouioment 2011 $0.00 $28.000.00$7,000.00
461D~ & Rebabi1itate Traxilimes witbill. the'Exis1ing T- !.

IBa.nga:r .area; lnclu~. ~~~ and lI.lal:kine-. I 2011

. r! __ 49-t~':;:;':Sl!ietv.;;;.:.'~.'...;;wl1~.. ;;;;dlli::;:;' ~::2e.-=all=d::.;S::.:e=cc=Iltt=·· .;...:F::..:en=l=~'::l· :....:P1=!laS=e:...:1I=-- ----J. __ --=2=01:.:2=!-..:::$.:..;76:.:0:.;,O;.::;O.=O.;;;.00:::f._-=$=20~,O::::OO::.::::::.O::::.0I-.-'$;;;:2:::.;O;~OO::;O:;.:.0::.::.t0
57jUpgradeil.WOSSystem 2014 $144500"00 $3,750.00 ~3;750.00
59jDesian& ConstroctPerim.ete.rEmenrencv Access Route 2014 S:UlOO;OQO.OQ $100,000.00 $100,000.00
6olconstroct new fence.6utside ROF..~for both ends ofRWY I

i '- i
. 113& 31 i 2014 SQ.OO $48;000.00 $i? 000.00

Of course this doesn't mean that we'll get these. City Council could continue over time to stall and nix ~y of
.these projects as well.

. ._--- ~~ - .~ •••_~ •..• • .~_ •.•• _.~_~~ __ ~,~ .• __ .--..-v" •..•."" .•_ .•-:

, Landing on the ship during the daytime is !ike sex, it's either good or
; ifsgreat. Landing on the ship at night is like a trip to the dentist, you
j may get away with no pain, but you just don't feel comfortable.

- LCDR Thomas Quinn, USN .. ;
{found at http://www.skygod.com/quotes/}·

Properties
e EBcI1Olfiee ltldependtinllv Owned arid Oparmod

Buck Settles, P.A.
"The _II." Group-

1<11'1 B EM! venice AvellUC
Venice. FlOlicla 34292

.OHipe. {!M114B6-BIlBIl
O•.••'c1: 1941l 885·3600

~

. FII'J(941)4S4·90103
- ~"fl1~i':u'rbUOK@Con\eA$tnet

~~. Website; www.selUasoroup.comC::::==~==:'~__ ~~-1~ __ ._.__ ~..__,"_"__ ~, ,__ ",,·-·-n·~""""'."' __""" __'_"_'_"
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Putting a comprehensive noise abatement program in place without any further delay, along
with an airport layout plan thatkeeps the runway protection zones on the airport while

-:;:::,- allowing for improved runway sCJfetyareas which the FAA would like to see at this airport,
would go a long way toward making our airport truly "nelqhbor friendly."

-»> Brett Stephens <brettStephens@gmaiLcom> 01/28/0811:52 PM »>
Ms. Stelzer; '-

Please distribute the following to Mayor Ed Martin, all City Council
Membersi- and City Manager Martin Black.

Thank you for your. assistance. Please contact me.if you have any problems
with the foliowing document. - - -

Brett Stephens
P 941.321.6876
F 941.866.1064

Action Speaks Louder Than Words.

Now soo:yyears into itsWWII peacetime existence, the Venice Municipal
'. Airport remains under fire, With the elections overt a' rnindset favoring

'~-. inflammatory statementsabeut the airport without regard-for documented
facts permeates' the City Council. The diSturbing reality about the airport
is that most inaccuracies simply go unchallenged.

Today, however, I take personal exception toone assertionln particular: At
a recent council meeting, COuncil Member Sue Lanqstatedthat nothing has
been done about airport noise in Venice since 1987. That statement is

· factually incorrect.

Prior toMs. Langl.s relocation. to Venice in 2004, I would like to highlight
the actions that have taken place at our airport, beginnjng with the Runway
13traffic pattern:

First, the Runway 13 traffic pattern was reversed to right traffic in order
.conduct. as much flight operation outover the Gulf of Mexicq as possible.

Second, the trafficpattemaltitude was raised to 1,000 feet Mean Sea Level
·(MSL)to minimize the noise footprint on neighborhood areas to the greatest
extent. possible.

-- .

Third, and more importantly, Runway 22 was deemed the preferred runway for -
jet departures, since that places the noise signature out over the Gulf of

· Mexico. Until a couple of years ago, few pilots knew this. It was during
this time that I teamed with numerousconcemed citizens and helped create

·the very first set of Venice FJy Friendly Procedures, which communicated the

http://cLvenlce.fl.us/gwiwebacc?Uset.context=cje1.il3VebtpadgfDu2&Item.drn=7351z26z0 .... 3/15/2008



Runway 22 departure procedure. This was a major step forward in Venice for
airport noise management. At its own expense, the Venice AViation Society,
Inc. (VASI), printed, mailed! distributed and posted hundreds of Fly
Friendly Procedures brochures allover the airport and throughout the
community in order to make a difference. Airport Management also mailed a
copy to every Airport tenant. That was only the. beginning.

Fourth: Along with the Fly FfiendlyProcedures recommendations of VAsI,
Venice airport manager Fred Watts submitted a completely updated operations
profile to theFM for publication in the Airport/Facility Directory, the
pilot1sCEBible1 on airport flight.operations. Inbound pilots 'unfamiliar with
Venice now get this noise abatement information. from an official and
required ·FAAdocument, as well as the Aviation Weather Observation System
(AWOS) broadcast at 119.275 MHz.

When weather conditions permit, jets and other air traffic use Runway 22 for
departures. Now, departing jets voluntarily wait for crossing traffic to
dear Runway 13-31 in order to use Runway 22 or 4 and fly friendly.
Conversely! piston powered aircraft frequently give way to turbojets in
order to facilitate their arrival and minimize their noise impact in the
vicinity of the airport. Bottom line: Because of these types of efforts
going years back, pilots are, for the first time in the airport IS GO-year
history, working together and making a concerted effort to be'
neighborhood-friendly. It should be stated, for the record, that much of
this effort was conducted behind the scenes by present VAS1 leadership
efforts and included the collaboration of aUon-the-field flight training
schools. Even as a student pilot in 2002, I was an active advocate of these
flight operations, as I recognized t~eir importance in the community.

Fifth; Movingforward with Mr. Watts, VASlhelped to develop a much more
comprehensive set of noise abatement procedures, which are included with
this document. I have personally contribUted numerous hours of my time in
the creation, development and revision over the last year of this new
brochure, simply in effort to reinforce the Venice Municipal Airport1s role
as a valued neighbor and asset in the community. Much credit goes to the
pilots and experts, both on the ground and in the air, who spent countless
hours reviewing, flight testing and validating the operational procedures
outlined in this brochure.

Sixth: After months of trial and error, this most recent draft of the Fly
Friendly Procedures was submittedtp the Airport Advisory Board (AAB) for
its review. Based on improvements by the MB, and

incorporated into this dra1\ lam confident that this version will present
a very comprehensive and beneficial set of ope~tional guidelines for Venice
aviation/.worth of-approval and publication by.the CIty of Venice. Follow-on
education program for airport tenants and users, including periodic
r2fresher communications, should follow. Developing and publishing these new
procedures is quite the opposite of inaction.

- --0- - ---

htip:lIci.venice.fl.us/gw/webacc?User.context==cjeul3Vebtpadgf0u2&Item.dm=7351z26z0... 3115/2008



And on the subject of positives, 1 would like to comment on Bob Vedder-s
recent and insigh1ful remarks in the Venice Goridolier. Rarely are accounts
concerning our Airport accurately portrayed in the media and I find it
noteworthy to bring up one simple point in his article to your attention:
Nothing in the way of the footprint of the airport has changed, nor is there
any desire tochanqe it. Atthe end of the day, there are two 5,000 foot, r-"

runways and an aviation community eager to see the Air.port maintained and
.used safely.

Also, nothing has changed in the way of the laws of physics. However, there
are those who feel that discussion about the safety and runway protection
areas adjacent to the airport has somehow created an additlonal hazard. As a
pilot living within feet of the runway1s centerline, lines scrawled on a map
tucked away in a file cabinet in Washington simply den-t make me feel any
less safe.

Can more be done? POSSibly,but not without an FAA-sanctioned Part 150
noise studyssomethinq already recommended by theAAB (and performed many
.years ago). But this updated.study cannot happen without an approved Airport
Master Plan update-an update already bought and paid for bythe FAA and the
Airport, which is now ready to send forward to the FAA.There is a growing,
nationwide stack of evidence, based on similar responses from the FAA, that
strongly suggests the a new version 'of the MPU recommending shortened
runways in order to placate the anti-airport voice WILL NOT BE APPROVEDBY
THE FAA.This is a waste of money. I object in the strongest possible terms.

As for the Fly Friendly Procedures,we need to getthese updated, improved
procedures approved, out there and in effect where they can make an even
greater difference;

So, 1would counter tnet.we. as a concerned aviation. comrnunitv, have spent
just as many more hours in recent years trying to address the concerns of
the community than our neighbors have spent simply crafting· them .

. We, as a historical aviation community, have to be realistic about where we
chose to locate: Even with these enhanced procedures in place an aviation
community making conscientious efforts to bea good nelqhbor, there will
still be noise; not just from emergency sirens, leaf blowers, trash haulers
and lawn mowers, but aircraft; Over 60 years later, after all, our community

.is still right next to an airport.

. Brett Stephens
444 Darling Drive
Venice,FL 34285'

Br~ttSt~phens is a lO-year city of Venice resident, pilot; aircraft owner, .

http://cLvenice.:tlus/g;w/web,acc?User.context=cjeul3VebtpadgfOu2&Itelll.drn=7351z26z0... 3/15/2008



airport-tenant and an independent businessdevelopment consultant

'<:"

. .

. http://ci.veni~.fl.us{gw/webacc?User.context=cjeUI3VebtpadgfOu2&Item.dm=7351z26z0... 311512008
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From: Brett Stephens <brett.stephens@gmail.com>
To: Sue Lang <slang@cLvenice.f1.us>,L.ori Stelzer <LSTELZE@ci.venice.f1.us>

<Ijfr@aol.com>, Ed Martin <EMARTIN@ci.venice~f1.us>, EmieZavodnyik
<EZAVODNYIK@cLvenice.f1.us>, Frederick Watts <FW ATTS@ci.venice.fI.us> I

John Moore <JMOORE@ci.venice.f1,us>r John Simmonds
cc: <JSIMMON@cLvenice.fl.us>, Unda Depew <LDEPEW@ci.venice.f1.us>, Martin

Black <MBLACK@cLvenice.f1.us>, Rick Tacy <RTACY@Ci.venice.f1.us>, Vicki
Noren <VNOREN@ci.venice.f1.us>, <jleis@mindspring.com>,
<thurmangreene@msn.com> I <jimbythesea@yahoo.com>

Date: Wednesday - January 3D, 2008 3:06 PM
Subject: Re: Venice Noise Abatement History

Ms. Lang;

Thank you for your response ..We obviously. disagree. Your points raise more
questions than answers.

With your support,the City will adopt the updated Fly Friendly Procedures
when they come before. Council.

On 1/29/08 12:55 PM, "Sue Lang" <slang@cLvenice.f1.us> wrote:

> Mr. Stephens, perhaps you should listen to the tape of the last Council
> meeting. My statement was that since the Noise Study and

.> recommendations proposed in 1992, we still do not have a comprehensive .
> noise abatement program with policies and procedures and assigned staff.
> While it's commendable that VASI has developed a Fly Friendly pamphlet
> which is also currently being updated, unfortunately this is not a
> substitute for offlclal poildes and procedures, cooperative agreements
> with pilots and aviation businesses (that many other small airports .
> utilize), and most of all/ assigned staff to implement, monitor, report
> on and follow up on such. Nor do we need another Noise Abatement study
>in order to develop and implement a real noise ebaternent program.
> As for the accomplishments you mention, I (and others) brought the
> deficiencies in the Airport: Directories to .Fred Watts' attention and had
> to nag him several times before it was updated. Same with the AWOS
> message. It is also interesting that Runway 13 was changed without much
> ado, but Runway 4 which goes over City of venice residential properties
> andwas also recommended for right turn, has not been changed. And

.. > while some pilots utilize Runway 22, the noise abatement departure, 'many

http://Ci.venice_fLus!gw!webacc?User.context=fvfrmlXbOhl1mfbDul&Item.drn=7414z7z...·1131/2008



» continue to use the Runway 3'1 departure over Gulf Shores and Golden
>.Beach and the Runway 4 departure' over Bellagio, when. they could opt for
:> 22. .
.> Furthermore,'the proposed altematelaveut plan for the airport does not
> shorten the runways. It does.not utilize declared distances except the
> existing declared distance· of 4700 ft, for the Runway 4 (bridge) end.
"> Last year MEA andtheAdvlsorv Boardand Mr. Watts proposed a
> .significant increase to the Runway. 4 declared distance which would have
> effectively reduced this runway down to 4300 ft. Not one pilot came
> forward and stated that this would be a problem. Indeed, MEAand Mr.
> Watts told the community that this would not pose a problem for any
> aircraft using this airport and would not cause any aircraft to have to
> divert to another runway, i.e., burden 13 or 31, etc. The alternate
> layout plan wHlaiso not cost much. Again, I didn't hear much
> oppositlonfrorn pilots or the Advisory Board When our former Council.
> voted last year to spend $275,OOO'of airport fund money ona charette

·> for development at the airport. I am on record opposing this
> expenditure.
> The sad part of all of this is the arrogance and lack of consideration
> for residents by some pilots and some Advisory· BOard and Council
> Members. Whenthehoiseof jet skis was plaguing the northern end of
> the island last year, all of a sudden itbecamea safety issue that must
> be dealt with swiftly,· Neighbors should be sympathetic and supportive
> of each others concerns. Instead of defending· our personal hobbies and

· > lifestyles and belittling others who are negatively impacted, we need to
> work together to be more considerate and make sure that our lifestyle

· > choices, businesses, etc. do not devalue our community or quality of
> life. Putting a comprehensive noise abatement program in place withQut·
> any further delay, along with. an airport layout plan that keeps the
> runway protection zones on the airport while allowing for improved
> runway safety areas which the FAAwould like to seeat this airport,
> would go a long way toward making our airport trufynneighborfriendly."
>
»» Brett Stephens <brett.stephens@gmail.com>Ol/28/08 11:52 PM »>
> Ms. Stelzer; .
>
> Please distribute the following to Mayor Ed Martin, aU Oty Council
> Members, and City ManagerMartin Black.
>
> Thankyouforyour assistance. Please contact me if you have any
>.problems . .
> with the following document. .

..
'~" Brett Stephens

· P 94L321.6876
F 941.866.1064

http://ci:venice.fl.us!gw/webacc?User.context=fvfrmlXbOhBmfbDul&Item.dm=7414z7z...1/31/2008. .



April 101 2008

Airport Tenants Union Traffic Count

Enclosed with this presentation are the results of an accurate airport
operations traffic count conducted by the members of the Venice .
Airport Tenants Union, (ATU) ..

This traffic count commenced on the morning of March 3, 2008 and
concluded at8PMon March 31, 2008.

Twenty-Five of our members, all pilots, were involved in this effort.
They each come from various aviation backgrounds, Private Pilots,ex
Military pilots, retired airline pilots and pilots with aircraft maintenance
backgrounds. The combined flight hours of the participating pilots
totals approximately 140,000 hours ..

. -----...

The count ran for a 12 hour period starting at either 7AM or 8AM
depending on DaylightSaving Time (daylight operating period) every
day within the time frame mentioned above .

In addition, on three separate cccaslons.we sampled IINight" traffic
between- the hours of aPM to 8AM. All aircraft operations were
counted and we found the operations to be to few to justify a
continuous aUnight vigil. We instead are adding what we feel to be a
generous 5% night factor using the same mix of traffic that existed
during the regular hours. .

"K"

-As shown in the accompanying chart, the count is broken down into
separate categories for all types of aircraft that normally frequent
~~~A~~ . .

Our orqanization, the ATU, decided a few months ago to initiate-this _
traffic counfduring the month of March, the most active month of the
year, as a benefit to aU involved and to estabJisha relevant current
baseline of operations atVenice Airport that will be available to all
interested parties.
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AGENDA 
SPECIAL MEETING 

VENICE MUNICIPAL AIRPORT WORKSHOP 
VENICE CITY COUNCIL 

COUNCIL CHAMBERS – 401 West Venice Avenue 
 

September 25, 2009 – 9:00 a.m. 
 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
ROLL CALL 
 
I. WELCOME AND INTRODUCTIONS 
 
II. MAY 12TH WORKSHOP 
  Summary of Comments 
 
III. COUNTING PROGRAM 
  Airport Reference Code – Definitions (Approach Category and Design Group)  
  Summary of Counts for Six Months 
 
IV. RUNWAY DESIGN STANDARDS – DEFINITIONS AND ILLUSTRATIONS 
  Runway Protection Zone (RPZ) 
  Runway Safety Area (RSA) 
  Runway Object Free Area (ROFA) 
 
V. ALTERNATIVE SCENARIOS FOR DISCUSSION 
  Alternative 1 – Existing Conditions – Keep “As-Is” 
  Alternative 2 – Meet FAA Standards – Modify Airport 
  Alternative 3 – Meet FAA Standards – Modify Adjacent Land Use 
  Alternative 4 – Reduction of Airport Reference Code/Design Aircraft 
 
VI. AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION 
 
VIII. NEXT STEPS 
 
IX. ADJOURNMENT 
 

*   *   *   *   *   *   *   * 
 

If you are disabled and need assistance, please contact the City Clerk’s office 
 at least 24 hours prior to the meeting 

 
NOTE:  
 
The agenda materials can be viewed at www.venicegov.com. Adobe Acrobat Reader will be needed to 
open the file. 
 



City Council Special Meeting Agenda – 09/25/2009 – Page 2 of 2 
 

No stenographic record by a certified court reporter is made of this meeting. Accordingly, any person who 
may seek to appeal any decision involving the matters noticed herein will be responsible for making a 
verbatim record of the testimony and evidence at this meeting upon which any appeal is based. 
 
CITY OF VENICE CODE OF ORDINANCES Section 2-53(3): Audience Participation 
 
The Council will hear comments, concerns or questions from any citizen present at the meeting on 
matters not on the Agenda, it being understood that any single presentation must be limited to five 
minutes. Citizen’s comments will be permitted on Agenda items at the time the item is under 
consideration by Council if a speaker card has been submitted to the City Clerk prior to Council’s 
consideration of the items. 



Bringing the Ng g
pieces together… New

Opportunities
PUBLIC

WORKSHOP
Presented for

V i Cit C ilWORKSHOP

Venice

Venice City Council
& Citizens of Venice
September 25, 2009

Venice 
Municipal 

AirportAirport

Slide 1Slide 1



Bringing theg g
pieces together…

May 12th Council 
workshop provided

Welcome & Introductions

May 12th Workshop

Counting Program workshop provided 
an opportunity to 

Counting Program

Runway Design Standards –
Definitions & Illustrations

discuss data, project 
goals and receive

Alternative Scenarios for 
discussion

Public input goals and receive 
public comment.

p

Next steps
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Bringing the May 12th Workshop: Summary of Comments

Gulf Shores Homes Located in Runway 13 Runway Protection Zone

pieces together… May 12th Workshop: Summary of Comments

Gulf Shores Homes Located in Runway 13 Runway Protection Zone 
(RPZ)

Preserve Lake Venice Golf CoursePreserve Lake Venice Golf Course

Maintain Airport ‘As-Is’ Existing Levels
No Expansion / No GrowthNo Expansion / No Growth
Comply with FAA Standards

Maintain Facilities That AreMaintain Facilities That Are
Safe
Modern
W ll i t i dWell-maintained
Financially Strong
Good to Neighbors

Slide 3



Bringing the
pieces together… May 12th Workshop: Summary of Comments

Ensure Airport has Emergency Transport Capabilities
Ri ht h d T ffi P tt t R 4Right-hand Traffic Pattern to Runway 4
Grass Strip Parallel to Runway 4
Improve Public Understanding & Information About the AirportImprove Public Understanding & Information About the Airport
Aircraft Noise & Impact on Surrounding Communities
Fumes from Idling Aircraft

Slide 4



Bringing the
pieces together…

Airport Reference Code (ARC)

Airport Reference Code Definitions:
Approach CategoryApproach Category 
Design Group

Airport Reference Code (ARC)

Aircraft Approach Category Approach Speed

A Less than 91 knots

B 91 knots or more but less than 121 knotsB 91 knots or more but less than 121 knots

C 121 knots or more but less than 141 knots

D 141 knots or more but less than 166 knots

Aircraft Design Group WingspanAircraft Design Group Wingspan

I Up to but not including 49 feet

II 49 feet up to but not including 79 feet

III 79 feet up to but not including 118 feet

Slide 5



Aircraft Counting Sensors
Six Months March August 2009Six Months March – August, 2009

2009 Preliminary Data – VNC 

C-I Example: 
Lear 25

C-II Example: 
Citation X

A-I Example: 
Cessna 182

B-I Example : 
Beech C23Cessna 182 Beech C23

Slide 6



Aircraft Counting Sensors
Six Months March August 2009Six Months March – August, 2009

2009 Preliminary Data – VNC

D-I Example: 
Lear 60

B-I Example: 
Hawker 800XP

B-II Example:
Falcon 50

C-I Example: 
Beechjet 400AFalcon 50 Beechjet 400A

Slide 7



Aircraft Counting Sensors
Six Months March – August, 2009

2009 Preliminary Data – VNC
Operations March 2009 April 

2009
May 
2009

June 2009 July 
2009

August 
2009

Total to 
Date

A-I 3,048 2,238 2,188 1,760 2,406 1,124 12,764

A-II 6 0 6 4 4 2 22A II 6 0 6 4 4 2 22

B-I 114 126 58 82 86 42 508

B-II 178 148 70 64 104 40 604

C-I 44 40 36 10 12 10 152

C-II 38 22 16 2 22 4 104

D-I 10 2 0 0 0 2 14

D-II 0 8 2 0 0 4 14

H 2 0 0 0 2 0 4

Touch and Go’s recorded 1,686 *832 1,478 1,793 1,391 1,464 8,644

Total Operations 5 126 3 416 3 854 3 715 4 027 2 692 22 830

Slide 8

Total Operations 5,126 3,416 3,854 3,715 4,027 2,692 22,830
*System Error – no operations collected 4/3-4/17



Aircraft Operations Sensors
First Six Months 2009 Preliminary DataFirst Six Months 2009 Preliminary Data

Venice Counting Sensors, Preliminary Data Count, March through August, 2009
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What Will the Data Tell Us?Bringing the What Will the Data Tell Us? g g
pieces together…

Critical Aircraft and Activity Forecast

Are there 500 annual operations of C 
aircraft operating at VNC?

Welcome & Introductions

May 12th Workshop
Compare data to master plans, 
FAA/FDOT forecasts
Review in light of today’s economic

May 12th Workshop

Counting Program

Runway Design Standards –
D fi iti & Ill t ti Review in light of today s economic 

climate
Comparison of other Florida airports

Definitions & Illustrations

Alternative Scenarios for 
discussion

Business activity vs. recreational
Is a new forecast warranted?

Public input

Next steps
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Runway Design Standards 
Definitions & Illustrations

Bringing the
pieces together… Runway Protection Zone (RPZ)

Size varies based on ARC, aircraft, & visibility minimums 
E h th t ti f l d t th dEnhance the protection of people and property on the ground
Clearing is Desirable

Some uses Okay -
Golf Courses (not including club houses)
Agricultural (not forestry or livestock)g ( y )
Parking lots

Incompatible Land UsesIncompatible Land Uses
Residences
Places of public assembly
Fuel storageFuel storage
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Runway Protection Zone (RPZ) – B-II vs. C-II
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Runway Design Standards 
Definitions & Illustrations

Bringing the
pieces together… Runway Protection Zone (RPZ)

Ai t d t tt i tibl i i RPZAirports are encouraged to attain compatible zoning in RPZs 
and around the airport.

Airports are encouraged to have sufficient interest in RPZs –
purchase in fee simple, purchase an easement, or adequate 
zoning to protect encroachment.g p

In cases where land is already developed and impractical for 
airport owner to acquire FAA RPZ land use standards haveairport owner to acquire – FAA RPZ land use standards have 
recommendation status.
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Runway Design Standards 
Definitions & Illustrations

Bringing the
pieces together… Runway Safety Area (RSA)

A defined surface surrounding the runway intended to 
provide a measure of safety in the event of an aircraft’sprovide a measure of safety in the event of an aircraft’s 
excursion from the runway by significantly reducing the 
extent of personal injury and aircraft damage during 

& ffoverruns, undershoots, & veer-offs.

Si i b d ARC & i ibilit i iSize varies based on ARC & visibility minimums

FAA Order 5200 8 Runway Safety Area ProgramFAA Order 5200.8, Runway Safety Area Program

FAA AC 150/5300-13 latest changesFAA AC 150/5300 13, latest changes.
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Runway Safety Area (RSA) – B-II vs. C-II
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Runway Design Standards 
Definitions & Illustrations

Bringing the
pieces together… Runway Safety Area (RSA)

The FAA accelerated the improvement of runway safety areas that do not              
meet agency design standards The FAA expects to make all “practicable”meet agency design standards. The FAA expects to make all practicable  
improvements  by 2015.

Engineered Material Arresting Systems or EMAS The FAA conductedEngineered Material Arresting Systems, or EMAS.  The FAA conducted 
research to develop a soft-ground arrestor system to quickly stop aircraft 
that overrun the end of a runway.   EMAS bed provides a safety 
enhancement on runway ends where there is not enough level clearedenhancement on runway ends where there is not enough level, cleared 
land for a standard RSA. 

EMAS has been installed at more than 41 runway ends at 28 airports withEMAS has been installed at more than 41 runway ends at 28 airports with 
plans to install 15 additional EMAS systems at 9 additional airports. 

U FAA O d 5200 9 t d t i i t t i RSAUse FAA Order 5200.9 to determine maximum cost to improve RSA.
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Runway Design Standards 
Definitions & Illustrations

Bringing the
pieces together… Runway Object Free Area (ROFA)

A two-dimensional ground area surrounding the 
runway must be clear of parked aircraft and objectsrunway must be clear of parked aircraft and objects 
other than those whose location is fixed by function.

Ground objects must not protrude above the elevation 
of the RSA edge.

Width varies from 250 to 800 feet

Length beyond end of runway varies between 300 & 
1 000 feet1,000 feet.

Slide 17



Runway Object Free Area (ROFA) – B-II vs. C-II
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Alternative Scenarios for DiscussionBringing theBringing the Alternative Scenarios for Discussiong g
pieces together…

g g
pieces together…

Existing Conditions – Keep ‘As-Is’
Regardless of Current Aviation Demand

Welcome & Introductions

May 12th Workshop

Comply to Standards for Existing Traffic
M dif  Ai t

May 12th Workshop

Counting Program

Runway Design Standards –
D fi iti & Ill t ti Modify Airport

C l  t  St d d  f  E i ti  T ffi

Definitions & Illustrations

Alternative Scenarios for 
discussion

Comply to Standards for Existing Traffic
Modify Adjacent Land UsesPublic input

Next steps

Reduction of Airport Reference Code / 
Design Aircraft
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Bringing the
pieces together…

Alternative Scenarios for Discussion: 
1 – Existing Conditions ‘As-Is’ 

‘As-Is’ Condition Entails:
Existing runway widths lengths & standards (C-II)Existing runway widths, lengths, & standards (C-II)
RPZ on 13 end will contain incompatible land uses
Driving range and parts of golf course impede compliant RSA & 
ROFA t d dROFA standards
Existing aircraft types and levels maintained

Results
Does Not meet FAA/FDOT requirements, FAA approval unlikely 
future funding jeopardized Violates grant assurancesfuture funding jeopardized. Violates grant assurances.
Regular maintenance, financially sustainable, & emergency 
transport capable – all maintained through City financing
N i b t t tiNoise abatement program continues  
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Alternative 1 – ‘As-Is’ Conditions Depicted
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Bringing the
pieces together…

Alternative Scenarios for Discussion: 
2 – Meet FAA Standards – Modify Airport 

Modify Airport to Meet FAA Standards

Runway 13 End 
Runway 13 RPZ pulled onto airport (no homes) 
Threshold displacedThreshold displaced

Runway 31 End Alternatives
Keep ‘as-is’

or
E t d 31 t t k f lExtend 31 pavement to make up for loss
Runway 31 operations use declared distances
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Alternative 2:13-31 – Meet Standards: Modify Airport
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Bringing the
pieces together…

Alternative Scenarios for Discussion: 
2: 4-22 – Meet FAA Standards – Modify Airport 

Modify Airport to Meet FAA Standards

Runway 4 End 
RPZ pulled in to clear club house 
Threshold displacedThreshold displaced
EMAS Option  (Cost is significant = $4.2 m. plus $5.1 in life cycle 
costs)  Satisfies RSA requirement but not ROFA or RPZ

Runway 22 End
Runway ends at displaced thresholdRunway ends at displaced threshold
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Bringing the
pieces together…

Alternative Scenarios for Discussion: 
4-22 – Meet FAA Standards – Modify Airport 

Maximum Feasible RSA Expenditure
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Alternative 2:4-22 –Modify Airport
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Bringing the
pieces together…

Alternative Scenarios for Discussion: 
3 – Meet FAA Standards –
M dif Adj t L d U

Modify Adjacent Land Uses to Meet FAA Standards

Modify Adjacent Land Use 

Runway 13 End
Voluntary purchase assurance program or avigation easement ofVoluntary purchase assurance program or avigation easement of  
homes in RPZ

R 4 E dRunway 4 End
Relocate driving range & reconfigure golf course portions that 
impede RSA/ROFA/RPZ
Acres along Harbor Drive available to reconfigure
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Alternative 3 Modify Adjacent Land Uses
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Bringing the
pieces together…

Alternative Scenarios for Discussion: 
4 – Reduction of Airport Reference Code /

D i Ai ftDesign Aircraft

Reduce Airport Reference Code:Reduce Airport Reference Code:

Reduce entire runway system to B-II standards
No changes to adjacent land uses
FAA unlikely to support – jeopardize future funding
Violates Grant assurancesViolates Grant assurances
Safety issues

Slide 29
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Alternative 4 – Reduce Airport Reference Code: 
BIIBII
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Runway Length Requirements
Bringing the
pieces together…

Calculation Criteria:
Max Temp - 91° FMax Temp - 91 F
Airport Elevation – 18 ft. msl
75% of Fleet – Lear 35, Lear 45

applies to airports primarily 
intended to serve medium size 
population communities with a 
diversity of usage & a greaterdiversity of usage & a greater 
potential for increased aviation 
activities. Also airports that are 
intended to serve low-activity.

100% of Fleet would not apply at 
VNC
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Preliminary Runway Length 
Requirements

Bringing the
pieces together…

q

Preliminary Results Dry Pavement:

75% of Fleet at 60% useful load = 4,600 ft. 
75% of Fleet at 90% useful load = 6,800 ft.,

P li i R lt W t P tPreliminary Results Wet Pavement:
75% of Fleet at 60% useful load = 5,290 ft.
75% of Fleet at 90% useful load = max. 7,000 ft. ,

Slide 32

Calculations conducted using  from FAA 150/5325-4b 



AirportBringing theBringing theBringing the Airport
Opportunities & Constraints

g g
pieces together…

g g
pieces together…

g g
pieces together…

R

Alternatives selected for further study Welcome & Introductions

May 12th Workshop
Runway

Design Aircraft
Safety Area
Object Free Area

May 12th Workshop

Counting Program

Runway Design Standards –
D fi iti & Ill t ti Object Free Area

Protection Zone
Operations

Market

Definitions & Illustrations

Alternative Scenarios for 
discussion

Traffic Type
Traffic Patterns

Management
Financial Impact

Public input

Next steps
Financial Impact

Airport Facilities
Taxiways
Aircraft parking

Slide 33
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Venice Municipal AirportBringing the Venice Municipal Airport
Study Process and Schedule

g g
pieces together…

July ‘09 Aug ‘09 Sept ‘09 Oct ‘09 Nov ‘09 Dec ‘09 Jan ‘10

Baseline Analysis
(Camera Counts, Critical Design Aircraft, Existing Conditions, 
Operational Conditions)

General Visions
With a Goal
(Work with City on Conceptual Goals)

Vision Plans
(Develop Alternative Plans to 
Achieve Conceptual Goals)

Opportunities & ConstraintsOpportunities & Constraints
(Objective Analysis of Community
and Aeronautical Impacts)

Consensus Buildingg
(Public Input with Goal of City Council’s Decision)

Final Plan
(Adopt Plan to Incorporate into Master Plan

Slide 34

(Adopt Plan to Incorporate into Master Plan
for FAA Approval)



Discussion & Input
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Public Workshop 
Venice Municipal Airport 

November 12, 2009 
 

Workshop and Comments 
 

Martin- Good afternoon ladies and gentlemen.  This is a workshop meeting which means essentially 
that we will not take official votes or actions today but we may well give, in fact I anticipate; we will give 
some direction to the consultants for what we would like to see them follow up on.  And if there is a 
required vote it would come either at the next regular meeting of the council, or perhaps at the next 
regular meeting with the DY consultants December 10th.  The reason I say that is so that you will 
understand that today gives us the opportunity to think, talk, and listen.  Gives you the same 
opportunity, and consistent with our process we usually wait and let people think over things and then 
have a formal vote on issues.  So that the public has a little warning about what we are going to do, 
and so that the council has warning about what we are going to do.  Clerk will you call the Roll Please? 
 
Clerk- Mr. Bennett, Mr. Carlesimo, Ms. Lang, Mr. McKeon, Mr. Moore, Mr. Zavodnyik, Mayor Martin 
 
Martin-Please turn off Blackberries and cell phones and pagers and other things, if you will.  We have 
Dr. Woodley, the assistant city manager, here with us today.  Do you want to introduce our 
consultants? 
 
Woodley- Yes sir thank you, as you know, this is the fourth in a series of workshops that this body has 
sat to listen to ideas and options we have to bring forth the airport and its master plan up date.  Lisa 
Mastropieri is here with us again.  She is the project manager for this for DY Consultants, and with her 
is Bill DeGraaff who is also with DY Consultants.  I’d like to point out with this meeting we probably 
have a few new faces in the audience.  Airport staff has compiled a list of people who might be 
impacted in the RPZ up in the northwest end of the zone.  So we thought it would be better for us to 
reach out and make sure they know about the meeting and what our schedule is.  So I am happy to 
report we have had some people attend today who are located in parts of the RPZ.  And with that I will 
let Lisa take over. 

Martin- Good 
 
Mastropieri- Well Good Afternoon again.  We do have a lot of information to provide to you today.  And 
what we would like to do is do a little bit of a review of where we left off last time, at our last meeting.  
And then move on to some new things that we looked into at the request of the public and council when 
we left the last meeting.  Again our last meeting was Sept 25th, 2009 to those of you weren’t able to 
make it.  And we presented some alternatives that we thought were a good start in the process 
anyway.  And when we left the meeting we were given direction that we knew that the city did not want 
to leave the airport in its existing condition, or existing environment the way it is today.  So we had 
some of the council members that wanted us to proceed to look at reducing the Airport Reference 
Code from a C to a B, so we carried that forward.  Then we also carried forward looking at different 
options with Runway 13-31 and 4-22 in different configurations.  So we have a couple of new ones that 
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we didn’t have last time, some of the ones we had last time you will see again.  And what we plan to do 
is DY is actually going to go to the FAA and hopefully get an appointment with them, and talk to them in 
earnest about what we’ve found, what the costs are to do different things, what the impacts are, and 
get their feedback on that.  We will be doing that very soon here as well, and go from there.  The next 
bit of information-again I want to just review for some of you who haven’t been here, I have the slide up 
every single time, its what we talk about a lot at the meetings is the approach category, design group of 
different aircraft.  So you will hear the term B-2 or C-2 a lot.  What that simply refers to is the approach 
speed of an aircraft that is coming into the airport; the slower is the lower identifier.  And then the 
wingspan of the aircraft.  So the A is actually for the approach speed, a B is between 91 knots and 121.  
And a C is 121 or more, but less than 141.  So those are the two categories we are really talking about 
a lot in the meetings.  And the design group is actually wingspan.  So the wingspan gets wider from tip 
to tip as you get into the larger aircraft types.  Some large aircraft that don’t have a very fast approach 
speed so they may be in the B category, and we’ll talk about that in a couple of minutes too.  The other 
item that we talked about at the last meeting is the counts.  We have cameras set up at the airport.  
One on each runway and then two other cameras that count touch-and-go activity.  The cameras that 
are at the runway ends actually capture departures only.  Twenty four hours a day and we get those 
counts from a vendor that we’ve contracted from.  And what we do is we compile all those numbers by 
month, and then we have to go in and look at those aircraft types that are recorded and we then go 
back to those A, B, C, D numbers and letters and categorize all those different aircraft types.   
 
At the last meeting we had some numbers and actually you have some very astute citizens in this city 
and they are very much appreciated.  They’ve brought to our attention some what they thought were 
conflicts in the data.  So what we did was we took another look and we got our vendor to actually go 
back and re-look at the data.  And what had happened was there were many duplications of data in 
that database.  So he went back, he deleted all the duplications.  And we actually, DY, had to go back 
in and look at some of the aircraft types.  So we did a rework basically.  And the numbers you see here 
we feel are pretty good.  There still may be a little bit of off and on, but we are going to work with some 
people next week again to get it all solidified and worked out.  But what you see here on this first slide 
is the revised six months totals.  If you go to the next page we actually made a pen and ink change this 
slide you folks have, but the numbers you see up top.  If any of you have a pencil you can make these 
changes right now.  Sept 25th meeting total down at the bottom  22,830, when our vendor went back in 
and redid all of the counts and took out the duplications there were then 20,048 so we were off by 
2,782 ops so that was a big difference.  And those occurred across the board of the A types, B types, C 
types, D types.  And as well we had to re-categorized some B’s and a few D’s as well.  There was quite 
a bit of difference.  If you take a look a couple of pages over, we will get to September.  Since the 6 
month worth of data the city had originally contracted with us to do 6 months.  Well since that time they 
decided that the equipment was valuable enough for them to purchase it.  So you’ll end up with a full 
one year total of counts at the end of all of this.  So we have September and the total operations came 
out to 2,811.  If you go over to the next page, we have all 7 months totaled up for you as of right now.  
We still may do a little bit of tweaking here and there, but for the most part I think they’re pretty good.  
As you’ll notice the C aircraft counts are 124 and 88 if you add those up, we have 202.  

Martin- I don’t think you are on the same page 
 
Mastropieri - You know the C aircraft came down in numbers, and a lot of that is due to your astute 
people in the audience here.  We looked into some FAA resources actually and that’s what we were 
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using to categorize these aircraft, and there is one in particular that the southern region uses its called 
RGL, regional Guidance Letter,-02 and it was a listing of all different business aircraft types.  It would 
categorize them whether they were a B-1, C-2 etc.  We were using that as well as the 2009 FAA 
Washington Database.  Well we were going back and forth about a few of these aircraft types and 
finally on Friday I received a call from the southern region that said they were canceling RGL-02 for 
some of those reasons, because the aircraft types were incorrect. So we went in, this shows a lot of the 
corrections, and I think it’s pretty good right now.  And the numbers are down on the C aircraft for sure.  
Many of those that we thought were C’s went to B’s.  Either B-I or B-II.  I think we’re doing much better 
now, I think we are on track.  I feel a lot better about the data.  I hope you can have a little more 
confidence in it as we go along.  Next, this is going to be the meat of today’s meeting is the 
alternatives. Basically what we wanted to do was to, we were told not to carry forward of course, 
keeping the airport as it is today.  However in order to compare some of the alternatives that we have 
you would have to have a base case.   
 
So again let’s just take a look, if you would, at the alternative one as depicted with its existing 
conditions.  I apologize for you folks you have black and white copies so you might have to look up at 
the screens to depict colors.  I’m on slide 11 at the moment.  If you continue to just look at that slide, I 
will describe some of the things that are in it.  Then you can flip to the next page some of the existing 
conditions written out for you.  But basically one of the things I think I should point out-when I say 
existing conditions the items that are shown that we say need to be corrected on the drawing, the 
green areas etc those are FAA standards.  They don’t necessarily exist out there today, but that’s what 
FAA considers to be non-standard today in their minds, but that is not what is out there today.  So what 
we did was to identify the non-standard conditions that exist today, okay?  Taxiway C which is located 
on Runway 4 near the Gulf on the north side of Runway 4 that has to be relocated out.  It doesn’t meet 
runway center line to taxiway center line standards.  We have homes that are located in the Runway 13 
RPZ, as you can see in your drawing.  The clubhouse of the Golf Course is in the Runway Object Free 
Area and the Runway Safety Area.  And that’s been existing for quite some time.  The cart storage 
area is also in the Runway 4 Object Free Area.  The driving range of course is in the Runway 4 Object 
Free Area and the Protection Zone.  And as you can see along the west side of Runway 13-31, the 
green area, FAA considers that today to be a non-standard Runway Object Free Area dimension, as 
well as 4-22 towards the west there.  They consider that to be non-standard.  So that overlaps the Golf 
Course.   
 
So those are the areas that have been of concern pretty much from the beginning of the study through 
now.  If you look at the next slide, what we wanted to do for existing conditions was to try to show you 
some of the basically existing conditions out at the airport as far as the environment and noise in 
particular.  Using the data that we’ve collected to date and the way the noise model works, and it’s a 
computer model.  We are not able to go out and actually take readings.   
 
The FAA has a model, computer model that they use.  And what it does, it’s called the integrated noise 
model.  It runs every operation that we put into it for a year.  The model just runs it for one year.  It 
penalizes the aircraft that operate between the hours of 10pm to 7am.  It treats those operations as 10.  
So one operation actually equals 10 operations-because of the annoyance to people when they’re in 
their bed.  So one night-time operation, actually in the model is equal to 10 daytime operations.  But we 
used a conservative, we took the 20,000 operations for 6 months of the time, we didn’t have the 
September data, and all we did for right we did a conservative doubling of that for 12 months.  That’s 
the best we could do for right now.  The next meeting in December we will have preliminary forecast, 
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so projections, for the next 5, 10, 15 years.  We will show you based on those projections what the 
noise would look like 5, 10 years out.  But as of right now this was the best we could do for existing 
conditions.  If you look back, I don’t have it here, but if you look back some of the older master plans 
with the noise conditions the contours went way off the airport property.  So because the operations 
have dropped so much it stays on airport property, and they, the FAA, and it doesn’t make sense to 
you people who live out there I know.  When an aircraft flies over your house it is loud-especially if you 
are under the approach.  So I’m sure your thinking how could that noise contour not go off of the airport 
property.  But again the way the FAA calculates noise is on a yearly average basis.  And they use a 65 
day/night level.  It’s very complex.  But a single event, a single event occurrence that goes over your 
house, I have no doubt that that is a loud event.  But that’s not going to show up in the yearly average 
contour that the FAA uses.  The next meeting, what I will also have for you, is what we can do with this 
noise model is print out or put on the drawing and what they call a grid point analysis.  So we’ll pick out 
some of the homes that are in the RPZ for instance, and we will show you what the actual single event 
levels are, okay, over those homes...so you can see you’re not crazy, that it is loud.  That this average 
level that you see here isn’t what is actually occurring to you as a human being in your home.  But it’s 
the FAA’s way of calculating noise.  And in the end these noise contours, why we even went ahead and 
did them, they will benefit you.  We’ll show how this is going benefit you in the long run, the contours.  
 
Let’s go to the next slide.  We are going to in any alternative that we end up moving forward with, we 
are going to propose to the FAA your right hand traffic pattern to Runway 4 again.  I think it was turned 
down again.  So we’ll bring that forth with any alternatives.  We wanted to also show that noise and 
obviously with the activity levels that we’re using to run the contours there isn’t any real change that’s 
shown.  But when we run the contours with more activities I think you’ll be able to see the pattern 
change.  It should help the folks that are up in the neighborhoods that are north of the airport.  So that’s 
part of the reason we wanted to show some noise.  You’ll see some more noise contours towards the 
end of the presentation.  Let’s move on.  I think I’m going to have Bill talk to you a little bit about the 
alternatives.  These few upcoming alternatives that he’s going talk about most of you saw the last time 
but we wanted to reinforce a few things, and identify the advantages/disadvantages; maybe some of 
them might get thrown out, maybe not.  But I think if he can just briefly revisit them one more time and 
then we’ll talk a little bit about the new stuff that’s come into play. 
 
DeGraaff -Thank you very much Lisa.  Again this is modifying the, in this alternative it’s to modify the 
airport.  Again the airport is labeled as a C airport, that’s what’s on the documents.  And we looked at, 
as Lisa talked about the existing conditions, what’s not meeting etc.  Now we look at alternatives, and 
the first alternative is to modify the airport, in other words to make the changes on the airport to meet 
the standards.  Then we’re going to look at making the modifications off the airport to meet the 
standards.  Then we’ll look at some other alternatives also.  I’m going to sit down because I can show 
you a little bit better with the arrows where I’m talking about.  Okay in this one, we’re going talk about 
Runway 13-31 first.  In the first case we showed before how the Runway Protection Zone actually went 
off the airport and encompassed a number of houses in this area that I’m showing on the screen.  The 
houses are in this area up in here.  If we pull the runway protection onto the airport, again we are 
talking about modifying the airport, what happens then is that aircraft departing in this direction, they 
need to; the runway length is decreased for them to do that. And also any aircraft that are arriving in 
this direction they need to arrive at this point here so that we have this Runway Protection Zone.  So 
the, it solves the problems by bringing the Runway Protection Zone onto the airport.  The affect on the 
airport though is that there is a reduction in runway length.  For aircraft that are departing 31 its 5,000 ft 
its 4,244.  You can look at the chart over here and see what the differences are in the runway lengths.  
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One alternative that we looked at, not that we are advocating it, but it is possible that if because of the 
loss of this runway length, there is a possibility that the pavement-I’m not saying the runway-the 
pavement could be extended on the 31 approach end.  It would not be able to be used for certain 
operations, although it would allow a change in the distances for aircraft operating on the runway, and 
they’re showing here on the right etc.  The disadvantages of doing this, the advantages of this one-let 
me start out with the advantages; the homes would not be in the RPZ.  It would meet the FAA 
standards as far as the RPZ is concerned.  The disadvantages are that there would be a loss of runway 
length.  If you moved here to extend this pavement for certain runway operations, you have an 
approach lighting system here called an omni-directional approach lighting system, that would be lost if 
you extended this pavement here.  And the approach minimums would be increased by a quarter of a 
mile, and the cost to extend the pavement would be approximately $1.7 million dollars, the net effect 
would be the changes in the runway length.  So that’s the first alternative for 13-31, to modify the 
airport to meet it.   
 
If go over to 4-22 there are a number of operations.  The problem on the approach to 4 is the fact that 
you have a, you don’t meet the Runway Safety Area standards which should be 1,000 feet; you can 
see the existing is only 400.  The Runway Object Free Area should go all the way, much further out, 
another 600 feet beyond this point right here.  And the Runway Protection Zone also goes out further 
and it encompasses this Clubhouse, which is a problem, because it is a congregation of people, and 
that’s against the FAA policy for Runway Protection Zones.  So again we’re modifying the airport to 
meet the standards and to modify the airport we pull the RPZ in just past the Clubhouse.  This again 
would shorten the runway for certain operations.  You’d still have the issues of how am I going to meet 
the Runway Safety Area and the Runway Object Free Area. There are two ways of meeting that.  One 
of them is to keep this 400 feet and you would be able to keep the driving range, but you would take 
the additional 600 feet off the runway so you would get the 1000 feet safety area.  The other alternative 
is shown here in 2-B instead this being 400 ft we would increase it out to 700 feet, getting close to the 
Clubhouse and the Cart building, but then you’d only have to take 300 ft off the runway.  Again these 
numbers here are reflected here in the declared distance table there on the right.  Again, modifying the 
airport to meet the problems on the approach to Runway 4. 
 
 -Can I ask a question on that please?  I am a little puzzled by the declared distances both 
winding up at 4,013 under 2-A and 2-B.  It looked like when I was following you, that in order to have 
this 700 feet, that would be a different length of runway.  Could you just go over it a little bit more?  The 
two choices and why, how to count them up with… 
 
DeGraaff- This table normally right now, it is all, it is, these numbers here in this table here are typically 
5,000 feet except for the landing distance available on 22 and that should be 5,000 minus 294.  That’s 
what you have now.  And I believe, let me go back to my, 4,706 and right now you have, these 
numbers are all 5,000 feet except for this lower right now would be 4,796 because of your 
displacement on 4.  If you instituted this one you would have to pull the Runway Protection Zone back, 
you would loose 987 feet.  In other words someone departing on this Runway here, on 22, it would 
depart right at the beginning, and instead of having 5,000 feet to take off they would, you have to 
subtract 987 feet from that, and that’s how you would get the 4,013. 
 
 -And that’s the same in A and B? 
 
DeGraaff- No, those are all meeting C.  These are all for C. 
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 -No I meant your 2-A and 2-B.  You see what I’m saying is they have different configurations.  
2-B is 700 feet towards the end of the runway there.  This is 400 feet.  What I am saying is in both 
cases would result in losing 900 feet? 
 
DeGraaff- Yes, because, let’s go down to this one.  I’m still pulling the Runway Protection Zone in the 
same distance so somebody departing here on 22 it would be exactly the same.  The only real 
difference it would make would be for, if you are landing on 22.  I don’t care, there is no Runway 
Protection Zone on the departure end for somebody landing, and there is only one on someone 
approaching.  Someone can land on 22, they can take the whole Runway, but they need 1,000 feet of 
Runway Safety Area.  In the first one you’d subtract 600 feet and in the second one, it’s the difference 
of between the 400 and the 700 is 300, and that’s why it’s 4,406 instead of 4,106.   
 
 -In the LDA? 
 
DeGraaff- Yes, in the landing distance available. 
 
 -Yeah, it looks like you would have a longer RSA that’s 700 feet really instead of the 400 feet.  
Is that right? 
 
DeGraaff- Right, you’d get 700 feet here but you’d have to take 300 feet from the runway to get the 
1,000 foot.  In the upper one you have 400 and you’d have to take 600 from the runway to get it. 
 
 -Thanks, I appreciate you straightening that out. 
 
DeGraaff- If I go to 2-C, traditionally when we have these kind of problems, many times in EMAS-an 
engineers materials arresting system can afford a lot of benefits, we took a look at that, we took an 
EMAS on the approach end for when you do that though, you realize, yes, that it does solve the runway 
safety problem of needing 1,000 feet.  Yes it solves that problem for you but it does not solve the 
Runway Protection Zone nor does it solve the Runway Object Free Area issue.  You have all three of 
those problems on the approach end of 4.  EMAS would cost somewhere in the neighborhood of, we 
have it on the next slide, I think its slide 23.  I think it’s approximately, if you look at the total cost 
including lifecycle, it’s approximately a $9 million solution, but it doesn’t really provide a total solution 
for the Runway 4 end.  But we took a look at it anyway. 
  
Mastropieri-Another thing to keep in mind.  One of the other reasons we bothered to look at EMAS, 
because we knew it would be expensive, but in the FAA’s Runway safety area analysis orders that they 
have there, its called 5200.8 and 5200.9, they are FAA orders.  There is a certain methodology that you 
follow to find out what the maximum feasible cost is to improve a Runway safety area.  And you use 
EMAS to come up with that calculation.  So that’s one of the other reasons we looked at EMAS also, 
was that, you come out with that $9.3 million calculation that it would cost over a 10 year period that it 
would cost for the EMAS, which doesn’t make sense at all, but that gives you a maximum feasible 
amount that FAA would ever spend to improve that runway safety area.  So they’ll look at that number 
and compare it to the alternative costs that we come up with to work with that Runway safety area.  
 
DeGraaff- Let me just quickly state, because it is rather tedious when you consider all three of these 
requirements; Runway Safety Area, Runway Object Free Area, Runway Protection Zone.  For instance 
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if you’re taking off, you don’t need any of them behind you, even though they’ll exist for other 
operations, you don’t need any of them behind you.  If you’re landing on the other end of the runway, 
you don’t need the Runway Protection Zone, but you need the Runway Safety Area and you need the 
Runway Object Free Area.  So depending on which operation you’re going at it changes.  So for 
instance if you are landing you don’t need 1,000 foot safety area, you only a 600 foot safety area, so all 
of these numbers are reflected in the distances in the table there depending on which operation, and 
which runway you are on, which runway end.  Let me go on.  On alternative three, alternative two 
looked at modifying the airport to be compliant with the standards.  Alternative three says lets leave the 
airport alone, let’s go off the airport to meet the standards.  If you look here at, and I’m going to look at 
runway by runway, 13-31 basically meets almost all of the requirements for all three of them on both 
ends except for one.  And that concerns the Runway Protection Zone on the approach to 13.  There 
are homes that are in the Runway Protection Zone.   
 
This airport, if this property was owned by the airport, it would be mandatory requirement for the FAA to 
meet those standards.  But because the airport does not own that property it becomes a 
recommendation.  The FAA is trying to have the airport gain control of it, so that you prevent a 
congregation of people, such as a movie theatre, a stadium, a church, schools etc.  But because this is 
residences and it’s off airport it’s not mandatory, it’s recommended.  So if we look at one of the 
alternatives if you are going to go off airport, the alternative would be to have a program to purchase 
those homes so that you would gain control over that land.  If I look at the other end on the approach to 
Runway 4 there are problems with all three of the criteria.  The Runway Safety Area- you have a 
driving range in your safety area.  With the Runway Object Free Area you have a Clubhouse as well as 
a golf storage facility in the Runway Object Free Area. 
 
Mastropieri-Hey Bill, lets go to the next slide from the where you’ve talked about, yeah, lets go end by 
end. 
 
DeGraaff-If you purchase, if you somehow gain control over that land, then you had control of the RPZ 
then your runway lengths would be the same.  Then your runway lengths would be 5,000 feet.  There 
would be no change to the runway lengths, but there would be a cost to acquire the homes.  We went 
and took a look into Sarasota County tax records to look at all of the homes that were in there, and to 
look at their values.  They had two different values, one of them was market value, I forget what the 
other one of them was.   But we took one of the numbers and we added a 15% administrative fee to 
come out with an approximate value of the homes.  To do that there would be probably an 
environmental assessment required, to do that.  You’d have to get an appraisal.  The FAA would want, 
I believe three appraisals, if you wanted to go in and determine fair market value.  And of course the 
biggest issue would be the destruction to the neighborhood. 
 
 -In the past, you know what we’re doing here.  I think Lisa said there are some homeowners 
here.  I think that at the moment this is still an intellectual discussion of alternatives.  In the past this 
type of discussion has caused some grave concern on the part of some of those homeowners that we 
were going to force them to move or do something to them.  I just want to be clear, even the FAA has 
told us very specifically, unless we wanted to do it, they would not force it.  I would just like to make 
sure that the homeowners don’t get unduly upset as we try and understand technically all the 
alternatives available. 
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Mastropieri-I just wanted to say too, that really look at the title.  It’s a voluntary thing, if the city even 
decides to look at this alternative.  And the other thing is, you know we use, of course the Sarasota 
County Appraiser’s database.  We know that Venice is a very desirable area, and those numbers are 
probably a lot less than, you know, what your homes are actually valued at.  So if this type of program 
were ever implemented, they would have to hire, you know, an actual appraiser-independent appraiser 
to come in and look at the value based on sales etc.  So, this number in actuality could be low, but we 
had to work off of something.  So that’s where the number came from. 
 
Martin-Not only that, but the $7.3 Million, and I appreciate what Mr. McKeon said, because none of us, 
so far, had ever suggested that we wanted to do this, but it does provide another number, and an 
alternative we may come up with may be less.  So far we have $9 million for EMAS and $7 million plus 
for houses, and we may get this number down to $3, $4, $5 million for other alternatives.  So it gives 
the FAA ammunition in a sense to go with one of our preferred alternatives. 
 
Bennett-I have a question for this part.  Can you explain in general terms why it appears, and I’m 
saying appears on purpose, because I can’t get this close to the map and see objects, that a golf 
course green grading or a sand trap or what have you, or a fence squeezes the Runway Object Free 
Area, but a sand dune doesn’t, or a road doesn’t?  And likewise why it’s objectionable to have homes in 
a Runway Protection Zone, but it’s okay to have the circus bridge and across waterway in those 
zones? 
 
DeGraaff- I think there are about three questions there.  I will answer them in the order that you gave 
them.  One of them was about along side the runways and the area that’s in green alongside the 
runways and what they call the Object Free Area and the main issue there is the fence.  The main 
issue is the fence because it’s an object the plane could hit if it veered off the runway.  I think you’d 
have to have a fence there because you wanted to make sure that golfers don’t inadvertently go onto 
the airport.  So I think that that answers that question.  It’s the fence that’s the issue.  I think you need a 
fence, but the fence is in the Object Free Area.  You asked a question about the Runway Protection 
Zone and the homes, the intent of it is to, for the airport to gain control.  And when they say gain control 
it doesn’t mean fee simple, it just means to gain control so there could be easements so that it couldn’t 
be developed or you couldn’t build certain buildings there.  There are parking lots; there are certain 
uses that could be put into a Runway Protection Zone.  But again they’re mainly protection, mainly 
protecting against a congregation of people.  Homes, there are many, many, cases where there are 
homes in RPZs in different airports around the nation.  And the last question was about the bridge, I 
believe it’s called the circus bridge.  It is an issue for the airport and the way that they handle it is that 
they displace the threshold.  They have to keep the airplanes up higher because of the bridge, and 
because of that they move the point where the aircraft are allowed to land.  It’s not at the threshold; it’s 
at a displaced threshold.  And that’s how they overcome that.  That’s fairly typical.   
 
 
Bennett-If I had a parking lot with, pick a number, 4 for 5 travel trailers or these big things we drive 
across the country in, in the parking lot.  How would that be different than three or four homes in that 
location? 
 
DeGraaff- It’s a good point, and it’s a fine line.  I think that the FAA and I said if there was a stadium 
there where you had 20,000 people in it, or you had a church where you had hundreds of people at one 
time or a hospital or a school.  Those are very obvious cases.  Then there is cases where they allow 
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parking lots, they allow farmland to be in there etc.  But obviously there are gray areas in between 
those too. 
 
Mastropieri-Mr. Bennett, also parking lots, when they say parking lots are okay.  You’ll see that most of 
the time at airports where they have long-term parking.  So there aren’t really people ever in those cars 
except when they are going out of their car to the airport.  So they consider that okay and safe.  But as 
far as motor homes or something like that, I don’t think that would be allowed actually. 
 
Martin- In the areas other than the safety area, I just want to see if I’m right because this might 
implement, I mean it might go along with your explanation, the FAA has what they call practical 
considerations. For example, Harbor Drive would be, would have to be interrupted if the FAA, and 
would have in the past, if the FAA insisted on that.  But they have given waivers and recently-well not 
recently-but ever since the golf course and the airport have been there, they’ve give waivers over the 
Object Free Area on the fairways themselves.  And they might still do that, is that right? 
 
DeGraaff-That’s correct. 
 
Mastropieri- That’s definitely correct.  And that’s one of the things we hope when we go to visit them 
next week we hope, that we’ll be able to negotiate some things and say, look its going to cost this much 
money to do this, and is that really a practical solution for you folks and see what they say.  And they 
may work with us.  What they have wanted for a long time are costs so that they can see how much it’s 
going to cost to do these things.  They may say, “You know what, $3 million bucks. Forget it. You know 
it’s just not practical enough to improve.” I’m not saying that’s what they’re going to say, but they could-
very easily.  So that’s what we want to go, Bill and I are going to talk to them about the technical issues 
and see if we can square some things away. 
 
Carlesimo-The issue of the fence, is that an absolute? 
 
DeGraaff- No, just as the mayor said, that is in the Runway Object Free Area.  And there is a possibility 
that you can ask them for a modification to standards and they may grant it.  And what I was going to 
say is directly in line with that.  That the closer you are to the runway environment the less likely they 
are to give you a modification of .  They will not give you a modification of standards for the Runway 
safety area, and that’s the smallest of the areas there.  The next one is the Object Free Area and they 
will be a little bit more lenient than that.  And in the Runway Protection Zone, as you can see, they will 
even allow homes to be in the Runway Protection Zone if you don’t control of the land.  So yes.  Alright, 
we’ll continue.  If we are talking again about the approach to Runway 4, again the three areas-the 
Runway safety area, the Runway Object Free Area, and the Runway Protection Zone.  In this case we 
are talking about modifying the, not the airport but the land adjacent to it, one of the alternatives is to 
relocate the clubhouse, to relocate the cart building, and to relocate the driving range.  To remove them 
out of the, all those three areas.  The advantages that you substantially meet the runway, the FAA 
standards.  I say that you don’t completely do it because you still have Harbor Road that would be 
slightly in the Runway Object Free Area, but I think they would give you a modification for that.  The 
great advantages that there is no reduction in the runway length, and the FAA would be willing to fund 
95% of the cost to do that.  The disadvantages is that the issues all surrounding with relocating the 
Clubhouse.  Operating without a Clubhouse or a Cart for the time that would have to be relocated or 
reconstructed.  The entrance road would have to be moved and the cost of all of that is approximated 
$2.2 million.  They’d have to relocate the driving range and 5 to 6 holes to do this.   
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Lang-I noticed that you don’t have an estimate on that; relocating the driving range and 5 to 6 holes? 
 
DeGraaff- We do. 
 
Mastropieri - Actually, I’m going to talk about the next one, and the 5 to 6 holes we’ve got to go back to 
our architect to get an actual estimate.  I think I’ll clarify why we don’t have that estimate right at the 
moment, but we will.  If you go to the next slide remember that what I’m trying to show to the FAA is the 
worst case scenario of making the airport, or meeting the FAA standards and the cost, the total cost to 
do that.  So you know, I’m trying, or we are trying to come up with a strategy here to, almost blow them 
away on what these costs really are to do all of these changes.  And then I think what we might be able 
to do, and again let me qualify by saying might, is to negotiate down with them.  Remember what Bill 
said, the RSA is a definite, we have to meet standards of the RSA.  So I do not have today the cost to 
relocate the 5 holes, but we will.   
 
So what we did, and we had to do it very quickly, was to get the Golf Course architect to actually take a 
look at the Golf Course to see what would have to be done if we meet all those standards: the Runway 
Object Free Area, the Runway Safety Area, the Runway Protection Zone etc.  And what he did was, he 
looked at trying to preserve 27 holes.  There are 27 holes out there today.  And he looked at trying to 
preserve 27 holes, and you can’t do it unless you go over to the north on the other side of Runway 4-
22.  There is no way to preserve 27 holes on that western side of 4-22 because the entire Golf Course 
has to be redesigned and reconfigured.  I didn’t know this, it’s a lot like airports, that golf courses have 
safety standards between holes, distances I guess for protection of people who are hitting balls and 
everything.  So there are lots of safety issues in designing golf courses just like airports.  So the only 
way to really rework this is if you, go to the next one Bill, is if you completely redesign the Golf Course 
as a brand new 18 hole golf course.  And that’s by taking all the necessary land to comply with all those 
standards on 13-31 and 4-22.  So what would happen is, people in the audience, the disadvantages 
obviously is that you would loose 9 holes to do this.  To redesign a golf course for the 27 holes as you 
can see, we have a cost of about $5.3 million dollars.  That’s a completely, that would be going across 
to the north area there.  And that’s slated for airport commerce development and the like in the future, 
so we don’t want to do that. To redesign completely, you would have a brand new 18 hole golf course 
is about 3.83 million dollars.  You know that’s a lot less than 9.3 million dollars for an EMAS.   
 
The advantages are that obviously to meet standards, you get a brand new golf facility, and I’m not a 
golfer so I don’t know the 7,000 yard throughout the whole course if that’s a good thing or a bad thing.  
I think it is from what he told me.  It was meet the USGA specifications.  And as you can see in the 
drawing he has provided for a new double-sided driving range and practice area that’s just to the left of 
4-22, and a little short game practice area.  And the whole Golf Course would be rerouted so you 
wouldn’t have the existing hole numbers.  But he was able to completely preserve 16, 17 and 18.  
Which are, I guess if you’re a golfer and you’ve been out there, they are very pristine, beautiful holes.  
He didn’t have to touch those.  The other thing that he didn’t want to do was touch any wetlands on that 
Golf Course.  He didn’t want to mess with that.  So he tried to configure it as best he could in that way.  
Apparently the parking that is left and you can see that he relocated the Clubhouse just outside of the 
Runway Object Free Area to the bottom right.  The parking that’s left, that remains, according to our 
architect is adequate for an 18-hole course.  Obviously not for 27.  And then again, if we were not, and 
I don’t know again, this is another question for the FAA, if we could get a waiver for the Cart building or 
the Clubhouse where it is.  The cost to either lift it up and relocate it or build a new one is about $2.2 
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million dollars.  So there is some pretty big costs involved for the Golf Course.  But what we will do at 
the end of this, and depending upon what we come out with for alternatives to you to carry forward to 
you for December 10th, is we will have him look at relocating only the 5 holes only on 4-22 and the 
driving range.  And see how much of the Golf Course has to be reconfigured.  So this was our starting 
point so we could get the big number first.  Where are we next?   
 
DeGraaff- So you can see that what Lisa was talking about was two alternatives. One of them is to 
keep all 27 holes and the other one is to keep 18 holes, but both of those are based upon both runways 
being kept as C’s.  There is another alternative we are going to get to, and you can see from this 
diagram here that if one of these runways remains, or is lowered from a C to a B then I don’t need to 
worry about the sides.  So, take for instance 13-31 this would not have to be altered.  This could 
remain, and this could remain.  All of the holes that are in this area would remain; we would just have to 
take care of these.  If it was the other way around then these areas here could stay and then these 
would be changed. We are going to get to that a little bit later.   
 
Again, the next alternative, we’ve looked at all the previous alternatives were ones with where the 
airport was kept as a C.  Now we look at alternatives where the airport the airport reference code is 
reduced from a C to a B.  And again this would have to be approved by the FAA.  And personally we 
think you may have trouble doing this.  Anyway, if the entire airport is reduced from a C to a B you can 
see from the diagram here that the airport basically meets all of the standards, and you can see from 
the chart here of the declared distances that it’s exactly what you have right now.  It meets all of the 
standards, it is no changes to adjacent land, no changes to runway lengths, it doesn’t meet the existing 
C-II designations.  We have here, contrary to grant assurances, I was talking with Mike Rafferty before, 
he has an issue with that and it’s probably right.  The FAA would object, whether they would use the 
grant assurances as their weapon, we are not sure.  But they would object to it.  If they objected to it 
could jeopardize future funding.  If you, if the FAA objected to it and you wanted to go through with it on 
you own, you would have to pay for all future improvements and maintenance required for the 
remainder of the duration of your grant assurances.  Impact to your existing tenant uses must be 
identified.  We are not really sure at this point what would the impact on them would be, but it would be 
something we would look at, again the potential loss of airport revenue.  And there is no cost.   
 
Mastropieri - The cost is actually what we were thinking in terms what it would cost the city each year to 
maintain the airport. We’ll have to get that. 
 
Lang-Well, that would be true with any design? 
 
Mastropieri - Without any FAA funding for rehabs, and that sort of thing.  Because you get a lot of 
money from FAA for FDOT for different maintenance improvements for hangers and that type of thing.  
We would just look at that in general.  I need to get that information from the airport, so that we can 
include it. 
 
DeGraaff- This slide, 32, basically summarizes, but places it in a different format.  Before it was placed 
in a format we changed the airport, we changed off airport.  This one changes it by runway, and it tells 
you what the alternatives are for runway by runway.  So, for runway 13, if it remains a C you have the 
first option of purchasing the homes or, that’s if you pursued that.  Or you can pull the RPZ onto the 
airport, and you would lose a certain portion of the runway, or you can change the Runway to a B-II.  If 
I looked at Runway 4, if I kept it as a C, I could relocate everything that’s a problem, construct a 1,000 
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foot safety area, or I could pull the RPZ onto the airport, as we talked about in 2-A and 2-B, this is 
basically 2-A and the second one is 2-B or I can make it a B runway.  This one shows a hybrid 
alternative where you do different things on each runway.  In this case you’d keep Runway 13-31 as a 
C and you reduce 4-22 to a B.  In that case really there is not, nothing happens here on 4-22.  You 
notice what I said about here, these holes here along side 4-22, because it’s reduced to a B, the fence 
does not need to be removed, it’s okay.  This area down in here on the approach is also okay.  The 
problem, what you’re left with this one, the homes in the RPZ. 
 
Mastropieri - If you take a look at the next slide what we wanted to show was a potential, little bit of a 
potential conflict here.  Runway 4-22 is the airports noise abatement runway.  So they prefer that jet 
activity, larger, any actual aircraft use Runway 4-22 to avoid flying over the homes at off the end of 13 
end.  And we ran the contours with your, now remember the activity is very low right now, but we put all 
of the jets to show you what would happen if this alternative were to occur.  And obviously when we 
input larger numbers for the future years that orange line that you see there is going to go off the airport 
into the homes there at the end of the runway. So, that’s one of the challenges of keeping 4-22 as a B 
runway and 13-31 as a C, where your jets would only use 13-31 more often.  If you take a look at the 
next alternative what we showed, go ahead Bill, you describe the improvements. 
 
DeGraaff- In this Alternative we turned it the other way around. We made 4, Runway 4, kept it as a C 
and reduced 13-31 to a B standard.  Once you do that then the Runway Protection Zone for a B 
becomes much smaller and it stays on the airport and you don’t have to, you don’t have the issues with 
homes in the RPZ.  But then you are looking at having compliance with all of these areas that are here 
on green, basically on the approach to 4 and on its sides. 
 
Mastropieri - but you also don’t have the Object Free issues on 13-31 that impacted the Golf Course as 
well. 
 
Zavodnyik-Is this Alternative 2 is that acceptable to FAA, if you have one runway B and one runway C. 
 
DeGraaff-It does exist on airports, and I think in this case it’s worth pursuing. And we’re meeting with 
the FAA on Monday morning specifically to discuss this as well as their reaction to other alternatives 
also.  
 
 
Martin-I don’t know what they’ll think about this Mr. Zavodnyik, but in talking with Burt some time ago.  
Bart Vernace is the head of the Orlando FAA office.  He said to me that the FAA was looking at this as 
one B and one C runway as an option.  But he was thinking 13-31 would be the C and 4-22 would be 
the B in order to avoid the Golf Course problem.  I think the council needs to think about this and ask 
some questions.  But this looks like a much more attractive opportunity if they’d be willing to do it.   
 
Mastropieri- If you would go to the next slide, and take a look at the noise contours.  If we were to 
continue to use 4-22 as your noise abatement runway and it were to meet your C standards, look at the 
difference of your contours on 13-31.  So from that standpoint it’s a big help for the folks living off the 
end of 13-31.  And that’s a plus in your court with the FAA.  They will consider the fact that 4-22 is 
helping the community from a noise standpoint.  So what we want to do is run the contours with some 
future numbers in it to show them that we are going to hit the homes off the end of 13-31, if that’s the 
preferred runway.  And show them this so that they understand the importance of 4-22 and its uses as 
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a noise abatement runway.  So that’s kind of another angle that we hope to achieve with them, and 
they have already indicated verbally that they do want to help the community with the noise aspect, if it 
shows that there’s a noise problem here.  So that’s what we’re, obviously there will be a potential noise 
problem in the future once the activity starts to increase on 13-31.  That’s why we wanted to show you 
these two alternatives, so you could really see the difference of how that could kind of work.  Now, one 
of the other items that we have to look hard at with 4-22 becoming the primary runway in that case is 
the instrument approach capability at either end.  So we’re going to look at that.   
 
There are becoming more popular GPS loss WAAS systems that are being put in place at airports.  
One was just put in place at Flagler County Airport.  They had planned for an instrument landing 
system on one of their runway, but they’ve just had the loss WAAS -wide area augmentation system-
instituted.  But it’s all GPS oriented, so there is no ground-based equipment.  And it makes the 
standards quite a bit smaller, so we’ll take a look at that, as well, to see if it could work.  But there are 
other operational factors that we do need to look at with this alternative too.  But we wanted to bring 
this to your attention to see if you folks and the council, what your thoughts are.  
 
So basically our next steps, Bill and I are going to go visit the FAA, we think Monday.  And then we 
come back to you folks again in December with some more final data.  And we are hoping by that 
meeting, I think it’s December 10th, that we will have a decision from council as to which alternative we 
can move forward with to prepare our airport layout plan which will got to the FAA.  And we don’t want 
to move forward with any drawing or that sort until we have council consensus on the alternative to 
move forward with. We’ll end up in a stale mate again, if we don’t, and we want to make sure the FAA 
is going to buy into it as well.  We don’t want to waste any time, we don’t want to come out of this 
process in the same fashion that’s happened before.  We want to have a set of drawings that the FAA’s 
going to sign, the city’s going to sign, then you can move forward with your future process.  So 
hopefully we can reach that end, I hope you guys open up questions here. 
 
Martin-It would be helpful to you, if I understand, if after council has a chance to talk, after public has a 
chance to talk, that we could give you a sense of whether we have a comfort level with one or more of 
these alternatives for you to pursue with the FAA and then you’d be able to get back to us in the next 
meeting saying “it looks like they might do this” or “they absolutely will, or they won’t” or whatever. After 
we have a chance to think about this, and talk together and hear the input, I’ll try to see if we can get a 
consensus to give you some guidance to go up and talk with Orlando about, okay? 
 
Carlesimo- I have two questions.  Looking at existing slide number 38, the hybrid alternative number 2, 
and then referring back to slide 31 the disadvantages.  My first question I though the FAA was on 
record as saying they would not approve anything that would reduce the length of a runway especially 
the one that has already been repaired, number one.  And my second question is if we were inclined to 
do that, and hybrid number two was the one you were pursuing or getting further information on to what 
degree would the items under the disadvantages, especially the impact to existing tenants and users, 
meaning business and potential loss of airport revenue, to what degree would that still be affected by 
the hybrid concept? 
 
Mastropieri- That’s a very good question.  And basically if, yes and I think that you are correct that FAA 
did go on record to date with not wanting to reduce 13-31 to a B because of the money they put into the 
runway for it’s repairs and all.  One of the things I was consistently told by the FAA was get your 
information together and provide us some costs, and what’s it going to take to meet all these 
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standards. So we think we’ve got a pretty good handle on improving that Runway Object Free Area for 
13-31, it’s a pretty big deal in cost.  If the FAA says, “You know what, this is great.  The community is 
going to be better off noise wise, yes, it’s going to cost a little bit more money to bring 4-22 to C 
standards, we might consider keeping the lower standards for 13-31 for the good of the airport.”  And 
then you’re not risking any of these things on page 31, because they will accept.  They will fund future 
projects.  You won’t run into any of these disadvantages.  If they accept that Hybrid Alternative, you’re 
in the clear.  They will accept that and you’ll be able to have future funding for all projects. 
 
Carlesimo- So that means businesses on the property it wouldn’t be a reduction in traffic, as far as 
you’re concerned, and affect their businesses.  But it will be quieter because that’s the noise abatement 
runway. 
 
Mastropieri-Now you may hear from some of the users, if there are users out in our audience today, 
they may have some opinions about the use of 4-22 which I’ll be interested to hear. 
 
DeGraaff-But the fact the FAA has floated with me the idea that they would, right now they would think 
of one B and one C. They obviously felt that one C runway would be enough to maintain the obligations 
that the airport has to not to discriminate against any traffic.  So I don’t think it would matter, in fact, as 
you say, it takes the whole question of condemning those houses out of the way.  It reduces the 
chance that the FAA doesn’t like to get all these noise complaints from neighbors, and because they 
wind up in the congress and here and there and the other place. So my guess is they might jump at 
this. 
 
Mastropieri- It’s going to take some hard convincing, but it’s worth it.  It’s worth the fight, I think. 
 
McKeon- Lisa, here with the time line I guess a personal view.  I consider the January 28th transmit to 
the FAA set in concrete.  So one thing that I would like from you all today, is if we as council need to do 
something or give you some information to insure that that stays on track I hope you’ll be very clear.  
And if we don’t understand it, grab me by the ear and make sure that at the end of this meeting that we 
have not interrupted that schedule.   
 
Mastropieri - Very good.   
 
Bennett- I have a question that is in many respects too complicated to ask.  But I’m going to ask it 
anyway.  And that is to, we have anywhere in the system maps or data to develop maps that would 
show us what the regulatory scheme was when this airport was built and when and if it was modified or 
expanded.  And I ask that because part of the folklore is that FAA regulations have gotten more 
difficult. They’ve obviously gotten different because aircraft are different and flying is different.  But if we 
could see that it would help us understand what the FAA has burdened us with through no fault of our 
own, and what mistakes we have made over time if any, so that we can take more supportable 
positions on where we want to go. 
 
Mastropieri - In actuality we had members of the audience brought forth, at our second meeting, some 
very interesting drawings from the past-historical drawings.  And we have those, and the city has 
copies of those available to take a look at.  So those are available.  Is there anything you want to 
address about that? 
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Martin-Lisa, I think the main change from my being a part of this process for awhile is that around 2000, 
perhaps going before, the FAA did change its standards and they increased the requirements for the 
Runway Protection Zone for sea coast airports.  At that point, without really a whole lot of public 
awareness, they classified the airport as a C-II airport, if I’m not mistaken.  However the airport itself, 
and the parameters never changed, and in fact the airport has never complied with the C standards.  
With the FAA’s permission they never closed Harbor Drive; they didn’t do a number of things.  But in 
this most recent go round when the proposals came forward to do 13-31 and 4-22 they said, “Okay, 
well now we need to bring the airport into these new standards.”, and that’s what really caused this 
whole situation that we’re dealing with now.  The first proposals we got are the proposals we got from 
the MEA was basically like one of these alternatives, just meet the FAA standards, and it didn’t do 
anything for the Golf Course and it didn’t do anything for the neighbors.  And that’s what led the council 
to feel like we wanted to explore if there were other alternatives where we could meet the FAA 
standards, have a safe airport, and do some less damage to the surrounding community, and also 
improve the noise situation.  I think its there Jim, but I think the real change was this airport, Mr. 
Simmonds told us one time, that it was basically 5,000 feet from the beginning, both runways, but what 
happened was the FAA, over a period of time, has increased its severity of requirements for safety. 
 
Bennett-The other reason it’s of interest to me, and I think everyone here, is this airport is not in the 
middle of the Great Plains.  It’s bounded by the inter-coastal waterway which is another federal system.  
It’s bounded by the Gulf which is a higher authority than that one.  It’s bounded by the edge of the city 
and it’s very well put together public space area of parkland.  So it doesn’t have that kind of expansion 
capacity that other airports might have. 
 
Mastropieri -You are correct and really there is no way to provide a runway extension for you folks in 
the future.  It’s land-locked.   
 
Lang- Airport master plans and ALPs they are updated every seven years, five years is the FAA 
requirement.  We just finally did an actual count which should have been done with the master plan 
when it was started a few years ago.  But at least it is done now, and we have six months.  And 
basically we have far less than the 500 operations that would qualify even to consider designing this 
airport as a C airport, or a runway as a C runway.  So I really don’t understand whatsoever why, given 
these numbers that we now have actual numbers and as we know when the FAA conditionally 
approved the 2000 master plan and somebody plunked the letter C on there with a whole bunch of 
drawings that did not in any way, shape, or form meet C, or even addressed deviations from the C.  So 
it’s never been a C, not a C now, and never was.  Other than a little letter that went on a piece of paper.  
So here we have an actual count demonstrating that we are nowhere near the 500 operations which to 
even begin to consider designing this airport.  And there is a lot of other criteria, I understand, that 
would be looked at.  Since the plans are done every five years, for the life of me I would not see why on 
Earth we go out of our way to suggest spending million of dollars, because every alternative here 
except having an ALP; layout plan that’s a B-2, which is what it is and where it meets all of our 
standards at no cost, why we would entertain spending millions of dollars, right now, to design this, 
even one of the runways as a C. It makes no sense to me whatsoever, and I don’t think it would make 
any sense to the FAA, certainly not FAA Washington. Maybe somebody in Orlando this might make 
sense to, but after they have their visit with the office of the inspector general next week, I suspect that 
they’re going to come down to Earth and start having lot different opinions on things and doing things 
quite a bit differently than they’ve been doing around here. So, I just really believe that your 
documentation has made the case. This has always been a B-II; there is absolutely no reason, 
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especially at this time, and for the next 5 years, to design this runway as anything else and especially 
when you’re looking at the cost. From what I’m hearing, even the accounts that have been revised to 
date are still possibly higher than they actually, actually are. So again at the time when the FAA 
approved 13-31, they were using these completely ridiculous bogus numbers. To me it’s very simple; I 
just don’t see why we would even consider doing anything but designing this ALP as a B-II. 
 
Mastropieri- Can I just make a comment to bring forth one other requirement of the FAA when we go 
through this ALP process, is that they will require us to look at projections with five, ten, fifteen years 
out.  And then in my conversations with them they are shocked at how low the numbers are, they really 
are.  What they do want to take into account is seasonal activity, which are the seasons coming up.  
Which they said to me, “Well you don’t have your more active months?” We will have those as the 
process goes on and we are going to, at the next meeting, Randall Wiedemann, who is on our team 
when we were selected, is in the process of doing some forecast based on everything that is going on 
in today at GA airports, the activity is down.  He’ll present to you guys, they’ll be conservative 
projections.  That does come into play with the airport layout plan, especially five and ten years out. 
They don’t really care about twenty years, but five and ten years out, if I’m not mistaken, they’ll look at 
those activity levels as well as what the projected C’s and D’s are.  And too, you don’t have many, but 
they will also looked at how many C based aircraft you have here.  I think right now you only have 
three.  
 
Lang- I don’t even know if we have three anymore.  But anyway your six month survey did include 
March, which is the peak month of the peak season.  That is the greatest activity, and that is reflected 
here in this count.  It will be interesting to see what the numbers are in November, December, and 
January.   
 
Mastropieri - Actually we were surprised that Sept wasn’t a little larger than it was.  We thought it would 
start to bump up quite a bit.  But not yet. 
 
Moore- Well I want to hear from the audience, and representatives of both the community as the 
aviation businesses in the community that are here as well and will weigh in on this discussion today.  
Because for the first time I have begun to hear a really, really, good analysis and an articulation and a 
graphic depiction of the issues that confronted this council back in June of 2007, almost two and half 
years ago, when it rejected the MEA Hansen airport layout plan.  And I would point out I am the only 
person on this dais who was here at that meeting.  I ought to be getting combat pay for that. 
 
Zavodnyik-If I’m not mistaken you were the only one who raised any questions about the MEA plan 
then too? 
 
Moore-No you really have.  And the way you have gone about this, I really want to compliment you.  
Because by breaking this down runway by runway, issue by issue, and illustrating them the way you 
have, you really have, in a way, in your presentation how important the issue was about the homes in 
the Runway Protection Zones from Gulf Shores.  You’ve really shown what the impact was going to be 
on a public golf course.  You have really shown, for example, how 186,000 aircraft operations a year 
was absurd, and we are probably down way less than half that. I think the way you’ve done this, if you 
go to the FAA, and I don’t think I’m going to be able to give you any specific recommendations.  To me 
leaving it a B-II solves all the problems.  I think that’s an interesting start, but if the FAA isn’t going to 
accept that, we have a lot of steps we can take long before turning the whole thing into a C-II airport 
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reference code.  I think if you sit down and look at this, I think it will help them to understand the issues 
that we, as a community-including the aviation community, have been fighting going through this 
process.  And it hasn’t been a frivolous process. And I certainly want to hear from the Golfing 
Association about the impact on the Golf Course.  Thank you very much 
 
Zavodnyik-Using slide 35 hybrid alternative 2, in trying to talk about it in terms of what actually happens 
today at the airport, in a C-II plane, is he prohibited from using runway 13-31? 
 
Woodley-Today? No. 
 
Zavodnyik-- Even if it classified as a B 
 
DeGraaff-No, there would be no change. 
 
Zavodnyik-If that’s what it is today, it seems to me in terms of the folks who are here from that here, 
whose homes are in fact, there is not going to be any physical change in terms of the prohibition of 
fliers from using that particular runway.  Am I right on that? 
 
Mastropieri-You are correct.  However you have a much stronger case if 4-22 is brought up to C-2, the 
pavement is strengthened and standards are met.  You have a much stronger case to encourage your 
jets.  To use that and you would want to have a really strong noise abatement staff to enforce that.  I 
think if you made it clear to the flying community that those are your preferred policies, they will start to 
work with you as much as they can in conditions that they can. 
 
Martin-We have been waiting for this. The standards, the voluntary standards certainly are helpful up to 
a point.  The city has to take into additional, until we were on firm ground with the FAA and our own 
argument, we shouldn’t do that.  But I personally fee that as soon as we get a solution, and get it 
approved, that we then are in a very good position to strengthen the noise abatement policies.  Some 
of that is management.  I think we can do a better job of managing the airport.  And some of it may be 
that we can have the city endorse these activities.  Come up with a follow-up system-it would still be a 
voluntary process obviously the safety of the pilots is the primary concern.  But I see that as part of the 
resolution to this problem.  It’s one of the reasons that I’m excited about thinking about 4-22.  That was 
originally the goal of Ms. Lang, and some of the rest of us had, was trying to making 4-22 the preferred 
runway.  As things worked out 13-31 got built first, but it seems to me, we don’t have to talk about 
redoing any pavement here; it’s really a question of re-designing, re-designating rather, the runway and 
the safety areas consistent with the B.  But we are not going to tear up any concrete, or make the 
runway less safe than it is now, if we were to get that.  The other thing I wanted to ask you; it looks like 
there are four holes but that maybe with your new golf course designation.  On slide 35 there seem to 
be holes, two on the south, and two on the north that are in the green areas? 
 
Mastropieri-There are actually, if you take out your larger drawings, it looks like to me we would have to 
look at hole eleven, ten, one, eight, nineteen and a little bit of twenty.  He might not have to mess too 
much with that.  
 
Lang-Which one are you looking at? 
 
Mastropieri- I was looking at the 11x17 that is labeled Hybrid Alternative 2, towards the back. 
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Martin-Well basically it looks like they are smaller number of holes, and some of them again might be 
waiver-able.  That is they are in the ROFA, so it’s not a closed door. They might, or might not.  
Obviously we are dealing with four and not eighteen or twenty-seven right now, and that’s a factor.  
And I don’t guess you have a cost on those four yet? 
 
Mastropieri-I don’t’ have the four or five and of course the driving range too.  You know we have the 
open area along Harbor Drive to work with.  I think there is about eighteen acres over there. 
 
Lang- What about the Clubhouse?  So the clubhouse is not in the RSA? 
 
Mastropieri-It’s a corner of it.  It is in the ROFA.  It just clips that Runway Object Free Area.  So that’s 
another negotiation that we are going to try and deal with.   
 
Carlesimo- I have two points just for clarification purposes.  Councilman Moore, I believe-if I 
understood him correctly-said this was a B airport, and we are changing it to a C.  So is it a B or a C? 
 
Moore- What happened, just to give it to your briefly again, in the 2000 airport layout plan, which was 
approved, they designated it up here in the data block as a C-II Airport Reference Code.  But when you 
look at all the Runway Protection Zones, the Runway Safety Zones and the Runway Object Free 
Zones, they are all designated graphically using BII dimensions.  So anybody looking at this would 
think it was a B-II airport.  
 
Zavodnyik-Unless they look up here where it says C 
 
 -Basically it was erroneously drawn. 
 
Martin-And nobody caught it 
 
 -And it was approved by the FAA, and when I talked to them about it in Washington, they say 
“It was a mistake.” 
 
Carlesimo-But what was the mistake, was it to make it go by these dimensions or was it a mistake to 
designate it a C? 
 
Moore-Well they’re inconsistent.  And before this 2000 airport layout plan there never had been a 
reference code.  That’s a new terminology and dimension that was grafted into FAA regulations. 
 
Martin-And that’s what triggered this 
 
 --It just took this time to catch up with it. 
 
Carlesimo-Okay and my second point of information is this, when Vice Mayor Lang making her point, 
and a valid point about the low number of flights.  When we look at estimations and we project them 
forward, was the difficult times we find ourselves in which probably, I don’t know what the percentage 
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of reduction might be today as a result of the economic times we find ourselves in. Was that taken into 
consideration and used in the extrapolation forward? 
 
Mastropieri-I don’t have those yet, they are being worked on.  And yes, one of the tools that Randal has 
to use, he has a database of all the GA airports in the country and what’s happened to them, and how 
their activity levels have dropped in the last two years. He has a pretty good program to use.  He is 
going to use that, as well as, a standard methodology which is very acceptable to the FAA. But he 
thinks his is much more realistic because they are kept in line more with reality. 
 
Martin-I just want to go along with Judge Moore about what he said there.  As you know from our last 
meeting, the council expressed several preferences to you.  One was to stay with a B airport, obviously 
if the FAA were to accept that, that would be period paragraph.  If they don’t the question is what next.  
Do we say “okay we are going to take over the airport privately”, something I favor.  Or can we come 
up with a hybrid of some kind.  You’ve given us what, to me looks like, an interesting hybrid. I don’t 
want to take either of those off the table, and I am hoping that when you are in Orlando you’ll say, 
“Here’s one possibility.  It does have costs associated with it.  We will have Golf Course modification 
costs.  We may have to move the Clubhouse depending on what they decide, so forth and so on. The 
B is the also here, and as Ms. Lang says, the numbers are low, but I can anticipate, as Mr. Carlesimo 
really just said, that the FAA might say, “Well this is the lowest year in a hundred years, so we want to 
add..”, in other words they are the ones who accept the criteria is what it amounts to.  It may well be 
that we wont have five hundred, and that will probably weigh into their considerations.  As Ms. Lang 
was suggesting they may say, “Come back in five years, if you have five hundred we may be willing to 
pay these other things.”  So I don’t know what they’ll say, and I guess none of us do, but we want to 
indicate to you what options we would like you to pursue.  Not meaning to summarize for others, we 
haven’t heard the public yet.  It seems to me we have a couple options on the table.  For a lot of people 
who criticized us for doing this study, I want to go back to the fact that we now are in a much better, 
and more intelligent position than we’ve ever been in on this.  We had some absolutely incredible 
numbers that led to a projection of spending 61 million dollars of the taxpayers money on 
improvements for an airport based on a 160,000 take offs and landings. That whole thing was a joke 
and we finally had to turn to another group to say, “Put out some facts.”  If the answers not what we like 
it wont be one we like.  If it offers some hope, fine. 
 
Lang - Will you share this methodology you are going to use-the projections?  Because as you know 
the methodology that had been used, and approved by FAA, that basically supported this notion that 
there were 180,000 operations here, and led to all these bogus numbers.  1,150 jet landings a month, 
when your data doesn’t even show 156 landings a month.  And that is like, I am hearing, keep in mind 
that this little bubble we have experienced in the past few years-that was not reality.  That was a 
bubble.  We are now back to reality here.  It is really important; I would be really interested in looking at 
this methodology, and the projections. 
 
Mastropieri-What I can do is have Randal, who is working on this; I can have him put together a memo 
on this on his approach and the methodology he is going to use.  I will provide that to Nancy, and she 
gave give that to you ahead of time. 
 
Martin-I think the public is following this, as you know we have a sophisticated public, they are going to 
want to look at that.  I think Ms Lang is right. 
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McKeon- This is one of those times I would like to come back to it after we have heard the public.  The 
data is going to be the data.  But I also think that we can’t put our heads in the sand either.  Example: I 
just took this count of March, April and May as high months, averaged it, and then said if I assumed 
October, November, December, January and February are comparable high months. They may or may 
not be, but if I did that the number 493 operations are pretty close to the “trigger point” of 500. An 
interesting point, whether it is born out by the facts in the future, I don’t know.  Another fact, it has been 
articulated in the newspapers, that the Jet center is going to be sold in some capacity.  And in my view, 
once that is completed, if more hangers are put on the airport property, and in fact, additionally aircraft 
are based here, again I think we put our heads in the sand if we do not at least consider that.  It might 
not be today, it might not be six months from now.  But again it is a reality we are faced with.  I just 
want to put those on the table.  Let us consider all the aspects as we move forward. 
 
Bennett- One last question related to those projections. That is, will we have information that goes into 
them related to technology?  We all know Boeing can build a bigger plane, that flies faster and lands 
shorter and holds more people.  Are we seeing any technological development like that in light planes 
and small jets-so that we are looking at lighter aircraft that can stop shorter, and perhaps fly faster, and 
is that going to impact what we should be planning? 
 
 -Actually, Florida, the state, is one of the leads in looking at the very light jet-the VLJs.  That 
will be put into consideration. They are small.  I think they fall into the A category either ones or twos.  
They are quick little jets.  They are small, and they don’t need as much Runway length either. 
 
 -The equivalent of a smart car? 
 
 -Right 
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Venice Municipal Airport Workshop 
Public Comments   

 
 
 -If council is ready why don’t we call on the citizens to come forth.  Thank you so much for that.  
At the end of it council may want you to come back for some back and forth. 
 
Question-can we have a five minute break? 
 
Martin-Yes, sure. 
 
Martin-Clerk, have people signed up to speak? 
 
Clerk-Yes sir, Robert Drouin.  I am probably saying it wrong. 
 
Drouin -My name is Bob Drouin.  443 Colbia here in Venice.  President of the Bay Indies Men’s Golf 
Association which all members of Lake Venice Golf Course probably know why I am here. There is to 
support very, very little or no obstruction to the Golf Course that is there now.  I am sure that everybody 
knows that if you drive down Harbor Drive we have a unique situation here in Venice with what we 
have.  And the Golf Course is part of it.  So I am here supporting the Golf Members of Lake Venice Golf 
Course in hopes that this airport is a B.  It stays a B.  And that there is no impact to the Golf Course 
here in Venice.  Thank you very much. 
 
 -Thank you, sir. 
 
Clerk-Art Dover 
 
Dover- Good afternoon, my name is Art Dover.  I am a citizen here in Venice, have been for some time.  
I appreciate the presentation that was made by DY this afternoon it was very informative.  I am not here 
to talk about the future.  I can see us coming to a point where the actual airport plan update is going to 
be submitted and processed by the FAA.  So I looked at the future and I looked at the past.  I spent a 
few weeks reviewing the past history and putting together a report that takes the systems engineering 
view of airport improvements.  So I looked at all the past projects that have been undertaken by the 
airport, or proposed in previous sessions of airport improvement considerations and came up with a 
systems engineering approach that we should look at in the future and manage the airport 
improvement as a program, under program management principles.  So I wanted to submit this to the 
council. I emailed everybody copies of this report as just being the baseline of going forward from this 
point on, and the next phase, what will come out as being airport improvement projects and how to go 
about looking at them as systems engineering program management type of effort, and focus on them 
getting done.  We do have some concerns still that persist.  In those short terms the budget stays but 
does not fund out objectives in some of the airport improvement areas.  I am a little concerned, 
perhaps falsely, of the election results which may further push the councils balance towards 
maintaining the status quo. But from what I am hearing today I don’t think that should be a concern I 
should be centering on anymore.  My review concludes that the recommendations of the previous case 
of projects for the most part were reasonable, given the environment that we were in before.  The 
council has the fiduciary duty to maintain the Venice Municipal Airport as a viable  and a National 
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transportation, National Aviation, General Aviation system.  For this reason I have put together this 
report, which I do have printed copies of, and I do have them available-to a limited extent-in color for 
people in the audience who would like to have them.  All I ask is that they put their name on a slip of 
paper, and I will give them a copy.  Alright, that’s all I have to say.  I think we should congratulate DY 
for their excellent job so far. 
 
 -Thank you sir.  I appreciate the time you have taken to put together your report, I know I 
received it in my email, and I am sure council will read it with care. 
 
Jim Marble-I have some comments a little on the miscellaneous side.  The Dufresne Henry 2000 plan, 
they talked about a periodic evaluation.  In other words something should be done until there is another 
evaluation in each five-year period.  And their plan does not have, within it, a timeframe for doing 
anything.  In other words they do call it a C airport, and they put that on the ALP.  But if you look at their 
five-year program there is not a single thing that would make it a C, or in the ten-year program.  And 
they do say in the report that this should be based on actual activity, and that should be examined in 
the next five year period.  As you know now DY is looking at that actual activity and it is not at all what 
we thought it was.  The C airport that Dufresne Henry did was based on a single aircraft. It’s supposed 
to be 500 operations of C aircraft, the most demanding aircraft using the airport or family of planes, and 
it was a single airplane based at the airport. It was a Gulfstream 2, and instead of it being a C-II it was 
a D-II.  They said it landed here 250 times a year, that’s five days a week every week.  And that makes 
500 operations because it must have taken off.  I think I was the one, at one time, what happens if that 
plane goes away, which it did.  That plane is now in Texas.  It visits here occasionally. Some people 
wanted to have a C airport.  There are different reasons for that; some people believe that bigger are 
better, and the more counts you have, and the bigger aircraft you have, the more opportunity you have 
to maybe get more money.  To pave the runway, to do more maintenance, whatever it is.  That’s the 
false assumption.  FAA, in fact, improves airports pretty much as they see improvements are needed, 
and they work their way around the country doing that.  As you well know we had other issues that held 
up the paving of 13-31.  I don’t think we want to repeat the past when we talk about the future.  So you 
had a Gulfstream that weighed roughly 80,000 lbs maximum weight, and in that Dufresne Henry Plan 
their looking forward to the Gulfstream5 coming here soon at 89,000 lbs. and the Global Express at 
91,000 lbs, and MEA redesigned 13-31 for 63,000 lbs.  It’s a C runway.  So you have people talking 
about bigger, better, and greater things-none of those big airplanes ever came here.  So that forecast 
didn’t work out.  It’s also true that FAA likes to grow airports, and that’s how our 170,000 or 180,000 
operations came about, because they simply multiplied that year after year after year, and they use a 
formula which they applied system-wide.  They pointed out the required 1,000 foot Runway Safety Area 
is not provided at any runway end because of existing roads, fences.  And the inter-coastal is 
considered an open ditch, because if you go in that you don’t just go across, you’re going to hit a wall 
on the other side.  Those are prohibited from being in RPZs.  And when you talk about RPZs, it’s not 
just the houses and the driving range, it’s also the bridge.  Mr. Bennett is correct, the bridge and the 
highway are in the RPZ and that is not allowed.  And if you don’t hold that in fee you must have an 
avigation easement.  You must control that space.  Just like the houses, if they are not removed then 
under recommendation status, FAA still wants you to remove them.  That’s what they mean by 
recommendation status. But you must control the space, so you must have an avigation easement, and 
those are not necessarily free.  So, I think it is very important that we follow the sense of the original 
Dufresne Henry report, which said that every five years you should look at actual activity-actual use of 
the airport, and project where you are going.  It is also important to recognize there is not a single thing 
that has occurred at that airport that makes it a C.  It is the way it was in 1986, and in 1986 it had a 
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series of modifications of standards, where there was a little encroachment of fences, a little point of 
something on Harbor Drive. 
 
 -Jim, with all respect, the time is up.  Just give us a little final thing to think about, and do follow 
up in writing if you would like. 
 
Jim Marble- The final point I’d like to make is about the count.  Of the six month count of C-I airplanes 
of 114, 84 of those airplanes are small Lear Jets.  And what FAA has done, instead of going by the 
simple count of C’s; C-I, C-II -they have changed to talk about the most demanding aircraft in terms of 
its runway usage.  And those small Lear Jets can operate on about 4,200 feet or less, so they don’t 
need C runways.  So once you drop out those 84 airplanes your count really changes, significantly.  
You have seen the master plan for Craig Airport near Jacksonville?   
 
 -About a month ago Mr. McKeon passed it out, and in there, there is an analysis by using the 
most demanding aircraft the runway requirements for our conditions, and that Lisa has agreed that she 
will conduct this type of analysis for our airport. 
 
 -Yes, and would also like her to explore with the FAA, as I know she will, for example; the 
questions with regard to the 84 Lear Jets.  Thank you very much.  I am sorry that I cut you off, but I 
think if we don’t we have got to have a way to keep people closer to the thing. 
 
Mike Rafferty- Mayor, members of the council, good afternoon.  Mike Rafferty, Venice City resident.  
Given the five minute time limit, I will point out issues but will not go into the details.  Any one of the 
issues that I’m going to bring up could be subject to a five minute presentation on their own merits.  
The first item I want to speak about is the count.  The count continues to overstate the C-I and C-II 
operations.  Even though it needs further refinement, and DY has indicated that they will be working on 
that to accomplish that refinement, today’s numbers, when annualized, despite council member Mr. 
McKeon’s approach to annualizing it, despite that approach, the numbers fall far short of the 500 
operations necessary to support a C designation within the next five year planning window.  And that’s 
the critical phase.  Lisa quite wasn’t sure, but it is a five-year planning window that FAA is looking at.  
And if we take the numbers we are looking at right now and we have to run with the numbers we have 
now, we have the six month count, 200 C aircraft operations-it will be less than that, annualize that, put 
it at 3%, and you are going to fall par short of the 500.  What that means is that we are a B-II by 
operations count.  Second item, whether or not this is a typical year, the fact of the matter is that for the 
first time we will have actual verifiable, reliable data on operations, and the numbers are the numbers.  
We went into this study with the objective of getting good data. We have good data, they are what they 
are.  Council needs to direct DY to finalize the count on the basis of the data-to-date, subject to council 
validation and acceptance, and proceed with runway length analysis and operations forecast.  That’s a 
big operation.  That’s a lot of work to do between now and the end of January.  Number three, the C-II 
alternates do nothing to alleviate the impacts on the Gulf Course-either the hybrids or the C-II natural.  
The RPZ matter has been addressed by DY, but the annihilation of half of the 27 holes at the Lake 
Venice Golf Course has not.  You can see from the presentation that DY did put together, the need is 
to basically to redesign Lake Venice Golf Course.  Therefore the C-II alternatives are not acceptable, 
as they fail to meet the established objectives of this study to minimize the impacts on the Golf Course.  
This is item four. The only provision in the Golf Course lease for a reduction in the lease area is 
imminent domain.  Since council has stated they will not use imminent domain for airport development 
the lease area is frozen, as is for the term of the lease.  Therefore, compliance with C-II criteria is not 
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feasible until at least the expiration of the VGA lease sometime late in the 2020’s.  Most importantly, 
number five, this study is not upgrading or downgrading the airport reference code-designation of the 
airport.  This study is making the decision to operate the airport as a C-II facility, non-compliant with 
FAA regulations, or a B-II facility which complies with all respects to FAA regulations.  Let’s look at that 
again.  The decision before you is to operate the airport as a C-II facility non-compliant with FAA 
regulations, or a B-II facility compliant in all respects to FAA regulations.  Number six, the statement 
that FAA is unlikely to support a B-II ARC is not cause to declare war on that agency.  With council 
direction to DY to finalize the study on the basis of a B-II designation, it’s clearly within the skill of DY to 
present adequate documentation to establish the Venice Airport as a compliant B-II facility.  Given the 
alternatives, the justification of a compliant C-II facility would be an effort of Herculean proportions.  In 
summary, I urge council today to accept the B-II alternate, and provide DY the necessary direction to 
move forward and to complete this study within their current schedule.  The city has in place counting 
equipment and, should the count sometime in the future indicate grounds for further evaluation of the 
ARC, undisputable data will be on hand, and appropriate changes can be made at that time. However, 
now the operations count substantiates a B-II designation.  Thank you. 
 
Tom Brenner-Thank you very much.  I won’t take very much of your time.  I appreciate being here.  I 
just want to reiterate some of the things that have been said much more eloquently earlier. Certainly, 
we could look at that C that’s written on that plan and just go with that.  But it is true that the airport is a 
B, and it was just pointed out, fully compliant as a B.  Not a C with many exceptions. One other item 
about that is that if you do choose C, and fortify the airport with that C, you’ll be committing the city to 
fully comply with that C over time.  So you would be doing, what amounts to accommodating, a 
projected growth.  And that becomes a city planning decision of great importance to a place like 
Venice.  So I hope you take that with great concern and realize what we’ve got here is a B.  A fully 
compliant B, the safest airport we can have, it does not advertise us as being something we are not.  It 
does not commit us to doing more than we really want to do.  I’d also point out that the idea of 
compromising within a hybrid situation; the FAA has basically said that they say 4-22 as a possible B.  
They like the idea that 13-31 might become a C, so long as the impact on the neighborhood, I guess 
the eventual demolition of that neighborhood would be accomplished.  I worry that this would be 
perceived as a false compromise.  I don’t think the FAA; they’ve already said they don’t like the bridge 
over there.  They already have expensive procedures for automated approaches to 13-31.  I worry that 
you lose the high ground by coming to them and saying, “We would like to see 13-31 downgraded to a 
B, and 4-22 becoming a C when it is reconstructed.”  Because then they simply might say “No” to you, 
and it weakens your argument.  I really feel that the high ground is to know what this airport is and just 
stick with it.  Thank you very much. 
 
Nick Carlucci-I need a minute to set up.  Mayor Martin, members of the council, city staff.  Good 
Afternoon.  I am Nick Carlucci, president of the Venice Aviation Society.  And I am making these 
comments as President of VAS.  Let me first congratulate Mr. Bennett, Mr. Carlesimo on their recent 
election and their assumption of duties on the city council.  I am not going to comment really on what 
was presented today, and I do not have the time to engage in he said/ she said, this is true/this is false.  
Instead I want to address, and I urge you to address, for few minutes today, the issue of safety at the 
airport.  There are a lot of warning flags out there, and I am quite frankly, very concerned over the short 
term season-the next 90-120 days.  The city staff is working to correct these issues.  I am not here to 
impugn anyone, but I simply want to bring to your attention two things that can be done, that can help 
eliminate some of these red flags.  We often talk about synergy, how the whole gets more things done 
than the sum of its parts.  Well we have a negative synergy in terms of safety right now at the airport.  
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And I am talking to you now at the workshop rather than at city council, because I do not want to 
spread public terror and alarm.  We have a safe airport, but there are a lot of warning flags that are 
flying right now, and they need to be recognized and dealt with.  Time is the issue, not the ultimate 
correction of these situations.  It’s time.  And we need to compress some of that time right now.  
Recently, the automated weather observation system, the wind reporting system broke.  It’s going to 
take some time to replace it.   
 
Two months, hopefully, probably three.  We are dealing with Government procurement.  There are 
rules. It isn’t simply going to the hardware store and buying an item off the shelf.  The ongoing issues 
with Runway 4-22, it has become increasingly apparent that pilots are avoiding its use.  The pepper 
plants that line the runway along the Golf Course fence, the sight lines are being destroyed, so pilots 
cannot see, for example if they are on Runway 1-3 whether or not there is an aircraft on Runway 4.  It’s 
simply an accumulation of a whole series of minor things that are creating an environment that is 
becoming less safe, rather than safer.  The runway signs, markings, striping. All of that is known.  
There are foreign object damage areas on the runways, and on the taxiways that need to be corrected.  
And then finally that green book, the Airport Facility Directory today, has information that is not correct. 
Now the city recently submitted a 50-10 to talk about the standing water on Runway 4, and the airport 
also submitted, or the city also submitted some additional information.  But the diagram that shows the 
airport for example was not corrected, and it is incorrect.  Aircraft at night have taxied onto the closed 
taxi way that is blocked by a fence.  This is the taxi way next to the intercoastal.  And they’ve had to 
turn around, literally, on that narrow taxiway.  My concern is liability for the city.  A multi-million dollar 
plane slips off that taxiway and gets into the mud and then we collectively have a problem.  So here are 
two recommendations that can enhance short-term safety.  Two recommendations that could be used 
until, at a minimum, the AWOS is replaced.  First is designate Runway 13 as the calm wind Runway.  
At least discuss that.  I am not here supporting the status quo.  I am asking you to change the status 
quo. And the second as a priority, and again the city is working on this, as a priority cut down the 
internal Pepper plants to ensure that pilots have sight lines along those runways.  If there is an issue 
with fences torn up because of that work.  Then trim them down to the height of the fence.  But that 
needs a priority, not the perimeter.  We can break accident chain.  We can eliminate some of the root 
cause investigations that occur when accidents happen.  We can do all of that very, very simply, and 
quickly, with the Pepper plants, and changing the calm wind runway to Runway 31.  Thank you.  If you 
have any questions, that’s it. 
 
McKeon -I’d like to make a comment.  You all know that I’m a former pilot.  But I was a helicopter pilot 
only, not a fixed-wing pilot.  And I have talked with Nancy and Isaac about cutting down the trees along 
the fence on the airport side, for example.  On the Golf Course side they have already been cut down.  
But I learned something yesterday that I, as a helicopter pilot, didn’t know.  Because when I take off or 
land, basically I’m here, and off I go.  And when I come back and land, I am looking at the whole airport 
and I can land anywhere there I want.  The issue here that Nick is bringing up, most specifically that I 
think we as a city we can take care of very quickly, specifically the ability of a pilot on 4-22 or 13-31 
looking across the Golf Course to see if there is a plane at the other end of the other runway.  So it’s 
very specifically on 13-31 for short term action I think we should consider taking, or asking the city to 
take.  The fence-line paralleling Harbor Drive up to the intersection of 4-22, and then down to the Gulf 
on 4-22.  That’s the area where there is some blockage now to line of sight of pilot at one end of a 
runway to a pilot at the other end.  That’s where there has been some concerns when someone has to 
abort a takeoff because there is an aircraft over there they haven’t seen.  The other areas, if I’m 
correct, where there is still some plants to be removed sometime in the future I think can be postponed. 
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But from a safety standpoint I think we should look quickly at those two specific areas, and see if we 
can’t get them removed. 
 
 -Did you say you had talked with Mr. Turner about it? 
 
 -Well, about the trees in general. Not specifically this.  Like I said, I was a pilot and I though I 
knew what I was talking about.  It turns out yesterday I found out some information.  I did not 
understand what the issue was specifically in that area.  And I think we should look at that. 
 
Turner- Mr. Mayor we can take a look at this.  It’s the first I’ve heard of that specific detailed concern. 
 
 -One of the things that Mr. Turner has said to me, and that I’ve made public is that we want to 
upgrade the maintenance and management of the airport.  And I think this is an example of something 
that looks like it is remedial, and I appreciate your seeing it.  It doesn’t sound like anything that requires 
a lot of time or delay.  So if you’d look at it, and correct it, that would be great. 
 
Bennett- I have a question for Mr. Carlucci before he disappears. 
 
 -Mr. Mayor, can I just ask Mr. McKeon what trees and what plants are you talking about?  I 
wasn’t clear.  Are you talking about plants that are up against the fence? 
 
McKeon-Specifically trees or shrubs along the fence on the airport side of the property.  Meaning the 
airport operation side, inside the fence.  Specifically from the fence line from Airport Ave coming south 
to the intersection with 4-22.  And then from 4-22 west to Harbor Drive. 
 
Carlucci-The runways across are perpendicular, these are the fences that run parallel to the runways.  
These are not the perimeter fences. It’s virtually all Pepper plant. 
 
Martin-So when you are sitting at the end of 13-31, you can’t see if there is someone down on 4? 
Carlucci-That is correct, Mr. Mayor.  And you cannot see if someone is taxing. 
 
 -We can either remove them, or conceivably as a first step, cut them to the fence level so they 
wouldn’t be high enough to block visibility. 
 
Bennett- If you would explain for me what the AWOS system is and how it works.  I understand it is not 
working, and from what I’ve read on the public website, it seems to me it ought to be fixed sooner 
rather than later.  What I’m reading here, I don’t think you mean it’s like what it say to me when I cant 
access the internet-to solve your problem please go to  www.so and so.  I don’t think we want that so 
can you explain how this message works with the AWOS not working? 
 
Carlucci- I certainly can and Dr. Woodley can back me up on this.  Years ago they used to have 
weather observers at airports.  They stopped that to save money. Now we have an automated system.  
It has the ability to measure wind, temperature and what have you.  It is updated every minute.  A pilot 
who was inbound to the airport will typically tune into this frequency at 25 miles away.  Now the higher 
you are the better the range.  But 25, 20, 15 miles from here I know what the weather is locally and I 
can then plan my approach.  Additionally, besides the automated weather, we also add to that AWOS 
additional messages.  So here at Venice we add that Runway 22 is currently the calm wind runway.  
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That traffic for Runway 13 is non-standard.  Information that is important to pilots and its written pilot 
speak.  The current system is more than 20 years old.  And it apparently failed inspection.  It was not 
reporting density altitudes, and it turns out that it’s broken.  It has in excess of $46,000 in parts that 
cannot be found, and cannot be replaced.  So the city plans to update to a new system.  Now the 
AWOS was replacement was scheduled in a JCIP-the joint capital improvement program.  It’s just that 
it’s unfortunate that it’s managed to break at the worst possible time, as we enter season.  This forces 
pilots to over-fly the field to determine wind direction, and they can do that from any direction.  That just 
adds to the confusion, so that’s just one more warning flag during this next 90-120 days.  That’s where 
the calm wind runway enters into this.  We need to get everyone to operate off the same runway during 
periods of calm wind.  That’s typically during the daytime and most mid-air collisions occur during the 
daytime in great visibility, near airports.  So we need to minimize all that. I hope I explained AWOS. 
 
 -How am I going to hear the methods that you are suggesting? 
 
 -We can still send the messages out, the AWOS message can go out, but we cannot get 
weather information. 
 
McKeon-Again I’d ask.  When I was doing government business in Washington and you were dealing 
with services they have a thing called a OSIP-operational safety improvement program.  And if there 
was a safety issue on one of our aircraft programs, it went on an expedited acquisition.  What I am 
wondering is with the question of the AWOS, our normal procedures, I believe, would require that we 
have so many bids etc.  I guess I would ask, and I apologize for catching you all cold, but can we as 
the appropriate person, if it is Jeff, or whomever?  I personally consider this a safety piece of 
equipment.  Is there a way to move out in an expedited fashion to get a replacement AWOS?  And that 
would be my request of city staff. 
 
Woodley-Good Afternoon, Nancy Woodley, assistant city manager in room involvement with the airport.  
The AWOS system that we were looking at is the AWOS-3 system, which is much improved from what 
we had.  From what I understand it was more like an AWOS-1.  And the specifications and things that 
need to be put into a packet, like Nick said, you can’t just go over to Wal-Mart and pull one out, and put 
one in to replace it.  But we do want to expedite it. It is on a list of items that Mr. Turner and I have 
discussed about fast-tracking and getting a budget amendment for.  And Mr. Snyder has been made 
aware of those tonight, I assume the AWOS system is in there.  We are looking at a $125,000 price tag 
on this system, but I think we can probably get it at least out on the street, and get a response within 
the next 60 to 90 days.   
 
 -It might be that we could secure FDOT or FAA funding for this particular thing.  It might not be 
tight up behind the ALP because of the safety characteristics. 
 
Turner-Dr. Woodley would you please share with the council and the public what we have operating 
while this system is down? 
 
Woodley-Presently on the field, for weather indications on each of the four runways, there is a lit 
windsock approximately 1,000 feet down from the numbers on all four runways, as well as, there is a 
wind T, it is my understanding that is operational, and a field windsock.  But as Carlucci has indicated 
you pick up that information by overflying the field and coming back into it.  I was unaware that AWOS 
could be sending out a message without the weather.  We will certainly look at that tomorrow morning, 
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and see if we can get something indicative of what a pilot may want to know.  My own personal 
experience is, that when I flying, I usually call up flight-following and get different weather conditions at 
three, five, and seven wind direction and things of that nature, to plan my flight.  As you come in strictly 
from the North, if you come in through from Tampa, or approach control then they usually will give you 
some indication of what the weather conditions are roughly.  But yes, an automated weather system is 
a nice thing to have, but as a general aviation airport, I have flown into enough of them to know, they 
are not always there, or active. I certainly am interested in what Mr. Carlucci said about the Pepper 
plants.  We have a maintenance crew now that we have activated, and we will definitely look at that 
soon. 
 
 -I think that the calm-wind runway, if there is an announcement and if there is no reason not to 
do that, makes some sense.  He has suggested using 13-31 as a calm-wind runway. 
 
 -I think that the short answer is that we will expedite it absolutely as much as possible. 
 
 -Mr. Mayor I am concerned about this calm-wind runway situation.  We have a certification 
from the FAA on 4-22 that said it was safe for jets, 24,000 lbs, dual-wheel etc. I see no reason to 
change this calm-wind runway for all aircraft; we’re going to change the calm-wind runway, why? And 
send all the planes over the homes?  This doesn’t make any sense.  The only issue here is aircraft that 
weigh over 24,000 lbs shouldn’t be going out 22.  They should know that.  They should know what the 
capacity of the runway is. Most pilots do.   
 
 -There is something for the city manager to think about.   
 
Carlucci- We wanted to try and do this right, and do this sensibly.  And I appreciate your comments at 
this workshop, and I really appreciate the ability to comment.  I attached to the paper today the letter 
that I sent to Mr. Turner, that outlines reasons for the 31 as the calm-wind runway.  We are not talking 
about some aircraft.  We are talking about all aircraft, and the issue is that people with light aircraft are 
not using 22 as the calm-wind runway because of its condition.  They are either landing on 13 or 31.  
Concurrently other people are landing on 22.  We need to get everyone uniformly inline.  Now I suggest 
31 for the following reasons; when you take off on 31, it is the furthest point from the city.  That initial 
run-up, initial noise, initial jet blast goes into the inter-coastal.  Prior to taking off you do your engine run 
up in the middle of the field-no noise.  If you are doing touch and gos, and a lot of people are upset 
over touch and gos.  By doing touch and gos and following the fly-friendly procedures, those aircraft, 
when they land, when they make their final low approach, they are approaching over vacant land. If we 
were to use Runway 13, we would have people taxiing along that main taxiway that is parallel to Airport 
Ave.  We would be having aircraft turning up, blowing into the neighborhood noise and fumes.  And 
people that are doing touch and gos would repeatedly fly low over the homes in Gulf Shores.  We can 
avoid all of that by using 31. Now quite frankly, whether its 31 or 13 in terms of safety, 31 is a little 
safer, but it doesn’t really matter to me.  We just want to get everyone on the same sheet of music.  
That’s the safety concern.  13 of course, is a non-standard runway.  31 is a standard runway.  I leave 
that up to you in terms of number, but we need to get everyone operating off the same runway.  Thank 
you. 
 
 -Can I just clarify?  Mr. Carlucci when you say 31 you are talking about departing 31 going to 
the southeast?  Is that what you mean as 31 as the calm-wind runway?  What is your departure 
direction? 
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Carlucci-The calm-wind runway is used both for the landing, and the departures.  Both for landing and 
departure.  An aircraft departing on 31 is heading towards Golden Beach.  However, it is supposed to 
turn before the end of the runway. 
 
Lang-Well, they are not. 
 
Carlucci-I’m trying to point something out.  The theoretical model supports 31.  We can add to the 
AWOS message, which I have also included in that letter, that we encourage/enjoin pilots to use the 
fly-friendly procedures when they depart.  That has never been done.  The city has not taken the time 
to do that.  This is an opportunity, through the AWOS circumstance, to get that done, get that started.  
Ms. Lang, I don’t mind whether its 13 or 31 for safety purposes it needs to be some runway other than 
22. 
 
Lang-My concern is, we are going to start directing all the aircraft now to come in over people’s houses.  
There have been signs out there that have been put out there.  I don’t know how long they’ve been 
there with the sidestep recommendation.  And I can tell you they are not doing it 
 
Carlucci-Give us an opportunity, and let’s do it.  I am as frustrated as you are over this.  We need to put 
the same information in the Airport Facility Directory, and we need to put that information in the AWOS 
message.  We need to be reinforcing that message.  And just one quick comment, Mr. Mayor, relative 
to the presentations today; I will tell you that VAS fully supports 22 as a C runway.  We need it as a 
noise mitigation runway.  It is critical to us.  And if 13-31 comes a B and it doesn’t change in length, 
then fine.  Mission Accomplished.  But we need to get on with it.  We need 4-22 rebuilt. 
 
Martin-As you know that was our first choice. I will ask Mr. Turner to take this into account.  I think he 
and Dr. Woodley can figure out what steps are necessary.  Again, it sounds like some of the things you 
are saying are things that we might have provided that is guidance to the pilots on the 4.  Perhaps we 
can do that now, as you said.  Are there other comments? 
 
 -I would just like to point out that in previous meetings, we have had other pilots come up and 
state that they don’t have any problem using 4-22 in a small aircraft. 
 
Carlucci-I think there are some pilots are concerned about the conditions, who know the conditions are 
rougher than they should be.  That is one of the reasons we want to get this done.  We want to agree 
on something.  We want to get the pavement done.   But there is some difference, some people told 
me in fact, a jet pilot told me the other day, that lands on 4-22, and he thinks the whole thing is a lot of 
bologna.  On the other hand, other people don’t think that.  I want to have the safest place we can, and 
if pilots want to land on it they can.  They don’t want to, they don’t have to. 
 
Alex Clemmons-Good Afternoon.  I’m one of the RPZ homes directly under the 13 airport and I’m 
assuming that if they shorten the runway planes are going to come in a little bit higher, because they 
don’t have to come in so low.  When they’re landing it is noisy, but it’s not that bad.  But when they take 
off in the current situation it seems like directly over my house is when they punch it.  It is just 
unbelievable noise.  It is just amazing.  So I’m thinking if you can shorten the runway it would be very, 
very helpful for the noise situation that is involved.  I’m also assuming that with technology increasing 
that the airplanes are getting more less noisy.  And I’m wondering if they can also land in a shorter 
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distance.  Is that generally true that planes are getting less noisy and they are landing in a shorter 
distance so that the newer planes can land with a 4,000 feet runway instead of a 5,000 foot runway.  
Can I make that assumption? 
 
 -I think Mr. Bennett mentioned that before, and I believe that our experts said to us, that 
probably trend is in that direction, with lighter jets and shorter periods.  The other thing I just wanted to 
mention, technically, if one of these options that we discussed today would be approved by the FAA the 
runway, the actual pavement would not be shorter, but the FAA would mark it in such a way that the 
planes would take off further from the houses. And land further from the houses.  And that’s why we 
want to consider that as one of the options. 
 
Clemmons-The other comment on the RPZ, as I understand it, the RPZ is to protect people and the 
Runway Object Free is to protect airplanes.  Is that correct? 
 
Martin-Some of each.  But you are right in general.  The RPZ reaches out further, but is for pilot safety, 
but obviously if there is nobody under there, which is the FAA’s concern, it protects people too. 
 
Clemmons- I’m wondering if the fences that are presently built and for the Golf Course could be a type 
of a soft fence, so that if the airplane runs into it, it is kind of a barrier that they have from highways. 
 
Martin-I understand. Interesting idea.  We’ll ask the consultants to think about that.  I am not sure what 
the FAA would allow, like a break-away fence. Thank you very much sir. 
 
Walter Hake-My name is Walter Hake.  I am a pilot, I own an airplane, I’m a renter at the airport, I’m a 
golfer, but most importantly I am a resident of the city of Venice.  There are two words I hate, its safety 
and security.  That is a very safe airport, I wouldn’t worry about that.  Also, the preferred Runway 22 
that should stay the same.  First of all, the pilot’s going to look at the wind, that’s going to be his first 
determination.  If it’s a no-wind situation, and if he’s parked over there on a ramp someplace, the 
closest place to go is 22.  Not all the way down to 31, that’s a mile taxi.  That would be ridiculous to do 
that, and they won’t do it.  Why even bother?  It’s a convenient runway, and I’d just leave it as it is.  As 
far as those bushes are concerned, I have a two-way radio, and everyone is supposed to use it, I’ll 
grant you some people don’t.  But if they are in the area, I would say its one in a thousand doesn’t use 
their two-way radio.  So you know what the traffic is, he asks, “Traffic available?”  That is what I came 
here for.  T-hanger renters pay $36,000 a month to support this airport.  This whole meeting is about 
jets, and the jets RP is about $9,000 a month.  The T-hanger is about 1,100 square feet, and jet 
centers have five-acres.  Their contribution, the jet contribution to this airport is minimal.  Five cents a 
gallon?  You should raise that to fifty cents a gallon to pay for this facility.  As a renter in a T-hanger the 
prices are way out of proportion.  That is just one of my thoughts.  If you want to talk about safety, there 
is an item or two you could do for safety.  The FAA and the airport should consider displaced threshold 
on all the runways.  We have it on 22 but the reason you want it on the other runways, is you have 
airplanes parked there, waiting to take off, and you have an airplane trying to set down at the other end 
of the runway.  That’s how people do it.  A couple of years ago a jet set shortened that wiped out his 
landing gear, if he would have exploded at that point, as so lucky he did, and  that airplane was sitting 
there, he would have blown him away.  At Stuart, another airport we talk a lot about here has displaced 
thresholds on all their runways.  In other words you would have another line 300 feet down the runway.  
So what that means is that your touch down go is 300 feet down.  So if I am sitting down at the end of 
the runway I watch the runway go over above me, and set down at the end of that runway.  So 
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displaced thresholds, the FAA would probably fine you a little bit.  But there is another advantage, we 
talked about, is noise.  If you have a displaced threshold, you are a little bit further down the runway.  
That raises your approach a little bit and noise dissipates and the square of the change of the distance.  
So if you get a plane a little bit higher, you have a little less noise.  It wouldn’t hurt anything.  You can 
still use that 300 feet for takeoff, but you can’t use it to land.  There is a line there, just like on 22.  You 
would land beyond the line.  I think this airport is a very safe airport.  I think you’ll know that I owned a 
part of an airport for years outside of Chicago.  It is a great little airport for general aviation, and it would 
be nice to keep it that way.  And there will be 3% jets, so what?  If we had a General Motors Plant 
down there, that would be more jets.  But since we don’t have a General Motors Plant in the periphery, 
the jets that come in here are people that can afford to spend $5,000 and hour for an airplane, we 
could live with that.  But this whole meeting is about jets.  What about the 120 guys out there who have 
T-hangers?  A lot of times the newspaper says the pilots want this.  That’s ridiculous.  There are 80 
pilots, or 90 pilots that belong to the pilots union out there.  They don’t want this stuff. They don’t want 
all these additions.  It is a good, safe runway.  In fact, a grass runway is even more forgiving if you had 
the facility to do it here. 
 
 -Thank you very much. 
 
Chris Davis-Hello council.  My name is Chris Davis.  I am a resident and have been a resident since 
1991, and an owner in the Gulf Shores Neighborhood, as well as a home located in the proposed RPZ.  
I am here to state as other folks have, that this airport is not a C-II airport.  This is a B-II airport.  And 
when you call it a C-II airport, you are then going against the covenant and restrictions that you guys 
accepted when you accepted the airport. You are not operating this airport in a safe manner, if you are 
operating it as a C-II airport.  I think that the FAA made a big mistake when they approved the plan.  
The plan that shows diagrams and drawings which depict B-II safety zones. But categorized it as a C-II 
airport. I don’t think that the residences, or the city, should suffer due to the mistakes that were made 
by the consultant that we had on before, or the FAA’s incompetence in overlooking the area that should 
have been looked at when they reviewed our plan.  Designating this as a C-II airport places our homes 
at risk, and it devalues our property.  I have looked at your documents that transferred the airport to this 
city.  I have spent two and half days researching up at Sarasota Clerks office.  I haven’t found one 
document that shows an easement, or a safety area, or a clear zone over Gulf Shores homes.  Now, 
the airport people will tell you something different.  They will pull out a map and say here it is.   But 
guess what?  There is no valid, recorded easement over our homes.  The only way to look at this is to 
look at this, is to look at it as a B-II airport.  When it is a B-II airport it meets all the requirements it’s 
supposed to.  I really caution anyone, particularly the consultants, in using any drawings that you don’t 
have legal documents to back up.  Thank you. 
 
 -Thank you Ms Davis 
 
Martin-Council let’s hear what thoughts council has, what we would like to pass on. 
 
Clerk-I have another person who would like to speak. 
 
Richard Francis-I am Richard Francis and I guess I have three dogs in this hunt.  I am a resident of 
Golden Beach, I am a golfer, and I’m a pilot.  As such, I want to get three wishes fulfilled.  I want to first 
comment on the safety issue.  As a flight instructor, yes you rely on your two-way radio-communication 
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is critically important, but the those bushes need to be cut down.  You are betting your life if you are 
taking off and relying only on a two-way radio. You need a line of sight. 
 
 -I think we are going to do that. 
 
Francis-That’s wonderful.  The issue is on Runway 4-22.  The cost according to Bill DeGraaff of making 
it a C designated runway is $2.2 million.  And it’s a cost of relocating a driving range and five to six 
holes.  He didn’t have the cost of doing that.  He had the cost of making both C designated runways.  I 
would like know the cost of just making 4-22 a C designated runway, as far as the Golf Course is.  I 
think we need to know that.  He thinks the FAA will pay the $2.2 million and may pay a part of the cost 
of the relocating the five to six holes.  If we can do that, then we got a noise abatement runway, and I 
think we need to improve the condition of it, of the pavement.  But we have a noise abatement runway; 
we have a Golf Course that keeps its 27 holes.  There you go.  My three wishes are all fulfilled. The 
noise abatement runway, we have a safer airport, and the Golf Course is left with 27 holes.  That’s my 
request to the council and I appreciate the time. 
 
-I only let you talk because you are my neighbor. Otherwise I would have heard about it forever. 
 
-Lisa why don’t you and your colleague come up. 
 
-I wanted to say, Mr. Mayor that regards to the safety concerns I don’t want to be in a position of 
weighing whether it is safe or not safe.  We have had three simple proposals to deal with that.  I think 
we ought to move on that, let’s act on those things. 
 
Martin- You mean the things Mr. Carlucci mentioned?  I have already asked.  I think the one question 
about the calm-wind runway; we probably ought to have Mr. Turner talk to some consultants to see if 
that is a good idea. He certainly has made the case for it. But I think you could get back with Mr. Turner 
and give us some thoughts on that.  But certainly we ought to be able the trees and change the 
announcement, and perhaps that as well.  I am not judging that issue.  I heard discussion on both 
sides, and I don’t think you need to decide it right now.  Are there other questions or comments?  If not 
I would like to get a consensus from council, I think you have picked it up from what we’ve said already.  
But I want the council to be comfortable with the directions you are going to take, and that’s our job to 
tell you the directions we would like you to take.  So other questions or comments anybody? 
 
-At the risk of revisiting some things.  There were six of us almost two years ago, who tried to help 
swing the rope out of this tree, and the question again is, four of us are in the room here, and the goal 
was to see if we could maintain the airport in a safe and efficient manor, and allow any aircraft to 
operate out of here that does, while maintaining the Golf Course. Save the Golf Course.  The issue, 
which I did not understand at the time, which I do now, became this B-II/C-II issue.  For example, when 
you talk to the FAA, the thing that still always surprises me is that even if it was a B-II designated 
airport, whether the planes have gone up to D-II, they can land here at the discretion of the pilot, and 
have been doing so safely.  I find myself not wanting to get into a contest with the FAA, sort of mono e 
mono on B-II vs. C-II.  But I do think it is worthy of , at least discussion, as to what do they really see 
are the negative ramifications of having a B-II designation, which then does allow things to stay simply 
almost as they are, while allowing all flight operations to exist as they currently do, as I say up to D-II 
aircraft. I would just like to know what their thoughts are.  I am not trying to push, at this moment for 
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one or the other designation, but I would like to know if that was cost effective, and it met the criteria 
they saw fit.  I think it is worthy of discussion when you talk to them. 
 
 -I agree, and I think we will bring that alternative forward and present the facts, just as you 
stated.  We will present the facts that we have today as far as the operations and the counts.  That can 
be one alternative.  I think we should bring forward something else as well.  I think it would not be in 
your best interest to bring only that alternative. 
 
 -I am totally supportive of that.  Just as I said, as a council, for us to put our heads in the sand 
and not look out into the near future, and see that things are changing, and to plan for those changes 
would be ill advised.  I said it before, fifteen years; I wasn’t to have a Venice Municipal style golf course 
sitting out at that airport.  In my view, does it have to look exactly the way it does today or as it did 40 
years ago when I first played it with my dad?  No.  But I want a Municipal style golf course, and I want a 
good plan for the future going forward.  So if it is going to become a C-II, I want to have a plan going 
forward that is simple and safe, and we can work together as a community to achieve that. 
 
Lang-Mr. Mayor, I don’t have a problem with consideration of this hybrid alternative to runway with the 
13-31 as a B and the 4-22 as the C.  As the 20 year lookout, at least 15, 20 years.  But we are 
supposed to be planning for the next five years.  And from what I am hearing we are supposed to be 
basing this on actual counts.  And we are nowhere near a C airport, and I don’t care if you added 20% 
to these numbers. I don’t even think in 10 years you are going to be anywhere near these C operations.  
Especially when you take into account the aircraft they’re talking about-the Lear Jets, which don’t really 
require the C runways.  As we get further out there, maybe the private jets will become smaller.  
Although it takes a long time for an aircraft to become completely obsolete, unfortunately.  For these 
reasons, I think we need to go to the FAA with our number one request is for a B-II airport.  We are 
supposed to be deciding here, what we want for our airport.  We have these counts done professionally 
now.  We have all the data here.  To me it is just a no-brainer.  I cannot imagine, under what 
circumstance the FAA would tell us, for our five year plan, to do anything else. Yes, looking out 15 or 
20 years, yeah, we got some other alternatives here that could make some sense, but we are not 
there, and there is just no reason, at this time, to go there, other than as a footnote to say that if you 
look out 15 or 20 years here’s a potential plan for that.   
 
 -I think that you’ve set the stage for a stronger argument for the B-II than we have when I first 
took the citizen-developed plan to Washington, and then later when Mr.  took the plan to Orlando.  
The FAA, in those times, I think, was basing their thinking on the MEA data, and also on the projections 
from the 2000 Plan, as has been pointed out by Mr.   .  So I have sensed, I think, and this 
is one of the things I want to see if council agrees, my sense is that there are voices, I don’t know if 
they are for, but I wouldn’t be surprised that maybe more that want to really run the script on the B-II.  
So one thing that helps that is that we now have new data, which is more consistent with that request.  
They were operating on the 160,000 data, which was what was our certified count before.  That’s not 
the case anymore.  The second thing is, you are also going to be able to come with them with some 
costs.  And even in the C-II alternative, which I do, which Ms Lang and Mr. McKeon said, I think we 
should say “Here’s another possibility, but it costs more.”  We don’t have exactly the cost for five, 
someone said two thirds of the holes, but there is only five. 
 
Mastropieri-We will be able to get that number for you.  We started out with estimates just on two to 
make it to this meeting. 
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Martin-But it is clearly not going to be as much as the redesign of the whole airport, because we are not 
talking two or three million dollars, I would think, although there are real costs. And we would have to 
negotiate with the Golf Course, and it would be interrupted.  But the way it lays out there, it looks to me, 
as though, flight could conceivably continue.  The real issue is whether they would waive, to what 
extent they want the buildings as part of that.  It seems to me that is all negotiable.  And then I would 
think that after you talk with them, and are able to come back-either at a regular meeting of the council, 
or a December meeting- say that “Here’s how this is shaping out.  They seem to be open to this. Here 
is what we think you should do.” We should give them an option 1B option 2.  I am a lot happier with 
this second option.  If we find that we are at Logger heads, I heard several people say what I reflected 
last week, which is that I don’t think we want to go to war with the FAA. I don’t think we want a long 
litigation battle.  But I do think that we have, it is our airport, and we have the perfect right to say to 
them “It’s a B.  It’s always been a B.  We would like you to go back and, it would be a lot cheaper than 
if you try and make it a C.  So I feel comfortable with that.  If we had to do it, I like very much the fact 
that they might consider bringing 13-31 with declared distances back out of Gulf Shores.  That solves a 
major problem that Mr. Moore was concerned with in 2007.  We are all concerned with that.  It doesn’t 
necessarily require extending the runway, which some people had concerns with, as you know.  I think 
this is a win/win here. If we get a B, fine, I like that.  If we can’t, having made the best arguments we 
can, I can live with this alternative. 
 
 -Point of clarification, Mr. Mayor, when you talk about plan 2 are you talking about the one titles 
Alternative Two on page 18. 
 
Martin-No, slide 30.  There maybe a later slide as well.  I guess the Hybrid Alternative, slide 35 actually. 
 
 -You are talking in favor of Hybrid Alternative on page 35, the Hybrid. 
 
Martin-What I said is that if we can have a B that would be a very good alternative, because it would 
achieve our objectives with regard to the Gulf Shores and the Golf Course and it wouldn’t necessarily 
cost anything.  We would have to get a continuance from them on the fences and the object-free lines.  
So essentially it would be business as we now have it.  Whether they will do that or not, I don’t know, I 
can’t speak for them.  If they said, “No way. We want at least one C runway.”  I think it is a whole lot 
better to have 4-22 be the C runway than 13-31 because 4-22 is the noise abatement runway and the 
larger planes would be directed toward it.  But they would have to help us with the cost it was going to 
take to impact on the Golf Course.  The B alternative doesn’t have those costs. 
 
 -I guess the think that; a question comes into my mind.  What I like is that you all can go have 
dialogue with the FAA, in a way, that in our recent past we have been unable to achieve, apparently.  
So I would like to have you go in there with an open mind, and be able to come back and report to us.  
A concern I have is if there is they are going Monday or Tuesday, I think to wait until, when is the next 
meeting? 
 
 -December 10th 
 
Mastropieri-Would it be useful for us to have another workshop so you can report to us in some way of 
what you heard, because I think it would be very meaningful to even refine what we are talking about 
today based on the reality of your dialogue with the FAA. 
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 -I could report that at the next council meeting. 
 
 -We can do that at the next council meeting, that is what Lisa and I had talked about, which is 
the 24th or the 28th. And it could be a status report at that time.  Probably we don’t have to make an 
action at that time. 
 
 -It depends on, I really like Sue’s approach in a sense, maybe we can approach this as; today 
this is a B runway, and your ALP shows your future improvements as the need arises.   
 
 -I thought that was a good argument, too. 
 
Lang-We may come to some agreement where we show 4-22 as the preferred runway as a C in five to 
10 years.  It will actually depend on our projections.  That may be a way to show the ALP today as a B, 
and in a future it could be a C.  I think that’s how we can go into the meeting, and we’ll see what 
happens.  We are very open to approach it in that manner. 
 
McKeon-Also, I think there is another tool in your toolbox, if you will, and that is, while it is not 
concluded yet, I think it is clear that we are coming to resolution in my view, on the part 16, the hanger 
issue.  I don’t think there is a desire to inhibit, in anyway, the businesses at the airport.  In my view, our 
ability to conclude that in the near future.  I think they know that, but if they don’t they should, because I 
think that is a path we are on, and again it is cooperative with the FAA.  And I, for one, am adamant 
that I want 4-22 rebuilt 150 by 5,000 to the same standard that the 13-31 is , which I believe is 60 or 90 
feet, and the center line are really improved, and the other not so much.  But I want us to be able to get 
onto that as quickly as possible.  
 
Moore-I’d just like to supplement what Mr. McKeon said, I would just like to compliment you on the 
analysis, the articulation of these issues, because I think the way you have done this is the strongest 
argument on what is essentially a B-II airport.  Using FAA jargon should be called what it is-a B-II 
airport.  You have done a very good job doing that. I think the presentation will have more success 
going forward with the FAA.  So obviously I am in favor of alternative 4, but having said that, your 
Alternative 4 talks about jeopardize grant assurances.   
 
-We probably misstated that.  We will look at that again.  I think what I was thinking of in terms of the 
FAA had put the money into 13-31 to make it all C category standards.  That’s what I was thinking 
when I wrote that, but I probably need to address that. 
 
 -If they call us a B-II airport reference code, we still have two 5,000 foot runways, we still have 
the same aircraft flying in and out of here that we always have, and it solves all the problems that we’ve 
identified.  But there has been a lot of discussion about rehabilitation of runway 4-22.  And I gather, a 
sense, from council, that they would like to see it rehabilitated as a 5,000 foot runway.  And the only 
way you are going to do that, to make it usable, is if it is a B-II aircraft.  You have 5,000 feet to use.  
The FAA has told us in some correspondence that they consider 4-22 to be an A-I/B-I runway, and so 
I’m assuming they are not going to fund anything over A-I/B-I standards on rehabilitated runway 4-22.  
So the airport is probably going to have to finance the difference if we want to keep this as a noise 
abatement runway. Is that true? 
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Lang-I am hoping not in the sense that because we can show that future noise is going to increase off 
of 13-31 if more activity is on it, because it is as wide and as strong as it needs to be.  I think that 
they’ll, I’m hoping that they’ll take a look at improving 4-22 to its full length and strength. 
 
Moore-I think that even if they didn’t I think we would want to do that if we had to do that for noise 
abatement purposes.  At the risk of being trite, trying to make, what to me is a B-II airport into C-II 
airport, is the proverbial “putting ten pounds of potatoes in a five pound bag”. It makes absolutely no 
sense to me at all. 
 
 -The point that you are making, Councilman Moore, is very true.  I believe that also that if we 
were successful in designating both runways as B, and then you ask them to repair 4-22, they would 
repair it to a B standard which is 75 feet wide.  At 75 feet wide, if you have a choice to landing at this 
airport and landing on a 75 foot wide runway and a 150 foot wide runway, you could see that there 
might be some shift over to the 13-31 as a result of that. 
 
 -Mr. Mayor, for the record, when 13-31 was rehabilitated, the old 150 foot military standard is 
not a C-II.  The C-II was 100 feet, and the staff proved to the FAA that there was no additional cost to 
rehab the runway and keep it at 150.  So I think this same argument could pretty much apply with the 
4-22, keeping that 150.   
 
 -It will cost more money to tear it up is what they discovered.   
 
 -Moving the lights also. 
 
 -There is just one other thing I wanted to ask you.  At the last meeting I asked you to look into 
the business of an access road around Runway 4, and I want to make sure that we don’t do 
something… 
 
 -You mean for the Gulf? 
 
 -No it would go around the North.  
 -I apologize; I haven’t gotten to that yet. 
 - Because we need access to that part of the airport, whether it is aviation or non-aviation 
development. 
 
 -He is talking about a road access, public, or limited public access to the proposed 
development on the other side. 
 
 -We have kind of put that off until we get an alternative set.  Then we will start looking at the 
land side. 
 
 -We do need to look at that, because in our Master Plan we really need to get back on track 
with moving all the jet hangar storage service down on that Southeast side.  This jet center should 
never have been renovated or planned the way it has been.  It’s a terminal function, yes, that’s not a 
problem where it is located, but beyond that hanger, storage etc. were never intended to be where they 
were, even in the MEA plan, so we do need to get back to that.  And the other thing I really think we 
need to look at is claiming our proprietary exclusive rights on selling the gas, and also building, and 
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renting hangers, in the future, in order to make this airport permanently self-sustaining.  And that is an 
FAA mandate that is just as important as the other grant assurances, and that is our number one 
responsibility.  We really have no business going after Federal Grants when we have a vehicle for this 
airport to support itself, and that is by selling the gas and building, and renting, the hangers, and getting 
the profits from the tie-downs.  Right now we are getting a pittance for gas, and it’s ridiculous, and we 
are using taxpayer money to improve an airport. 
 
Carlesimo- I would like to also thank you for the work you’ve done, and you have made a very clear 
presentation.  I would like to go on record as supporting, in my mind, I would support Hybrid Alternative 
#1, which is 13-33 being a C and 4-22 being the B for the following reasons; first of all we need to be 
forward-looking.  One of our speakers talking about looking only to the short distance.  I think we need 
to be forward-looking as far as we can number one.  Number two, we talked about cutting Pepper trees 
and that gives you a backup to a two-way radio.  So what I am saying is why cover one base when we 
can cover two bases?  We need to be forward-looking in that regard.  The third reason is if we want to 
get into the gas business, we want the noise abatement runway so that we can have more business.  I 
don’t know what number I’m on.  When we look at the disadvantages on page 32 that are brought up 
when we don’t use a Hybrid, that’s not the right page.  It’s page 31.  We have not heard from the 
business community at the city airport.  I would be against anything that would reduce their ability to do 
business at the airport.  The second thing is, if you reduce the sizes of planes that are coming in, then 
you definitely affect their business, and I would be against that.  And you affect the potential airport 
revenues.  We can sell all the gas we want, but we also get money from tenants and businesses.  I 
would also add to that, in conclusion to why I am supporting it is that, to me, it satisfies the most 
situations.  It takes the risk, it takes the safety zone and brings it inside the airport grounds where the 
people who live in those homes in that danger area right now.  Not danger area, but affected area.  It 
takes care of that.  It takes care of satisfying the FAA in regards to maintaining it as a general aviation 
airport for everybody.  It also takes care of the noise abatement problem.  The only other people we 
haven’t heard from are the people at the Golf Course.  I would like to hear from them and see how they 
feel about it.  But this is where I am leaning.  I intend to visit with them, and ask them, before next 
meeting.  So I am strongly in favor of Alternative #4, 13 being a C-II/B-II.  One last thing and I would 
like to do it quickly so we can get into the funding cycle.  We are approaching another funding cycle.  If 
we want this airport to be revitalized, and take care of the runways, and do what we say we want to do, 
we need to move on it, and get into this funding cycle. 
 
 -Could I clarify your Alternative?  It is it on slide 35? 
 
 -Yeah, that’s the one.   
 
 -By the way, about the road situation; there is a road now that goes down to the fairgrounds 
there. There is a dirt road there.  And whether or the FAA would allow that to be a paved road, for what 
purposes, as long as it would be a road to support the utility of the airport, I don’t believe there would 
be any problem with that.  If it was a road used for commerce, let’s say, to Hotel I don’t think the FAA 
would do that.  I can’t speak for them, just from past conversations.  But there is a road there now.  It is 
the one we use when we go to the Italian-American fest. And so forth and so on.  It is a dirt road.  If that 
went to a hanger…One of the other things we are going to need that road for is, should we be able to 
discuss the relocation of hangers, including the jet center, with a new lessee, they will obviously want to 
get access to a place as close to their hangers as possible.  In fact I noticed in the paper today there 
was already a comment made, first of all there isn’t a deal, and secondly when there is a deal we will 
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negotiate and talk with people about it and see what we can do on a voluntary basis as good 
neighbors.  But it is not unreasonable for them to either have a way to drive to that location, or to park 
near it, so forth and so on.  I think your concern for that road is an important one.  We do need to get 
clarified.  My understanding from the past was they didn’t want a road there that would go to the Hotel, 
but they didn’t mind having… 
 
 -I’m not so sure that that’s correct, but that’s why I think they need to specifically ensure that 
that is correct.  
 
Zavodnyik-Thank you very much for the very fine presentation.  I wanted to reiterate the point made 
earlier in the pervious sessions; we need to finish this up in January.  And whatever needs to be done 
between now and then, extra meetings, whatever, I think that’s important.  While we might prefer 
keeping it B-II having it re-designated as a B-II, we can’t put all of our eggs in one basket.  When you 
are talking with them to talk about alternatives, so I certainly would support looking at Alternative #2.   
 
 -The Hybrid Alternative? 
 
 -Yes, the one on 35.  We really want to move on this.  We need to make decisions.  We need 
to finish it up by January. 
 
Bennett-I would like to add to the praise.  I think it’s a very good presentation.  I, myself, am still not 
well enough to state where I am on this, but I would like to ask if you can expand what is on slide 31.  
That is what grant assurance it is contrary to specifically-not generally-I need, still, after three years, to 
see the deed that relates to this.  I think there is more than one.  I would also like to know what future 
funding is jeopardized for what subject and some estimate of how much.  I would like to know what we 
are talking about if we have to pay for all future improvements and maintenance, which I am not sure 
we shouldn’t pay for.  And I’d like to know what the negative impact is to existing tenants.  I can 
imagine things; I would like to see some specific examples.  And finally I would like to see what the 
potential loss is projected to be, and where it comes from.  A reason I am saying that is because as I 
look at this situation over the past several months, there was information showing that going to a B-II, 
which Mr. Moore has well explained, is going to what was on the 2000 Map, which hasn’t changed, 
would cost us money.  And I would like to see what it would cost us, as opposed to what it would cost 
us to do one of the Hybrids.  That stuff is in here, but I don’t see what’s on slide 31. 
 
 -It depends, Jim, on whether or not the FAA…the issue, I think is a very good one, and to the 
extent that staff can do it.  In fact, it might even be?  I was going to ask you about that.  If the FAA says 
yes, they buy our argument that B-II is appropriate, and that B-II is the best cost beneficially thing for 
them, and it solves the problem with Gulf Shores, and it minimizes the problem with the airport, then all 
of these loses don’t obtain.  The only reason that would obtain in the articles you were talking about 
before would be if the FAA said, “We’re not approving a B-II.”  And the city said, “We are going to 
withdraw playing games with you.  We are going to do this on our own.  We are going to be in violation, 
essentially, of your judgment.”  In that case, a whole bunch of triggers come off, and it is very hard to 
know what they would be.  I am not, and I don’t think council is, going to that thing. We’re saying that 
we think this is a good alternative for the city.  But they’re not necessarily… 
 
 -I don’t see, frankly, any loss of revenues. I don’t see why there would be.  It’s possible that 
you might be able to project some.  But the real losses would come if the FAA said to us, “Okay, no 
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more money for paving.  No more money for lighting. No more money for the things we get now.  You 
have to take those out of the airport fund.”  And even if we agreed to that, there are other remedies 
they might take, for example-and this is one of the things I was going to ask you about- it’s known that 
they have had some conversations with the Sarasota Airport Authority about taking over this airport on 
the premise that we were not going to play cooperative games with them.  I understand that Sarasota 
Airport Authority doesn’t want to do that.  But I think there is probably some precedent in the past 
where the FAA has made that kind of decision.  Second thing is, they might say, “This is not only a 
question of you not getting future money, but we want back the $3 million bucks you spent on 13-31.”  
They may not say that either. You don’t know, I don’t know what they’ll do.  If you go up there and talk 
with them, I think you’ll come back with a lot of information, whether they are willing to talk sense with 
us, whether they think this alternative…Which by the way is a concession on their part, which someone 
said here at the table, because they already paid for 13-31.  But I have a feeling that to take Gulf 
Shores off the table for them, and to eliminate the noise, or reduce the noise complaints, because 
almost every airport has noise complaints and it is a continuing problem.  Depending on if the noise 
builds up at the very least, they’ll be in a position of wanting to retrofit the houses with sound treatment.  
They might want us to, which council would have the decision to do this-or future council obviously-to 
take condemn those houses and take them.  I don’t think they want to go there.  We don’t want to go 
there.  I think the ball game is changed.  I think the demand curve is changed.  They still may say 
something.  But I like Sue’s argument that for the next five years does it make sense to pay $3 of $4 
million bucks?  Let’s just pave the runway and talk about this in five years. And if we got a big upsurge 
in use, then that’s the next ALP and update should take into account of that.  So I kind of like that idea. 
 
 -Part of their hesitancy a lot of times, is if you just don’t want to show any future improvements.  
So if you say, “Look our activity has dropped this much, this is where we are at now.”  I don’t know if 
they will agree or not, but this is how we can approach it.  In the future, we agree, we would like to 
provide the facilities to meet standards etc etc, when we get there.  They may just help us out. 
 
 -The cup doesn’t overflow with FAA money either 
 
 -Mr. Mayor I understand the factors you have mentioned, and what I am missing is that there is 
very good data to use to show the authorities, if you will, that Plan A is the least expensive, the most 
sensible, the most economic, except for Plan A.  We don’t have numbers for slide 31.  We need to 
have numbers for that slide, because if it turns out we have a sustainable airport and can fund repairs 
and maintenance, and newer jets can land on the runways we have, which means we have great 
potential to increase business. We have shown, perhaps, a zero cost for Plan A, and we need to be 
able to do that along with the rest of the numbers.  That’s why I think we need those details. 
 
 -One final comment.  This is really asking you.  When, if Lisa is going to report back at our next 
council meeting, I am assuming it might not necessarily be a 10 minute issue, so I would just like to 
request of you and the agenda committee to review it and make sure we have adequate time for 
discussion. 
 
Martin-If we don’t we have a couple of options.  One is we could have the workshop option, as you 
said.  Second, is we could have a special meeting.  We can meet at 9:00 in the morning, and spend a 
couple of hours on it.  We’ve done that in the past.  I think a lot will depend on what they come back 
with.  If they come back with a fairly simple script that’s one thing.  If they come back with a lot of 



40 
 

options or ifs, I think we should make some more time.  Do you feel you have a sense of where council 
is, Lisa? 
 
Lang-Yes, I do. 
 
Martin-Good 
 
 -I just wanted to verify, when we go to the FAA, the first thing we are going to do is ask them to 
reduce the entire airport to a B using the justification that the numbers were overblown, which we can 
obviously demonstrate.  And the numbers that we are seeing now don’t justify the 500 operations of the 
C-II aircraft, and see if we can get them to agree to that.  And if they don’t agree to that, then we will 
explore other opportunities. Mainly, one runway being a B and the other runway being a C.  Is that 
correct? 
 
 -4-22 as a C, and 13-31 as a B 
 
 -4-22 has all the advantages of being a C, and some for the FAA. 
 
 -And I think we’ll look at it, Bill, correct me if I’m wrong, as sort of a phased, today B and if the 
future projections become a reality, then this is what we agree to. 
 
 -That gives then a little breathing room too.  They can say, if they want to buy in, they can say. 
“We’ll stay with this.”  It’s essentially been that way forever anyhow, it can stay that way for another five 
years and then we will revisit this. 
 
Lang-Yes sir. 
 
 -Mr. Mayor is that the consensus, because I thought it was the other way around.  Is the 
majority of the council feeling that way? Keeping this a B airport is the number one choice, and then the 
alternative is a number two choice?  
 
 -That’s what I gather. 
 
Mayor- I think I have heard more folks say that they think that’s the way they’d like to go on it. We could 
easily kind of do as we do sometimes, raise a hand on that.  But the advantages of it, I think, which 
have been spelled out, is that it doesn’t cost anything for us to do that.  But on the other hand the FAA 
may not want to do it.  Many of our pilots don’t have an axe in this.  They’re not one way or the other, 
because there is only a few jets here, as we said three of them here.  But we have to allow them to 
perform here. And we have to anticipate their future.  We can’t say we are building an airport they can’t 
work on.  That will be what the FAA has to decide. 
 
 -I guess the one final thing I’d say, and I think it’s implicitly obvious, but is that in your 
discussions from at least my point of view we are not in transit.  There is not something that I am going 
to fight to the death over.  As one person I am looking to you to facilitate the best for us. 
 
 -I would like a show of hands to make sure that the consensus is that way.  Is that possible. 
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Martin-Sure, we do it sometimes with head nods, but we can do it.  Let me just go around. Would you 
prefer the Hybrid rather than B? 
 
 -Yes 
 
McKeon-If would go if they would accept B in the short term that would be my desire, with the Hybrid 
next. 
 
 
Zavodnyik- B with the Hybrid.  But I think it’s extremely import to give these folks wiggle room.  I don’t 
think it’s necessarily important to say that B is number one.  I think you can phrase it in your 
conversation with them.  Go with B first, but then… 
 
Bennett-What I said?   
 
Moore-To me the B option is the primary option.  And certainly we have to have a fallback position.  But 
I think the argument is far more than just the count C and above aircraft.  The millions of dollars in 
costs, it’s a disruption of the Golf Course; it’s all of these other things. 
 
 -And it takes the noise problem off the table, and the condemning problem off the table. 
 
Lang-Yes, that is my feeling, that B-II, most especially for all the reasons you’ve heard, but keeping 13-
31 as a C and not being compliant to me is grossly irresponsible.  And puts us in an untenable 
situation, where we are going to be sued if something happens.  If we plan for that runway to be a C 
and something happens, and a plane slides off that runway into some runway into a kid or a house 
over there, we are going to get sued, because we designated that as a non-compliant C runway. 
 
 -Well that’s the problem we would have if we were on our own as an airport, too. If the FAA 
gives this a blessing, than that resolves the situation.  Thank you very much.  I don’t think we have ever 
been closer.  I have heard other councilmen say, and I certainly say, I really am looking forward.  
These are two big things we want to wrap up early next year-this and the Comp Plan.  And if we do 
that, we’ll have done a great deal towards what we had promised we would try to do. And so I 
think…Thank you for your time.  This workshop has been very helpful. 
 
Lang-Mr. Mayor, there’s one more issue, and this keeps popping up, and here’s a latest magazine 
that’s coming out and quoting the city as saying, “There is an economic impact from the airport of about 
$22 million, and these figures have been bandied about. They are all based on the bogus 
misinformation on the counts etc.  I just really feel that at some point down the road, and I’m not talking 
about this month, we need to address this, and bring this in line with the reality as we have the counts, 
and the actual number of employees out there, and the methodology that’s used for the direct and 
indirect economic impact, because businesses are making decisions.  I really believe that perhaps Mr. 
Nadel and others, made business decisions at this airport based on this bogus information about 
counts and economic impacts.  I really hope that we would hope that we would correct this at some 
point.  And one last thing.  Directing the staff into looking at whether we are going to consider a 
temporary change on the calm-wind runway.  I think if we are going to consider it, it should be 13 to the 
Southeast for departure, because that is a right turn runway, and when you turn right you are going 
over Casperson Park, and the Gulf again.  On 31 they are not performing the sidestep.  There is going 
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to be quite a lot of education and probably enforcement before everybody…You can’t force them to do 
this sidestep maneuver, so they are constantly over flying the homes coming out to the Northwest.  So 
if we are even going to consider this change, temporary change, it should be 13 not 31. 
 
 -Bring it back to the next meeting. 
 
 -I think the argument was made that the run-up is the noisier part, and if the planes face Gulf 
Shores…that’s what the pilots say. 
 
 -I can tell you from experience its not.  The noise is when they are over flying. 
 
 -Let Isaac come back to us with a thought about that.  Mr. Schmieler, even though we are right 
at the end, I know you wanted to defend your bogus count.  We will give you a chance to talk.  This is a 
workshop, we can do this.   
 
Schmieler-The business people at the airport want to see this problem solved in a constructive fashion.  
Mr. Carlesimo is correct.  You have not heard from us, and there are some implications to what you’ve 
suggested today that would adversely impact the business operations at the airport.  How you would 
like to have us present those, I’ll leave that up to you, but I can tell you that if you shorten those 
runways by declared distance below 4,800 feet we’ll lose a significant amount of the turbine business 
traffic because most of those operators have op specs-operation specifications which you’ll understand 
that will have to have a certain amount of usable declared distance runway.  And 4,800 feet is the limit.  
So below that, they cannot come here. Their op specs will not allow them to do so. 
 
 -And certain kind of business jets. 
 
Schmieler-Yes, the other thing I want to comment about is this business about the economic count.  I 
respect Ms Lang’s position, but the fact of the matter is that I personally made a survey of the business 
operations at this airport in 2007.  You can certainly huff and puff about this, but I should have an 
opportunity to defend this, Ms Lang, because you are basically calling me a liar.  
 
Lang-No I am not.  There is approved methodology for determining direct and indirect.  And I know you 
did a survey of gross revenue, but you didn’t apply the approved methodology that is used. 
 
Schmieler-I respect that, but I must submit to the common person, how much were your gross sales? 
$20 million.  How many people did you employ? 100 people.  What was your gross payroll? $3.6 
million.  How much do you have invested in this airport? $15.6 million.  This is common sense stuff.  
There is no economic indirect/direct… 
 
Martin-You know what I’m going to invite you to do; we have another workshop in a month from now.  
Why don’t you come then, and be prepared to make a presentation.  We would like to listen to it.  We 
heard today for the first time, the options that DY has, and the whole point of this series of workshops, 
and one of reasons I have said from the start, we are not going to make decisions the same day we 
hear new information.  So this gives you time to think about it.  The people in the business community, 
if they want, obviously you can send material in advance if you’d like.  If this is an issue that we feel 
needs more time we’ve just mentioned that we might extend another workshop period, or extend a 
special meeting period.  I want you to have a chance to think this through. 
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Schmieler-If I can just add one final comment.  The business community is happy about one thing that 
we saw here today.  It has nothing to do with the count.  It has nothing to do with the diagrams.  It has 
to do with the fact that someone is going to go up and see the FAA.  That is what we are happy about. 
And someone is going to ask the questions “What can we do, and what can’t we do? What will you 
support and what won’t you support?”  Because if you want to get this off the dime in a constructive 
fashion they are our partner.  Like it, love it, don’t like it, hate it-they are our partner.  We are happy to 
see someone with some technical background, and who does not have an ox and gourd as you said, is 
going to go up and see the FAA, and let’s see what we can do. 
 
 -Yes, actually but we needed them to have the data before they could go.  And as you know 
from our - up there they listen, but they don’t want…they kept saying to us “Where are the numbers?” 
And now we have the numbers. 
 
Schmieler-And that is why we have been silent here today.  We want to see the process move forward. 
 
Martin- I am looking forward to their return to us.  I wouldn’t be surprised if we’ll get some ambiguity in 
their responses.  But I think they are going to say to us eventually again, “Well send us in your 
preferred plan, and send us the numbers with it.”  And that is a decision council will have to make as 
we get the feedback and as we have the next workshop.  How we want to do that, we’ll get advice, 
should we send one plan, or the alternative one.  I think right now we want them to pursue this on the 
informal basis, and see. 
 
McKeon -I would just say that I, for one, that DY is going up there.  I think they will have good open 
dialogue.  My hope is that there would be minimal ambiguity as you all come back, and the quite frankly 
the dialogue from the Business Association maybe very, very focused and effective. 
 
 -What we rely on is Mr. DeGraaff. He is an ex-Fed, and there is Fed speak.  I am sorry to put it 
in such simple fashion.  But when he goes up there we are hopeful that he will understand the body 
language.  And he will make his points and see where we are. And he can come back and interpret the 
Fed-speak for us.  I hope you don’t think that’s crude? 
 
 -I think that any Federal Agency has to operate within certain constraints. They can’t make 
promises out in advance of the facts.  My hope is the same as yours.  In fact, we talked about 
someone, Mr. Turner, myself, or one of the other council members should go.  We decided not.  We felt 
they would be more likely feel comfortable speaking on that basis.  If we were there they would clam up 
like they did the last time. 
 
Turner-Mr. Mayor I just wanted to encourage Mr. Schmieler to get you whatever information he wants 
you to consider as soon as possible.  Please bear in mind that on the 24th we also have planned on 
having some Comp Plan discussions with you to keep that process on schedule.  Not that we can’t 
spend some time talking about the airport, but we don’t have an  amount of time. 
 
Mayor-I think that in the spirit of the council they would like to spend some time on this, so I think what 
we will do if that looks like its going to be a difficult thing, we will schedule another meeting.  We’ll either 
schedule it the same day of the morning meeting, but we are not going to not do it. 
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Turner-I understand, you have a couple of things to do that day. 
 
Mayor-That’s what I am saying.  We will do one on Comp Plan, if necessary; we’ll do one in the 
morning on the workshop.  Alright, without objection… 
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Venice Aviation Society, Inc.
www.veniceaviationsociety.com

Nov.12,2009 Airport Workshop

Safety, Warning Flags, Short Term, next 90 -120 days - Season

City Staff is working to correct concerns - time is the issue

Synergy - Operating Environment - Accident Chain and Root Cause Analysis

AWOS, Runway 4/22, Pepper Plants (Line of Sight), Signage, Markings, Striping -
centerline and edge, FOD - rwy & taxiway, AFD - diagram, rwy info & remarks.

Recommendations to enhance short term operational safety -

Designate Rwy 31 as the calm wind runway (get all traffic on the same runway) - this
can be accomplished in less than an hour and is cost free.

Expedite removal of pepper plantsl trees along runway fence line - repair fence as
needed, then remove pepper plants from airport perimeter.

Adjust AWOS message to include "AWOS is inoperative .... "

Positive timely action can "Break that Accident Chain."

Thank you,

Nick Carlucci, President



DENIAL AIN'T JUST A RIVER IN EGIPT

Last July I wrote the FAA requesting an inspection of Rwy 4-22. That letter noted among
other concerns that two aircraft, a Beech Jet and a light prop driven plane suffered dry
pavement blowouts while rolling for takeoff. A few days later the airport's engineering
consulting firm confirmed reduced weight bearing capacities and projected a remaining five
year useful life for RWY4-22. Available on our web site are the June/July/August
newsletter and the September 2008 newsletter. The June newsletter contains the letter to
the FAA; the September newsletter contains the FAA response. The past year has not
been kind to 22. Since July 08 I have become aware of three more slashed tires, a
Beechcraft and two Mooneys. While landing a light sport aircraft suffered a collapsed front
strut (in the same area as the biplane flipping over). There has been damage to the wheel
pants of at least one C-172 and the on going complaints about the very poor drainage,
FOD and uneven surface of RWY4-22 have become routine. The May 09 newsletter
contained an email exchange between the Mayor and me in regard to Rwy 22 operational
safety issues. I then met with the Mayor and followed up with others as he requested
(nothing happened). I will meet with Mr. Turner on Aug.18th. My letter to the City Manager
(without emails) follows. Please note the focus is on operational safety and observed
behavior not the physical safety of the runway. Changes must be received by the FAA
Charting Office NLT Sep9th to be published in the October 22nd AFD.

Venice Aviation Society, Inc.
www.veniceaviationsociety.com

July 16, 2009

Mr. Isaac D. Turner
Venice City Manager
401 West Venice Ave.
Venice FL 34285

Dear Mr. Turner,

RE: Erosion of Operational Safety at Venice Airport

"The city is committed to operating a safe, general aviation airport"
Mayor Martin ernail to AOPA, Aug. 6, 2008

FAR 91.3 Responsibility and authority of the pilot in command.
The pilot in command of an aircraft is directly responsible for, and is the final authority
as to, the operation of that aircraft.

The accelerating physical breakdown of Runway 4-22 (Rwy22) particularly its broken
uneven surface has slowly evolved into a severe operational safety concern. This
concern can be partially alleviated, before the return of increased seasonal flying
activity, by applying the following recommended corrections to the Airport Facility



Michael E Rafferty, PE
989 Cayman Ave

Venice, Florida, 34285
&

453 Underwood Sf
Holliston, MA 01746

July 31,2007

Mr Bart Vernace, P.E. Assistant Manager
Orlando Airports District Office
5950 Hazeltine National Drive, Suite 400
Orlando, FL 32822-5003

Hard Copy to follow by certified mail

Re: Venice Municipal Airport, Rehabilitation of Runway 4-22

Dear Mr Vernace;

This matter pertains to an objection to the proposed fence relocation work currently included in the
above referenced project.

It is requested that the following information be considered as part of the sponsor's Categorical
Exclusion Checklist as it pertains to the fence work.

This fence work will remove a portion of the area leased for the operation and maintenance of a
Municipal Golf Course. The lease terms having been not only reviewed and approved by the FAA,
but have also been the subject of an extensive FAA Investigation (Docket No 16-02-11, Nov 6, 2002)
and Consent Order reached on Feb 11,2004 at the Washington, DC level. Therefore, the terms of
the subject lease have been extensively reviewed by the FAA at several levels.

Item 1

A petition circulated at the Lake Venice Golf Course (LVGC) early in 2007 when news that portions
of the course would be lost because of airport development was signed by several hundred
individuals who would be affected by any such development. That petition objected to losing any
part of the golf course and is on file with the Venice City Clerk. That document serves as notice to
the City and FAA by a substantial number of persons affected by the proposed action that the
proposed action is highly controversial on environmental grounds and therefore the 4-22 fence work
will not qualify for a categorical exclusion from environmental documentation as required to satisfy
requirements ofthe National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).

Item 2

The golf course is protected under the DOT's 4(1) provisions as it is a municipal golf course
constituting a publicly-owned recreation area, and has been since established in 1958. As a publicly-
owned recreation area, Table 6-3, of FAA Order 5050.4B classifies such a facility as an
Extraordinary Circumstance which triggers further environmental review under NEPA along with
the need for mitigation.

item 3

The lease on the golf course property has no provisions for removing portions of the land area from
the lease other than condemnation or eminent domain (Article 25) nor are there any provisions for



Mr Bart Vernace
July 31, 2007
Page 2

reliefto the lease holder in the event the land area is reduced other than through the previously
mentioned methods of condemnation or eminent domain. Consequently, the City, as the holder of
the lease has no authority to remove any of the land area from the current lease other than by
condemnation or eminent domain, either or both of which are lengthy and quite unpopular. It
generally being recognized that FAA is reluctant to undertake and/or support eminent domain
proceeding for airport expansion. (Relocation of the airport fence into the golf course is recognized
locally as airport expansion.)

The land area as covered by the lease terms is essentially frozen for the term of the lease. This has
been acknowledged on current airport drawings which carry the words "Fixed by Lease" along areas
where fencing is shown adjacent to the airport (1986 and 2000 ALP).

The City Council through its member Judge John Moore (Ret) has been requested to seek a legal
opinion from the City Attorney on this matter.

FAA Washington may have recognized this limitation when it drafted Section 4 of the
aforementioned Consent Order. That section prohibits any further lease extensions with the current
lease holder (VGA) or any successor-in-interest and states that the primary purpose of Section 4 is to
prevent any further delay in the reversion of title ofthe lease area back to the Airport Enterprise
Fund. This seems to imply a degree of urgency to prohibit any further renewal of the lease so that
portions of the golf course area can be freed of the lease encumbrances and revert back to the City
most likely for airport related uses such as enhanced safety areas. This would tend to confirm that
the configuration of the airport and LVGC are fixed for a period no later than September 30, 2028
(the latest expiration date should VGA exercise its option for a five year extension beyond the
current date of Septem ber 30, 2023.

Please consider these items when reviewing the 4-22 application, specifically the Categorical
Exclusion Checklist as it pertains to the fence work, and eliminate the proposed fence work at this
time so the runway work may proceed.

Thank you,

Michael E Rafferty, PE

D Kirk Shaffer, Associate Administrator for Airports, FAA, U S Dept of Transportation, 800
Independence Ave, SW, Washington, DC 20591

Mr. Rusty Chapman, Division Manager, FAA Southern Region, Attn: ASO-600, POBox 20636,
Atlanta, GA 30320-0631.

C:\Ducuments and Settings\Lisa\Local Settings\Temporary Internet
Files\Content.Outlook\ZMQWFKEF\Mr_Bart_ Vemace_0730071.doc



Lisa Mastropieri

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Ijfr@aol.com
Sunday, November 15,20091:34 PM
jerrold.savage@oig.dot.gov; Santos.ramirez.jr@oig.dot.gov; Ijfr@aol.com
Imastropieri@dyconsultants.com
Venice Airport Exaggerated Operations Count
annualize dy 2009 count.pdf; draft forecast for vnc based on dy data to date.pdf

Venice Airport Exaggerated Operations Count

Jerry/Santos,

The most recent operations count data from our Consultant working on the Master Plan Update confirm the
allegations that have been through our Congressional representatives. Although they are
DRAFTIPRELIMINARY in nature, they are sufficiently reliable to demonstrate how seriously distorted FAA's
data and forecasts are with respect to the Venice Airport.

Based on my professional background (presently retired after over 40 years working on airport planning and
design assignments in New England), I have used the Consultant's data to make order of magnitude projections
to compare with FAA's projections. Ultimately, our Airport consultant will develop these numbers, but in order
to assist you in your investigation, I have made the following analysis to give at least an order of magnitude
evaluation to the data at hand.

See the attached for details which is summarized as follows:.

For the first time, we have an accurate and reliable 24 hour/daily count for Venice for the past 7 months. This
counting process will continue for at least two more years to develop further reliability regarding activity at our
airport. There is no accurate historical data of comparable reliability, so this current information becomes the
benchmark data.

Incidentally, the reliability of this data is comparable to that compiled from a 24 hour ATC.

I estimate that on an annual basis, using current 7 month camera counts, that annual operations for the year
2009 will total out at 44,500 and C type aircraft will be 294; projecting that to 2010, I used 45,000 annual
operations and 300 C type aircraft. To project into the future, two models were used. FAA's with an annual
growth rate of 2.49%, and a second forecast using a decline, stabilization, and recovery process with growth
rates for the initial 5 year period of 1.25%, 1.5% for the next 5 years, and 1.75% for the next 10 years. Again,
these are order of magnitude projections, only, that I have made using real time baseline data developed by our
Airport Consultant.

The numbers:
FAA TAF Projected VNC Camera Count

2.49% 1.25% to 1.75%
Growth Rate Growth Rate

2010
2015
2020
2025

190,709
215,685
243,941
275,910

45,000
50,900
57,500
65,100

45,000
47,900
51,600
56,300
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FAA data is off by a factor of 4+1- for the baseline year, which is then compounded through the planning cycle.

Regarding C type operations, the baseline number for the year 2010 is expected to be approximately 300
operations (see attached analysis), which when projected out using either model, falls short of the 500
operations necessary to trigger consideration of a C-II Airport Reference Code.

I am providing a copy of this e-mail to Lisa Mastropieri, of DY our consultant, so she will be at least aware of
the DOT/OIG's interest in investigating FAAlOrlando's activity regarding exaggerated operations count. Lisa
is expected to be in Orlando on 11116/09 and will be requesting FAA Orlando to support an ARC B-II
designation for the Venice Airport based on current count data and with the concurrence by the Mayor and City
Council.

Regards,

Mike Rafferty
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Annualize DY Camera Count to Date
Curve Fitting

Raw Data Curve Fit C Opns
GA T&G Tot GA T&G Tot Upon DY

Data Refinement
Mar 3129 1685 4814 3100 1700 4800 40

Apr 1592 831 2423 1600 1600 3200 50

May 2274 1477 3751 2300 1500 3800 24

Jun 1750 1792 3542 1800 1800 3600 8

Jul 1878 1391 3269 1900 1400 3300 10

Aug 1188 1463 2651 1200 1500 2700 12

Sep 1476 1335 2811 1500 1400 2900 10

13287 9974 23261 13400 10900 24300 154

ProjectRemaing 5 months forannual count

Oct 1750 1650 3400 12/

Nov 2050 1650 3700 18

Dee 2500 1650 4150 30

Jan 2750 1600 4350 40

Feb 2950 1650 4600 40

Totalforprojected5 month data 12000 8200 20200 140

Estimated TotalAnnual for2009 25400 19100 44500 294

ProjectedTotalfor2010
(Round Up to 45000 totaland 300 C) 45000 300



Draft A nalysis of Vel/ice Airport Camera Count Operations comparred to FAA
TAF National Forecastfor 2008

FAA TAF National Forecast 2008
TotalOpns TotalOpns Growth

Historical Forecast Rate
2003 172835
2004 172835
2005 172835
2006 172835
2007 177140
2008 181552 102.49%

2009 186074 102.49%

2010 190709 102.49%

2011 195461 102.49%

2012 200331 102.49%

2013 205323 102.49%

2014 210439 102.49%

2015 215685 102.49%

2016 221060 102.49%

2017 226570 102.49%

2018 232218 102.49%

2019 238007 102.49%

2020 243941 102.49%

2021 250023 102.49%

2022 256257 102.49%

2023 262648 102.49%

2024 269197 102.49%

2025 275910 102.49%



Draft Analysis 0/ Venice Airport Camera Count Operations comparred to FAA
TAF National Forecast/or 2008

FORECAST FAA TAF MODEL (GROWTH RATE 2.49%)

DY TOTAL OPERATIONS

2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024
2025
2026
2027
2028
2029
2030

45000
46121
47269
48446
49652
50889
52156
53454
54785
56150
57548
58981
60449
61954
63497
65078
66699
68359
70061
71806
73594

GROVIITH RATE

102.49%
102.49%

102.49%
102.49%
102.49%
102.49%
102.49%
102.49%
102.49%
102.49%
102.49%
102.49%
102.49%
102.49%

102.49%
102.49%

102.49%
102.49%
102.49%

DY C OPERATIONS

FORECAST USING DECLINE, STABILIZA TlON,AND RECOVERY MODEL
(GROWTH RA TES, 1ST 5, 1.25%, NEXT 5, 1.5%, FINAL 10,1.75%)

DY TOTAL OPERATIONS

2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024
2025
2026
2027
2028
2029
2030

45000

47884

51584

61357

45563
46132
46709
47293
47884
48602
49331
50071
50822
51584
52487
53406
54340
55291
56259
57243
58245
59264
60301
61357

GROVIITH RATE

101.25%
101.25%

101.25%

101.25%
101.25%
101.50%
101.50%
101.50%
101.50%
101.50%
101.75%

101.75%
101.75%
101.75%
101.75%

101.75%
101.75%

101.75%

101.75%
101.75%

300
307
315
323
331
339
348
356
365
374
384
393
403
413
423
434
445
456
467
479
491

DY C OPERATIONS

300

319

304
308
311
315
319
324
329
334
339
344
350
356
362
369
375
382
388
395
402
409

344

409



Lisa Mastrop,;,;;ie;.;,r,;.,i _

Subject:

Hugh Laubis [h.laubis@verizon.net]
Sunday, November 15, 2009 9:58 AM
happer@happer.com; Lisa Mastropieri
randerson@hall-anderson.com; Bennett Jim; Carlesimo Emilio; emartin@ci.venicefLus;
ezavodnyik@ci.venice.fl.us; jmoore@ci.venice.fLus; kmckeon@ci.venice.fLus; Sue Lang;
ITURNER@ci.venice.fl.us; Istelze@ci.venice.fl.us; nwoodley@ci.venice.fl.us;
tslaugh@ci.venice.fl.us
Re: FAA Negotiation - emails attached.

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Dear Mayor, Council and City Manager,

Mr. Happer has been kind enough to provide me with his thoughts and emails on the airport
negotiations scheduled to take place with the FAA on airport designations.
You have all had an opportunity to read and digest Marshall Happer's advice to Issac Turner
and comments to Ms.Mastropieri of DY. There has never been any better advice provided to
each of you and them on this airport subject since this controversy and the 2000 screwup
began.

I must confess that at this point I am confused and have no idea "who" is going to actually do
the negotiations with the FAA.

My opinion is that if you leave this up to a 3rd party like DY, they have no skin in the game and
their interest may only be and probabvly is to be closing their responsibilities and collecting
their check! Do not let this happen!

May I suggest that you give Mr. Turner this responsibility and you all sit together
with him, and make sure he clearly understands exactly what negotiation position he must
take and that he has your support. He, as our City Manager, has 'skin in the game'. In this
case, it would be unfair that Mr. Turner be given the sole 'right to fail' .

Regardless of who it is, they cannot be allowed to fail! If it happens, then, by proxy, you have
failed, we all have failed and you cannot let that happen.

Our city's and your'worst case fall back position should be "Sorry Mr. FAA, but in this case,
we must agree to disagree"'. Whoever is negotiating, must be prepared with all the facts to go
in with the ammunition to defend such a position and not back down from it. We cannot and
should not be bullied by the FAA.

The necessary info to support that position is available at your request.

Please, on behalf of the Venice city residents, do not let this crucial 'happening'slip through
your fingers.

Sincerely,
Hugh Laubis
City of Venice Resident
941-484-4222

1
-----.ori9inal. ~essag(;!~-~7-
.Prom :MarstiaIIHapperl"
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To: Lisa Mastropieri
Cc: randerson@hall-anderson.com ; Bennett Jim; Carlesimo Emilio; emartin@ci.venice.fl.us ;
ezavodnyik@cLvenice.fl.us ; jmoore@ci.venice.fl.us ; kmckeon@cLvenice.fl.us ; slang@ci.venice.fl.us ;
ITURNER@ci.venice.fl.us ; Istelze@ci.venice.fl.us ; nwoodley@ci.venice.fl.us ; tslaugh@ci.venice.fl.us
Sent: Sunday, November 15,20098:56 AM
Subject: FW: FAA Negotiation

Dear Ms. Mastropieri:

I am a citizen of Venice and I heard your presentation during the Thursday meeting of the Venice City
Council. I was frankly concerned at the statement made by your associate that he did not think the FAA would
agree to downgrade the Venice Airport designation from a C to a B. It was very clear to me based on the
comments at the meeting, particularly those made by Judge Moore, that Venice should be requesting and
indeed demanding a correction of the erroneous designation as a C airport instead of requesting a downgrading,
prior to dealing with the issue of what the designation should be for the future. As I indicated in my email to
Mr. Turner, I have no opinion at this time as to what the designation should be for the future, but I believe it is
important that that decision not be based on a previous erroneous designation.

Attached is a copy of my email to Mr. Isaac Turner yesterday offering my recommendation for how best to
negotiate this issue with the FAA. I have just obtained a copy of your email address and I wanted to provide
you a copy in the event that Mr. Turner may not be with you for your meeting on Monday with the FAA.
While the FAA representatives you are meeting with on Monday may not be the final decision makers for the
FAA, I believe that this meeting will be very important to the future direction and resolution of the Venice
Airport issues.

Best Regards,

M. Marshall Happer III
117 Martellago Drive
North Venice, Florida 34275
happer@happer.com
941-480-0265 T
941-480-0267 F
941-306-8650 C

_ ••.......•. ,.._ •.•........• __ ._ __ _ _,. _--_ - -. ..••..__ . _ .•.._- _ •............•.......... _-_ _ -.- ...•..............•....•. _ ..••.........•. -•.....
From: Marshall Happer [mailto:happer@happer.com]
Sent: Saturday, November 14, 2009 11:02 AM
To: ITURNER@cLveniceJl.us
Cc: randerson@hall-anderson.com; Bennett Jim Ubennet@ci.veniceJI.us); Carlesimo Emilio (ecarles@ci.veniceJl.us);
emartin@ci.venice.fl.us; ezavodnyik@ci.venice.fl.us; jmoore@ci.venice.fl.us; kmckeon@ci.venice.f1.us;
slang@ci.venice.f1.us; Istelze@cLvenice.f1.us; nwoodley@ci.veniceJI.us; tslaugh@ci.venice.f1.us
Subject: FAA Negotiation

Dear Isaac:

After listening to the presentation on Thursday by DY Consultants, it appears to me that the upcoming
negotiation with the FAA on Monday, will be extremely important. My understanding from Judge Moore's
comments at the meeting was that the Plan previously approved by the FAA only met the requirements of a B
airport designation and the indication on the Plan that it was a C airport designation was and had to be in error.
If the C designation had been correct, the enlargement of the airport should have been required at that time.
Unless I am missing something, the fact that compliance with C standards was not then required is clear and
convincing evidence to me that the FAA understood that the Plan approved was intended for and was really for
a B airport and that the C designation was an error.
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My experience has instructed me that in a negotiation of this type, it is very important that the City's strongest
position should be clearly stated at the outset of the negotiations and maintained throughout the negotiations
and not undermined by any alternative positions.

Based on what I heard on Thursday, I would like to recommend that the position of the City in this negotiation
should be that the previous C designation was erroneous since the airport did not then meet the standards or
have the traffic for a C designation and after that is agreed by the FAA, the City and the FAA should go
forward to consider all of the alternatives and curent traffic counts to determine what the designation should be
for the future. Even if the FAA refuses to agree to this error, it should be maintained as the clear position of
the City throughout the negotiations.

In my opinion, it would be a mistake to start the negotiations with any even implied suggestion that the Venice
Airport was previously properly designated as a C airport (which was just not the case) and then present a
request to downgrade to a B and offer all of the costs that would be required for either a hybrid or a full C
airport.

I do not have a good enough understanding of the facts to have an opinion as to whether the airport should be
designated as a B or C (or a hybrid) airport for the future. I just would not like to see any decision made based
on an erroneous previous designation.

Best Regards,

M. Marshall Happer III
117 Martellago Drive
North Venice, Florida 34275
happer@happer.com
941-480-0265 T
941-480-0267 F
941-306-8650 C

ps: I am attaching a copy of my July 15,2009 email relative to the Venice Jet Center Controversy. MMH

From: Marshall Happer [mailto:happer@happer.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 15, 2009 10:40 AM
To: Ed Martin (emartin@cLveniceJl.us); Ernie Zavodnyik (ezavodnyik@cLvenice.fl.us); jmoore@cLvenice.fl.us; John
Simmon (jsimmon@ci.venice.fl.us); Kit McKeon (kmckeon@cLveniceJl.us); Sue lang (slang@ci.venice.f1.us); Vicki Noren
(vnoren@ci.venice.f1.us); Isaac Turner; Lori Stelzer (lstelze@cLveniceJl.us); Nancy K. Woodley PEl PHD
(nwoodleveaci.venice.fl.us): Robert C. Anderson (randerson@hall-anderson.com); Roger Clark (rclark@cLvenice.fI.us);
Tom Slaughter (tslaugh@ci.venice.fl.us)
Subject: Venice Jet Center Controversy

Dear Vice Mayor Lang, and Members of the Venice City Council:

Yesterday, I made a presentation to the Council which I fear was not fully understood.

At the outset I stated that I was speaking only to provide observations and recommendations with respect to the
legal controversy without any suggestion or opinion for or against any expansion of the airport or the addition
of any new hangars.
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Directory (AFD) and the airport's Automated Weather Observation System (AWOS)
message. Both contain information that is contradicted by the Rwy22 Notice to Airman
(NOTAM), its lowered weight bearing capacities and most importantly by individual
pilot's perception of its condition. Succinctly stated, pilots of any size aircraft are
exercising their right and avoid its use unless absolutely necessary. The results,
particularly for student and transit pilots, are very confused departures and traffic
patterns. During season the potential for a midair collision will dramatically increase.
Both the AFD and AWOS identify Rwy22 as the calm wind and noise abatement
runway. Its current condition and demonstrated pilot behavior no longer support these
published uses.

Recommendations:

Until Rwy 22 is rebuilt remove it from the AWOS message. Designate Rwy 31 as
the calm wind runway.
Change the language in the AWOS message to highlight the Fly Friendly (FF)
departure procedures for all runways.
Until Rwy 22 is rebuilt adjust the remarks section in the AFD. Designate Rwy 31 as
the calm wind runway. Remove Rwy 22 as the noise abatement runway. Add all the
runway departure FF procedures.
Displace landing threshold for Rwy 22 and Rwy 4. This should slow its deterioration.

Positions that support the status quo or are against making AFD and AWOS changes may
simply reflect a lack of factual information. I am available for clarification or discussion as
required.

Rational for Rwy31 designation as calm wind runway, suggested AWOS message and
AFD remarks are attached. Included, for ease of reference, are emails between Mayor
Martin, Mr. Mike Rafferty and myself.

Sincerely,

Nick Carlucci

1335Horizon Rd.

Venice, FL 34293

Phone 941-716-5704

Email joecessna72@verizon.net

cc: Mayor Martin

Acting Assistant City Manager

Airport Director

FAA Orlando

FOOT District 1



In my presentation, I concluded that the Venice Jet Center Lease did not permit additional hangars for the
$9,500 per month rent as a matter of contract law since there was no provision in the Lease that permitted
additional hangars to be constructed beyond the existing two hangars or the replacement hangar which was
expressly permitted. Further, I concluded that while the FAA might be able to require, ifthere is a real need
for additional hangars, that the City negotiate in good faith for the lease and construction of additional hangars
for the conduct of aeronautical activities, that was a separate issue unrelated to the existing Lease. I suggested
to you that if the FAA required a good faith negotiation for additonal hangers if needed, it should not in my
opinion be able to require that as part of the City'S Jet Center Lease with no additional rent.

I recommended that:

(1) the City Attorney enter into settlement negotiations; and

(2) if settlement discussions were unsuccessful, the City alone or with the Receiver jointly should
file a Declaratory Judgement case to have the Lease legally construed by the Court; and

(3) in the meantime, the City should defend the Part 16 FAA Case.

To my surprise, in the ensuing Council discussion there appeared to be an assumption among some members of
the Council that the two legal opinions obtained by the Council had concluded that the Venice Jet Center was
entitled under the "implied" terms of the Lease to construct 4 new hangars with no additonal rent.

That was incorrect as neither of the legal opinions so concluded and I was disappointed that this was not
pointed out by the City Attorney.

The Icard Merrill, May 18, 2009 Opinion Letter stated;

2. "Does the Lease allow the Lessee to construct additional hangars on the leasehold"

Possibly not... [NOTE: Careful lawyers are never going to be more definite that this.]

In sum, the Lease specifically contemplates the construction of a single hangar of 10.000 square feet or
more. Contract interpretation principles indicate that this specific treatment of a single hangar on a
specific parcel necessary may imply that no further construction was contemplated by the parties. If the
City elects to assert this position, it should be stated in reliance on the contract interpretation authorities
cited hereinbefore (in light of the "commercial reasonableness" standard attendant with the City's
exercise of discretion otherwise afforded in Paragraph 45).

The Kaplan Kirsch Rockwell Memorandum states:

Per your instructions, our memorandum does not address potential prohibitions or limitations on Jet
Center's ability to construct the hangars due to applicable lease provisions, minimum standards, or
building and zoning regulations. We understand that, as the City Attorney, you have been directly
involved in the drafting and interpretation of these local requirements, and you will analyze and address
those issues yourself. [NOTE: This means that Kaplan did not seek to construe thecontract/Lease
provisions, so the only opinion you have with respect to the Lease is "Possibly not ... ".J

Paragraph 4-15 covers availability and use of leased space:
4



The prime obligation of the owner of a federally-assisted airport is to operate it for the use and benefit
ofthe public ... While the owner is not required to construct hangars and terminal facilities, it has the
obligation to make avai lable suitable areas or space on reasonable terms to those who are willing and
otherwise qualified to offer flight services to the public ... or support services to aircraft operators. This
means that unless it undertakes to provide these services itself, the airport owner has a duty to negotiate
in good faith for the lease of such premises as may be available for the conduct of aeronautical
activities.

Negotiating in good faith for new hangars is not the same as permitting them for no additional rent as part of an
existing Lease that covers two hangars.

Section 14 of the Lease provides as follows:

14. USE OF PREMISES

Lessee may conduct any commercial aeronautical activity permitted under the Minimum Standards for
Commercial Aeronautical Activities at Venice Municipal Airport and for which it meets all of the
general operational requirements and the applicable minimum standards. A copy of such standards is
attached hereto as Exhibit "B". Lessee shall abide by and conform to all laws, rules, regulations, and
requirements applicable now, and as may be adopted in the future, to the demised premises and to any
activities conducted thereon.

Exhibit B attached to the Lease contains 19 pages and is entitled: "Minimum Standards for the Venice
Municipal Airport, Venice, Florida, Approved by Resolution No. 99-3, Dated January 26, 1999."

Since there is no provision in the Lease that permits 4 additional hangars to be added at no additional rent, the
Receiver in an attempt to find such a right alludes to the Minimum Standards document and alleges in
Paragraph 19 of the Part 16 FAA Complaint as follows:

19. As an FBO at the Airport, VJC has the right to construct hangars not less than 6,400 square feet
in floor space and to engage in the business of rental space for aircraft storage. See Exh.5: FBO
Mininimu Standards Document, Section 10.

Upon reviewing Exhibit B to the Lease which contains the "Minimum Standards", I cannot find a Section 10
that permits VJC "the right to construct hangars not less than 6,400 square feet in floor space" and I cannot find
any provision anywhere in the Minimum Standards document that permits 4 new hangars.

Part II, Cagegory G of the Minimum Standards provides as follows:

Category "G" - Multiple Aeronautical Services. A multi aeronautical service Operator is engaged in
any two (2) or more of the aeronautical services as described in Part II of the Minimum Standards.

B. Building. A building must be leased or constructed having a minimum of 6,000 square feet for
aircraft storage, shop area, office space, public facilities, restrooms and telephones. If aircraft
maintenance and repair service is one ofthe multi service categories provided by the Operator, at least
10,000 square feet of aircraft storage, shop area and offices shall be provided. If flight training is one
of the multi service offered, the operator shall provide classroom and briefing room facilities as
required by the standards.
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I am unable to find any authorization or permission in the Lease or in the Minimum Standards for 4 new
hangars for no additional rent.

Please ask your lawyers to revisit these legal issues.

The problem with the FAA case is it may very well not conclude anything with respect to the Lease, even after
significant time and expense. If as indicated above, the Venice Jet Center obtains a ruling from the FAA that it
is entitled to have a good faith negotiation for the construction of new hangars, that does not help theVenice Jet
Center and does not amend the Lease.

As far as I am concerned, unless the FAA can somehow exert some sort of unreasonable ruling and pressure, it
cannot solve the legal controversy between the City of Venice and the Venice Jet Center. Perhaps it is
possible, but I do not understand how any FAA case can amend the contract/Lease.

That is why I suggested that if a settlement could not be found, that a Declaratory Judgment case be
commenced with or without the joinder of the Receiver. A Declaratory Judgement case could judicially
construe the contract/Lease and determine the rights ofthe parties probably via summary judgment since the
facts are not in dispute.

Now with respect to a proposed settlement.

In my experience, having been in practice since 1963, every case can be settled with reasonable people and no
case can be settled unless you are willing to go to trial. The ultimate trial and settlement goals should be
articulated at the beginning of a controversy and maintained until the conclusion one way or the other. As a
public body, the City Council (and the City Attorney and City Manager) have a difficult time articulating a
position in the open, particularly with a divided Council, so dealing with litigation is much more difficult than
it is for private businesses.

In the summary of discussions with the Receiver presented yesterday by the City Manager, which I believe
would have been more appropriate at an Executive Session, it appeared to me to be almost as if the Receiver
were asked what he would like to have to settle and he said in substance "approval of 4 new hangars with no
rent increase and no obligation to build them". That appears to me to be the most that the Receiver might be
entitled to if he were to win the litigation of this controversy. The Receiver must believe (wrongfully I
suggest) that he has a sure case and obviously some members of the Council seemed to mistakenly believe that
yesterday with respect to the misunderstanding of the outside legal opinions received.

I am glad that the Council did not seek to take precipititous action yesterday and I hope that before you act
further you will get additional legal advice. In the meantime, I was disappointed that the City Attorney was not
directed to continue dialogue with the Receiver, but perhaps it is better to wait until a stronger legal position
can be understood and articulated to the Receiver. It is going to be impossible to make a good settlement with
the Receiver as long as he believes that he has a winning case and believes that the City of Venice may also
believe that.

For my part, unless there is something I am missing, I believe that the most the Receiver can obtain from the
FAA is a possible order requiring a reasonable negotiation for new hangars if a need can be shown and that he
can show he has the capability and intent to actually construct and operate them. If I were the Receiver, I
would try to settle this case by offering to reconvey the Lease to the City of Venice for its fair market value as
determined by one or more professional appraisers and obtaining a release of all future obligations under the
Lease for operations, etc., or I would opt to jointly pursue a summary judgment determination in a Declaratory
Judgment case. If the City acquires the lease. the City would have the option of leasing the same to a new
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financially viable operator under commercially reasonable lease terms or operating this aeronautical business
directly.

Thanks for your consideration.

M. Marshall Happer III
117 Martellago Drive
North Venice, Florida 34275
happer@happer.com
941-480-0265 T
941-480-0267 F
941-306-8650 C

No virus found in this incoming message.
Checked by Ava - www.avg.com
Version: 9.0.7071 Virus Database: 270.14.65/2503 - Release Date: 11/14/09 14:42:00
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Why Runway 31 as the Calm Wind Runway?

Current situation during calm wind conditions: It is not unusual for someone to be landing or departing
on Runway 13/31 while someone else is doing the same on Runway 4/22.

Why 31? Short answer is noise mitigation. Pilots would taxi to the middle of the field for pre-departure
engine run up, then taxi to the south and depart. Initial full power engine noise would not negatively
impact Gulf Shore neighborhood. Pilots following the Fly Friendly procedures [turn toward Gulf at 500
feet above ground level (AGL)] would avoid flying over the city. More importantly, for Touch and Goes
(T&G), aircraft landing would not repeatedly fly over Gulf Shore homes on short final. All the T&G
activity would be south of those homes.

Why not 13? Short answer is noise & ground safety issues. Non-standard traffic pattern. Pilots would
use the taxiway that is parallel to Airport Ave. Aircraft are exposed to auto traffic crossing the taxiway.
Pre-departure engine run up is conducted near Airport Ave. projecting noise into Gulf Shore. Once
positioned on Runway 13 for departure, jet engines spool up, conventional engines go full power and
the noise/ fumes can disturb the neighborhood. T&Gs would cause repeated landing pattern over Gulf
Shore homes.

Automated Weather Observation Message

Current message (29 words): Venice Municipal Airport is in a noise sensitive community. Runway two
two is noise abatement and calm wind runway. The traffic pattern for runway one three is right hand.

Suggested message (29 words, leave out please and thank you 26 words): Noise sensitive area.
Runway three one is calm wind runway. Traffic pattern for Runway one three is right hand. When
departing please follow posted Fly Friendly procedures. Thank you.

Current VNC Airport Facility Directory Remarks

AIRPORT REMARKS: Attended 1200-0000Z. Cracks throughout Rwy04-22 and Rwy 13-31 with
grass encroachment. Bird and wildlife on and invof the arpt. PAEW adjacent to all rwys and twys
during dalgt hrs. Parasailing activity west of arprt along beach. Arpt has extensive flight training. PPR
for acft exceeding rwy weight bearing capacity- call arpt manager 941-486-2711. Noise sensitive
arprt- voluntary restrictions in effect- Jet acft use noise abatement procedures. Commercial landing
fees in effect, fees for all charter and revenue producinq acft. Rwy 22 calm wind and noise abatement
rwy. MIRL 04-22 and 13-31, REIL Rwys 04,22,13 and 31, PAPI Rwys 04,22,13,and 31, and ODALS
rwy 31 opr dusk-0500Z. After 0500z ACTIVA TE- CTAF

Suggested VNC Airport Facility Directory Remarks

AIRPORT REMARKS: Attended 1200-0000Z. Cracks throughout Rwy04-22 with grass
encroachment. Bird and wildlife on and invof the arpt. PAEW adjacent to all rwys and twys during
dalgt hrs. Parasailing activity west of arprt along beach. Arpt has extensive flight training. PPR for acft
exceeding rwy weight bearing capacity- call arpt manager 941-486-2711. Noise sensitive arprt-
voluntary restrictions in effect- Jet acft use NS ABTMT procedures. Fly Friendly procedures: Rwy 04-
22, departures maintain rwy heading and Vy until TPA. Rwy 13-31, departures turn or sidestep over
the Gulf of Mexico as soon as practical after reaching 500' AGL, continue Vy climb to TPA. Rwy 31
calm wind rwy. Commercial landing fees in effect, fees for all charter and revenue producing acft.
MIRL 04-22 and 13-31, REIL Rwys 04,22,13 and 31, PAPI Rwys 04,22,13,and 31, and OOALS rwy
31 opr dusk-0500Z. After 0500z ACTIVATE- CTAF



--- On Wed, 4/22/09, Ed Martin <emartin@ci.venice.fl.us> wrote:
From: Ed Martin <emartin@ci.venice.fl.us>
Subject: update on airport 4-22 safety
To: citycouncil@ci.venice.fl.us, "Isaac Turner" <ITURNER@ci.venice.fl.us>
Cc: Ijfr@aol.com, "Frederick Watts" <FWATTS@ci.venice.fl.us>, "Mary
Holcombe" <MHOLCOM@ci.venice.fl.us>, joecessna72@verizon.net
Date: Wednesday, April 22, 2009, 10:16 PM
Wednesday, 22 April 2009
FAA TO ADVISE CITY ON RUNWAY SAFETY MEASURES

The Federal Aviation Administration in Orlando is reviewing the situation of
runway 4-22 at Venice with the intention of advising the City what it has
authority to do with regard to the safety of the planes using the runway.

In conversations with Mayor Ed Martin, Bart Vernace acting director of the
Orlando office, on April 22,2009, reviewed the correspondence between Nick
Carlucci, president of the Venice Aviation Society, Inc. (VASI), Mike
Rafferty, a Venice citizen with a background in engineering related to
airports, and others.
Carlucci wrote the FAA in 2008 calling attention to the aging of the runway
and asking that it be closed. The FAA sent some of its Orlando specialists
to examine the runway and felt it was usable, although needing rebuilding in
several years.

At present the advice given to pilots in the FAA advisory system describes
the Runway as usable for smaller planes. It also mentions it is a noise-
abatement runway and calm air runway. The airport's other runway 13-31 faces
to the northwest and southeast, which are the most frequent wind directions.
4-22 heads northeast over the Circus Bridge area and southwest over the Gulf
beaches and so passes over less heavily residential neighborhoods.

Mike Rafferty, in correspondence with the City, has reported that heavier
planes, jets, are still using 4-22 from time to time and he feels that will
create more rapid wear of the runway and also is less safe.

Martin, in an earlier conversation with Vernace, discussed Rafferty's
concern and suggestion that larger planes should be prohibited from using
the runway.

Vernace said that the FAA did not forbid pilots from using the runway at
their own discretion, (that is a general posture of the Agency, leaving
discretion in most situations to the pilot.)

Recently Rafferty has suggested that the C1Ly should be more pro-active, as
the owner of the airport, in limiting the larger planes.

That correspondence led Martin to speak with Vernace todny, and ask him WhdL
actions the City might take. Vernace said he would review the situation with
staff and advise the City.



The City has an airport consulting firm developing a plan for the airport
that should be ready to transmit to the FAA by year end or shortly
thereafter. The firm is to advise the City on ways to meet FAA requirements
without destroying the Lake Venice Golf Course and also on other concerns
such as noise impact on neighborhoods. When the FAA approves the City's
plan, funding for the renovation of 4-22 and other improvements can be
applied for.

Post A Comment

Posted By Ed Martin at 10:01 PM in Category:Inside Venice

RESPONSE

»> Nick Carlucci <joecessna72@verizon.net> 04/26/09 10:10 PM »>
Mayor Martin, Thank you for the information on Rwy 4-22. Operational
background: the physical condition of Rwy 4-22 is causing many pilots to
avoid using 22 unless absolutely necessary. The operational result is more
traffic using Rwy 13-31 while concurrently other pilots are using Rwy 4-22.
This operational "confusion" factor is exacerbated by the AWOS message that
designates 22 as the calm wind and noise abatement runway. The Airport
Facility Directory (AFD) comments also reinforce the use of 22. Additional
operational uncertainty is created by the NOTAM that warns pilots that 22
has nonstandard markings/ safety zones and physically poor surface
conditions. There are other safety concerns that also have negative
operational impacts but the contradiction between the AWOS message & AFD
when compared to the actual physical runway condition (which is reinforced
by the NOTAM) has created a "zone of confusion". The result is a
deteriorating operational safety environment. When the rainy season arrives
22's surface condition will become more broken and hazardous.

The following recommendations will enhance operational safety by removing
the contradictions between the actual physical runway condition and the
operational protocols contained in the AWOS message and AFD. These
suggestions will also reduce the rate of physical deterioration of 22 caused
by landing aircraft; 1) Remove all references to Rwy 22 in the AWOS message
and AFD. 2) Add to the AWOS message " when departing please observe the
posted runway fly friendly procedures" (each runway has a unique procedure) .
3) Correct the AFD to reflect the new AWOS message. 4) Designate Runway 31
as the "calm wind runway". If 31 is not acceptable then designate 13 but
that will cause more noise complaints by those who live along Airport Ave,
Gulf Shores and Golden Beach. 5) Displace the landing threshold for both 22
and 4. (22 had a displaced threshold for over a year when the Circus Bridge
was being repaired) .
These recommendations can be part of the basis of discussion with the FAA.
If desired, I will gladly provide additional material and brief Council
Members (on an individual basis) and City Staff to further explain these
recommendations. Thank you, nick carlucci (I did not check my email until
Sunday night) .



Tuesday. April 28, 2009 11:22 AM
From~

!lEd Martin" <emartin@ci.venice.fl.us>
View contact details

Tc~
joecessna 72@verizon.net

Nick, I find I need some amplification on the info in your
letter and a phone or face to face conversation might help, e.g.
how might the designations you suggest by operationalized. I
will be in Tallahassee on City business tomorrow and then in
strategic planning retreat Thurs and Fri. so it will be next
week before I can follow up. Thank you for the input. Ed
Martin

Follow up to Mr. Rafferty by Nick Carlucci

From: Nick Carlucci <joecessna72@verizon.net>
To: Ijfr@ao1.com
Sent: Thu, 7 May 2009 4:22 pm
Subject: VASI Angle May 2009 with RWY 4-22 Emails to/ from Mayor Martin

Mike, I met with Mayor Martin on Wednesday, May 6th; he suggested that I contact you as we
both have Rwy 4-22 suggested short term "fixes". This email is a follow up to our phone
conversation. The attached newsletter contains my recommendations to the Mayor on short term
operational fixes for Rwy 4-22. The Awas and AFD corrections are accomplished thru
administrative action (the AFD is reprinted on an eight week cycle). The displaced landing
thresholds would move the touchdown landing runway stress points from current locations. This
action would help slow the deterioration of the runway but still permit full length use for
takeoff. The AFD currently states:" RWY 22: REIL. PAPI(P2L)--GA 2.52 TCH 22'. Thid
dspicd 294'. Bridge." The cut -off date for the 2 July 09 AFD printing cycle is 20 May 09. The
publication of a Thid Dspiced xxx' notification for both Rwy22 & Rwy 4 could be in the 2 July
AFD. A Notam would cover the gap prior to the July AFD. If you have any questions please call.
Thank you, nick carlucci (cell# 941-716-5704)

Response from Mr. Rafferty Thursday, May 7, 20099:53 PM
f'r"ljfr@aol.com" <ljfr@aoLcom>

View contact details
To;

jQecessna72@veri<:on.net

Nick,
I got your info and agree to support displacing the thresholds on 4-22 to minimize any further
damage to that runway. J will send an e-mailk to that effect to the Mayor and Council.
Thanks for contacting me on this critical safety issue.

Regards,
Mike Rafferty



Monday. May 11, 200911:17 AM
From: "Ijfr@aol.com" <Ijfr@aol.com>

View contact details
To:

emartin@ci.venice.fl.us, Istelze@ci.venice.fl.us, slang@ci.venice.fl.us, vtaylor@ci.venice.f1us,
jmoore@cLvenice.fl.us, ezavodnyik@ci.venice.fl.us, kmckeon@cLvenice.fl.us, jsimmon@cLvenice.fl.us,
ITURNER@cLvenice.fl.us

Cc:
joecessna 72@verizon. net, Ijfr@aol.com
Mayor Ed,

At your suggestion, Nick Carlucci and I had the opportunity the other day to discuss the
suggestions he presented in his e-mail to you of 4/26/09. Nick also mentioned that he was
planning to submit similar suggestions at the 5/12/09 Airport Workshop. A portion of Nick's e-
mail is included at the end of this message.

Of the five suggestions, I told Nick the 5th one, regarding displacing the thresholds on 4-22 to
mitigate further deterioration of the ends of runway 4-22, was the one I could comment on. I
mentioned to Nick that although the other 4 had merit, I was not sufficiently knowledgeable of
those aspects of aircraft operation to comment.
& nbsp;
We agreed that I would send you and Council my comments in support of Nick's suggestion for
4-22 prior to the 5/12/09 Airport Workshop after I had had a chance to research the suggestion.

Here are those comments.

Safety, Safety, Safety. I urge you and Council to implement all necessary procedures to
be pro active in mitigating any further damage and deterioration to 4-22 in order to
provide for the safe operation of our airport.

Nick's suggestion to displace the thresholds for 4-22 to avoid more damage/potential failure of
the ends seems reasonable and should be referred to DY as part of their assignment to make
recomme ndations regarding the current use of 4-22. I understand from City Manager Turner
that DY is currently evaluating the suggestion to enforce weight limitations on the use of 4-22.

Add this, to that, and make it a priority for DY to respond.

Nick's observations regarding what is happening to the runway ends further punctuates the
need to enforce the posted weight limitations for runway 4-22.

As Mayor and Council Members, you are hearing several voices from divergent points of view
on the operation of our airport to take emergency steps for the safe operation at our airport.
<I FONT>

As you were recently advised, It's time for real leadership not just mere management, said
strategic planning facilitator Larry Ritcey. Good leadership. not bad leadership .... I'm talking
about credibility, because you need it. If you are going to lead, you are going to have to
have credibility. You can't just want to do right. you have to do right. You have to deliver.

It is time to deliver on this safety issue that has been lingering since the VASA Press
Conference in the summer of 2008.



Audience participation Council Airport Workshop November 12. 2009

Mayor, Members ofthe Council,

Mike Rafferty, VeniceCity resident

Given the 5 minute time limit, I will point out issues, but not go into the details.... any one issues could
be the subject of a 5 minute presentation.

1. Tbe count continues to overstate tbe C-I and C-II operations •.••even thougb it needs
further refinement, today's numbers, when annualized fall short of tbe 500 operations
necessary to support a C designation witbin tbe next fiveyear planning window (3%
annual growth rate).

2. Whetber or not tbis is a typical year, the fact of the matter is tbat for the first time we will
have actual, verifiable, reliable data on operations and the numbers are tbe numbers ••.•..
Council needs to direct DY to finalize the count on the basis of data to date, subject to
council validation and acceptance, and proceed with runway lengtb analysis and
operations forecast

3. The C-II alternates do notbing to alleviate the impacts on the golf course•••••the RPZ
matter bas been addressed by DY, but tbe annihilation of balfthe 27 holes at Lake Venice
Golf Course bas not. Therefore the C-II alternates are not acceptable as tbey fail to meet
the establisbed objectives of tbe study to minimizes impacts on tbe golf course

4. The only provision in the golf course lease for a reduction in lease area is eminent domain.
Since Council has stated it will not use eminent domain for airport development, the lease
area is frozen "as is" for tbe term oftbe lease..•therefore, compliance with C-II criteria is
not feasible until at least the expiration of the VGA lease sometime in late 2020.

5. This study is not upgrading or downgrading the ARC designation ofthe airport •..•.tbis
study is making the decision to operate the airport as a C-II facility non compliant with
FAA regulations or a B-II facility which is compliant in all respects to FAA
regulations ..•... let's look at that again••. the decision to operate the airport as a

C-II FACILITY, NON COMPLIANT WITH FAA REGULATIONS
ORA

B-II FACILITY, COMPLIANT IN ALL RESPECTS TO FAA REGULATIONS
6. The statement that "FAA is unlikely to support a B-II ARC" is not cause to declare war

on that agency. Witb Council direction to DY to finalize the study on the basis of a B-II
designation, it is clearly within their skill level to present adequate documentation to
establish the VeniceAirport as a compliant B-II facility. Given, the alternative, the
justification of a compliant C-II facility, that would be an effort of Herculean proportions.

In summary. I urge Council today to accept the B-II alternate and provide DY the necessary direction
to move forward and complete tbe study witbin their current schedule.

It is decision time for CounciL DY needs direction today on the B-WC-II issue.

The issues have been clearly presented ••.•.they are the same that have been lingering for some
time•.••.for the first time, tbe counts substantiate a B-II designation and that is the clear choice at tbis
time.

The City has in place the counting equipment and sbould the count some time in the future indicate
grounds for further evaluation of the ARC, undisputable data will be on band and appropriate
changes can be made at that time.

However, for now, the operations count substantiates a B-I1designation.

Thank you.



Lisa Mastrop;,;.:ie~r.:.i _

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Ijfr@aol.com
Friday, November 13,20097:31 AM
emartin@ci.venice.fl.us
Imastropieri@dyconsultants.com
Airport Workshop Backup Material
Mr_Bart_ Vernace_073007[1 ].doc

Ed,

As part of my presentation yesterday I mentioned the VGA lease restriction on reducing the golf course area.

Attached is a copy of my letter of 7/31/07 to FAA Orlando regarding that matter.

When DY goes to Orlado, it may be helpful to review the letter with Bart to dermonstrate that this represents one more
challange to meeting the standards of a C-II regarding the taking of area from the VGA lease.

Thanks,

Mike Rafferty

1
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MINUTES OF A WORKSHOP 
CITY COUNCIL, VENICE, FLORIDA 

 
November 12, 2009 

 
A Workshop of the City Council to consider the Airport was held this date in Council Chambers 
at City Hall.  Mayor Martin called the workshop to order at 2:06 p.m. 
 
ELECTED OFFICIALS AND OTHERS PRESENT 
 
Roll was called with the following elected officials present: Mayor Ed Martin, Vice Mayor 
Sue Lang, and Council Members Jim Bennett, Emilio Carlesimo, Kit McKeon, John K. Moore, 
and Ernie Zavodnyik.  
 
Also present:  City Manager Isaac Turner, City Clerk Lori Stelzer, City Attorney Bob Anderson, 
and for certain items on the agenda:  Airport Director Fred Watts. 
 
I. WELCOME AND INTRODUCTIONS 
 
Ms. Woodley introduced Lisa Mastropieri, Program Manager, and Bill DeGraaff, Director of 
Technical Service, DY Consultants.  Ms. Woodley pointed out that property owners in the 
Runway Protection Zone were notified of the meeting and were in attendance. 
 
II. MASTER PLAN UPDATE 
 
Ms. Mastropieri reviewed the September 25, 2009 meeting and noted today’s discussions 
focused on input from council and the public reducing the airport reference code (ARC) from C 
to B and different configurations for Runways 13/31 and 4/22.  She continued that DY 
Consultants representatives would discuss findings and request feedback from Federal Aviation 
Administration representatives.  Ms. Mastropieri discussed ARC reference definitions, aircraft 
operations sensors data, and the aircraft count process including comparisons of the September 
25, 2009 count and the count presented today.  She explained existing impacts to FAA standards 
that need resolution in order to maintain the airport at its existing condition that include 
relocation of Taxiway C, structures in the runway protection zone (RPZ), non-standard runway 
safety areas (RSA), and runway object free areas (ROFA).  Ms. Mastropieri displayed an aerial 
photograph depicting existing flight patterns and noted that five to fifteen year noise projections 
will be available at the airport workshop in December. 
 
(2:28) Mr. DeGraaff outlined alternate airport modifications that meet FAA standards including 
pulling Runway 13 RPZ and Runway 4 RSA and ROFA onto airport property; extending the end 
of Runway 31; constructing Runway 4 RSA and ROFA; constructing engineered material 
arresting systems (EMAS) at the end of Runway 4; and voluntary purchase of home or avigation 
easements. 
 
Discussion followed regarding homes in the RPZ, what affects the RSA, and negotiating parking 
lot locations with the FAA. 



Mr. DeGraaff continued outlining alternate airport modifications including relocating the Lake 
Venice Golf Course clubhouse, cart building, and driving range out of the RPZ, RSA, and 
ROFA, and adjusting the golf course to meet FAA, RSA, and ROFA standards along 
Runways 4/22 and 13/31. 
 
(3:00) Mr. DeGraaff explained modifications and the advantages and disadvantages associated 
with reducing the ARC from C-II to B-II. 
 
Ms. Mastropieri shared plans to meet with the FAA as soon as possible and get a consensus from 
council at the December workshop on which alternative to use for the ALP. 
 
(3:14) Discussion ensued regarding FAA approval of runway reductions; FAA funding of future 
projects; staying on schedule; the regulatory scheme when the airport was originally constructed; 
modifications and expansions; relationship with the FAA; FAA altering standards and increasing 
RPZ, ALP and Airport Master Plan (AMP) updates; cost of reducing the ARC; ALP process; 
aircraft count projections; number of C based aircraft; prohibiting runway use; strengthening 
noise abatement policies; golf course modifications; history of C-II and B-II designations; and 
considering economic factors when making estimations and projections. 
 
(3:45) Ms. Mastropieri indicated she would provide council members with an outline of the 
approach and methodology for projecting aircraft counts. 
 
Discussion continued regarding the Venice Jet Center sale triggering additional aircraft traffic, 
technological development of aircraft, and fewer takeoffs and landings.   
 
Recess was taken from 3:49 p.m. until 4:02 p.m. 
 
III. AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION 
 
Robert Drouin, 443 Cobia Avenue, commented on limiting impacts to the golf course.   
 
Art Dover, 613 Garden Edge Drive, discussed his proposed systems engineering approach for 
airport improvements. 
  
Jim Marble, 832 Robert Street, discussed airport growth and reviewing aircraft actual use versus 
projections. 
 
Mike Rafferty, 989 Cayman East, commented on his handout in support of the B-II alternative.   
 
Tom Brener, 1118 Bird Bay Way, spoke in support of the B-II alternative. 
  
Nick Carlucci, 1335 Horizon Road, commented on airport safety. 
 
(4:30) Council members discussed cutting down trees, staff examining trees and overgrown 
vegetation that block views, Automated Weather Observing System (AWOS), fast tracking 
safety measures, calm wind runway capacity, runway utilization, and aircraft flying over homes. 



Alex Clemens, 343 Shore Road, discussed noise abatement and the RPZ. 
 
Walter Hake, 682 Pond Willow Lane, commented on runway usage, airport income, and safety. 
 
(4:58) Chris Davis, 340 Shore Road, discussed the B-II airport designation versus C-II 
designation. 
 
Richard Francis, 421 Everglades Drive, commented on line of sight issues, cost to relocate the 
golf course, and noise abatement. 
 
Discussion followed regarding airport safety, maintaining the golf course, discussing airport 
designations with the FAA, projections, aircraft count, scheduling additional workshops, 
rehabilitation of runways, airport income, airport roadways, airport design alternatives, future 
funding, follow up by DY Consultants, and runway designations as B and C. 
 
(5:47) There was consensus to have DY Consultants request the FAA to designate the airport as 
B-II based on the numbers and data and the alternate request to the FAA to designate 
Runway 4/22 as C-II and Runway 13/31 as B-II. 
 
Discussion ensued regarding airport businesses making decisions based on incorrect aircraft 
counts. 
 
Mayor Martin suggested that Mr. Turner review noise abatement procedures and present his 
thoughts to council. 
 
Chuck Schmeiler, 125 Castile Street, commented on economic impacts to airport business 
operations. 
 
Mayor Martin invited Mr. Schmeiler to present information with regard to airport business 
operations at a subsequent workshop. 
 
IV. ADJOURNMENT 
 
There being no further business to come before council, the workshop was adjourned at 5:58 
p.m. 
 
 
 

    
ATTEST:       Mayor – City of Venice 
 
 
 
 
City Clerk 
 



AGENDA 
SPECIAL MEETING 

VENICE MUNICIPAL AIRPORT WORKSHOP 
VENICE CITY COUNCIL 

COUNCIL CHAMBERS – 401 West Venice Avenue 
 

November 12, 2009 – 2:00 p.m. 
 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
ROLL CALL 
 
I. WELCOME AND INTRODUCTIONS 
 
II. SEPTEMBER 25TH WORKSHOP 

• Summary of Comments 
 
III. CONTINUATION OF AIRCRAFT COUNTING PROGRAM 
 
IV. ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS 

• Alternatives 
o Meet FAA Standards – Modify Airport 
o Meet FAA Standards – Modify Adjacent Land Uses 
o Reduce Airport Reference Code 

• Criteria Assessed to Date 
 
V. AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION 
 
VI. COUNCIL DISCUSSION 
 
VII. NEXT MEETING – DECEMBER 10, 2009 
 
VIII. ADJOURNMENT 
 
 

*   *   *   *   *   *   *   * 
 

If you are disabled and need assistance, please contact the City Clerk’s office 
 at least 24 hours prior to the meeting 

NOTE:  
 
The agenda materials can be viewed at www.venicegov.com. Adobe Acrobat Reader will be needed to 
open the file. 
 
No stenographic record by a certified court reporter is made of this meeting. Accordingly, any person who 
may seek to appeal any decision involving the matters noticed herein will be responsible for making a 
verbatim record of the testimony and evidence at this meeting upon which any appeal is based. 



City Council Special Meeting Agenda – 09/25/2009 – Page 2 of 2 
 

 
CITY OF VENICE CODE OF ORDINANCES Section 2-53(3): Audience Participation 
 
The Council will hear comments, concerns or questions from any citizen present at the meeting on 
matters not on the Agenda, it being understood that any single presentation must be limited to five 
minutes. Citizen’s comments will be permitted on Agenda items at the time the item is under 
consideration by Council if a speaker card has been submitted to the City Clerk prior to Council’s 
consideration of the items. 
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Bringing theg g
pieces together…

September 25th

Council workshop

Welcome & Introductions

September 25th Workshop

Counting Program Council workshop 
provided an 

Counting Program

Alternative Scenarios for 
Discussion

opportunity to 
discuss data and

Evaluation Criteria

Public input

N t t
discuss data and 
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Bringing the
pieces together…

Airport Reference Code (ARC)

Airport Reference Code Definitions:
Approach CategoryApproach Category 
Design Group

Airport Reference Code (ARC)

Aircraft Approach Category Approach Speed

A Less than 91 knots

B 91 knots or more but less than 121 knotsB 91 knots or more but less than 121 knots

C 121 knots or more but less than 141 knots

D 141 knots or more but less than 166 knots

Aircraft Design Group WingspanAircraft Design Group Wingspan

I Up to but not including 49 feet

II 49 feet up to but not including 79 feet

III 79 feet up to but not including 118 feet

Slide 3Slide 3DRAFT: Subject to Change



Aircraft Operations Sensors
Six Months 2009 Revised Draft Data 

V i C ti S P li i D t C t M h th h A t 2009Venice Counting Sensors, Preliminary Data Count, March through August, 2009

Operations
March 
2009

April 
2009

May 
2009

June 
2009

July 
2009

August 
2009

6-
MonthOperations 

(departures x 2)
2009 2009 2009 2009 2009 2009 Month 

Total

A-I 2584 1,282 1,930 1,468 1,634 1,014 9,912

A II 6 4 6 6 4 2 26A-II 6 4 6 6 4 2 26

B-I 350 140 226 182 174 112 1,184

B-II 134 102 62 82 48 40 468

C-I 30 32 30 8 6 8 114

C-II 20 30 18 4 10 6 88

D-I 3 2 0 0 0 2 8

D-II 0 0 2 0 0 4 6

H 2 0 0 0 2 0 4H 2 0 0 0 2 0 4

Touch and Go’s recorded 1,685 *831 1,477 1,391 1,391 1,463 8,238

T t l O ti 4 817 2 421 3 751 3 141 3 269 2 651 20 048

*System Error – no operations collected 4/3-4/17

Slide 4

Total Operations 4,817 2,421 3,751 3,141 3,269 2,651 20,048
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Aircraft Operations Sensors
Six Months 2009 Revised Draft DataSix Months 2009 Revised Draft Data 

Venice Counting Sensors, Data Count, March through August, 2009

Slide 5Slide 5DRAFTDRAFT: Subject to Change



Aircraft Operations Sensors
September 2009 Preliminary Draft Data 

V i C ti S P li i D t C t S t b 2009Venice Counting Sensors, Preliminary Data Count, September, 2009

Operations
September
2009

A-I 1,356

A-II 6A II

B-I 62

B-II 40

C-I 10

C-II 0

D-I 0

D-II 2

H 0

Touch and Go’s 
recorded

1,335 

Total Operations 2 811

Slide 6Slide 6

Total Operations 2,811

DRAFTDRAFT: Subject to Change



Aircraft Operations Sensors
Seven Months 2009 Preliminary Data 

V i C ti S P li i D t C t M h th h S t b 2009Venice Counting Sensors, Preliminary Data Count, March through September, 2009

March 
2009

April 
2009

May 
2009

June 
2009

July 
2009

August 
2009

September
2009

7-
Month 

Operations Total

A-I 2584 1,282 1,930 1,468 1,634 1,014 1,356 11,268

A II 6 4 6 6 4 2 6 34A-II 6 4 6 6 4 2 6 34

B-I 350 140 226 182 174 112 62 1,246

B-II 134 102 62 82 48 40 40 508

C-I 30 32 30 8 6 8 10 124

C-II 20 30 18 4 10 6 0 88

D-I 3 2 0 0 0 2 0 7

D-II 0 0 2 0 0 4 2 8

H 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 4H 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 4

Touch and Go’s recorded 1,685 *831 1,477 1,792 1,391 1,463 1,335 9,974

T t l O ti 4 814 2 423 3 751 3 542 3 269 2 651 2 811 23 261

*System Error – no operations collected 4/3-4/17

Slide 7

Total Operations 4,814 2,423 3,751 3,542 3,269 2,651 2,811 23,261
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Aircraft Operations Sensors
Seven Months 2009 Preliminary DataSeven Months 2009 Preliminary Data

Venice Counting Sensors, Preliminary Data Count, March through September, 2009

0.93%3.82%

0.66% 0.06%
0.06%

0.03%

0.24%
9.38%

%
AI OPERATIONS
AII OPERATIONS
BI OPERATIONSBI OPERATIONS
BII OPERATIONS
CI OPERATIONS
CII OPERATIONSCII OPERATIONS
DI OPERATIONS
DII OPERATIONS

84.81%
H OPERATIONS
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Alternative Scenarios for Discussion
Bringing theBringing theg g
pieces together…

g g
pieces together… Existing Conditions

Comply to Standards for Existing Traffic
Modify Airport

Welcome & Introductions

September 25th Workshop

Comply to Standards for Existing Traffic

September 25th Workshop

Counting Program

Alternative Scenarios for 
Di i Comply to Standards for Existing Traffic

Modify Adjacent Land Uses

R d ti  f Ai t R f  C d  / 

Discussion

Evaluation Criteria

Public input Reduction of Airport Reference Code / 
Design Aircraft

Public input

Next steps

Combination of Alternatives to Best-Fit Hybrid
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Alternative 1 – ‘Existing’ Conditions Depicted
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Alternative 1 : ‘Existing’ Conditions 
Impacts to FAA Standards

H i R 13 RPZHomes are in Runway 13 RPZ
Off-Airport Property - Recommendation

Club House is in Runway 4 RSA, ROFA, RPZ

C t St B ildi i i R 4 RSA ROFACart Storage Building is in Runway 4 RSA, ROFA
RPZ Not an Issue

Non-Standard RSA & ROFA at Runway 4 End
Alongside Both Runways as Well

Driving Range is in Runway 4 RSA, ROFA, RPZ

Slide 11DRAFTDRAFT: Subject to Change



Existing Flight Paths
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Existing Noise Contours
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Flight Paths – Proposed Runway 4 Right Traffic Pattern
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Noise Contours – Proposed Runway 4 Right Traffic Pattern
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Alternative 2  Modify Airport to Meet FAA Standards
Runway 13 - 31
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Alternative 2 - Modify Airport to Meet FAA Standards
Runway 13 - 31y

Runway 13 RPZ: Pull Onto Airport (756 ft)

Advantages Disadvantages
No Homes in RPZ 13 31

Meets FAA RPZ Standards DEP 5,000’ 4,244’
ARR 4,244’ 4,706’

Extend Runway 31 End  (515 ft)

Advantages Disadvantages
L f R 31 ODALS13 31

DEP 5,000’ 4,759’
ARR 4 244’ 5 400’

Loss of Runway 31 ODALS
Increases Minimums by ¼ mile

Cost to Extend Pavement: $1,73M 

Slide 17

ARR 4,244 5,400
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Alternative 2a & 2b  Modify Airport to Meet FAA Standards
Runway 4 - 22

Slide 18Slide 18DRAFTDRAFT: Subject to Change



Alternative 2a - Modify Airport to Meet FAA Standards
Runway 4 - 22Runway 4 - 22

Pull Runway 4 RPZ On Airport to Clear Club House (987 ft)Pull Runway 4 RPZ  On Airport to Clear Club House  (987 ft)

Pull Runway 4 RSA & ROFA Onto Airport
(400 ft existing RSA + 600 ft from Runway)

Advantages Disadvantages

Meets FAA Standards
Club House and Cart Building Remain

4 22
DEP 5,000’ 4,013’

Driving Range Remains ARR 4,013’ 4,106’

Slide 19
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Alternative 2b - Modify Airport to Meet FAA Standards
Runway 4 - 22Runway 4 - 22

Pull Runway 4 RPZ On Airport to Clear Club House (987 ft)Pull Runway 4 RPZ  On Airport to Clear Club House  (987 ft)

Construct Runway 4 RSA & ROFA
(400 ft existing RSA + 300 ft from Driving Range + 300 from Runway)

Advantages Disadvantages
Meets FAA Standards

Club House & Cart Building Remain
Driving Range needs to be Relocated
300 ft Loss of Runway Length

4 22
DEP 5,000’ 4,013’
ARR 4 013’ 4 406’

Slide 20

ARR 4,013’ 4,406’
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Alternative 2c  Modify Airport to Meet FAA Standards
Runway 4 - 22
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Alternative 2c - Modify Airport to Meet FAA Standards
Runway 4 - 22Runway 4 - 22

Construct EMAS at Runway 4 End

Advantages Disadvantages

Meets FAA RSA Standards Does not Meet FAA RPZ/ROFA Standards

4 22

Driving Range Needs to be Relocated

EMAS Cost
DEP 5,000’ 5,000’
ARR 5,000’ 4,706’

EMAS Cost

$4.2 M Initial Construction 
$5.1M Life Cycle (annual 

i d 10maintenance and 10-year 
replacement)
Total - $9.3M

Slide 22
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Alternative 3 Modify Adjacent Land Uses
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Alternative 3a - Modify Adjacent Land Use to Meet FAA 
Standards: Runway 13–31 RPZStandards: Runway 13 31 RPZ

Voluntary Purchase of Homes or Avigation Easements

Advantages Disadvantages

Cost to Acquire Homes: $7.3M
Meets FAA Standards

13 31

Cost to Acquire Homes: $7.3M
(Based on 2009 “Market Value” from 
Sarasota County Property Appraiser and 
a 15% administration fee)

DEP 5,000’ 5,000’
ARR 5,000’ 5,000’

a 15% administration fee)

Environmental Assessment Required -
$300k

Appraisal Required for Avigation 
Easements

N i hb h d Di tiNeighborhood Disruption

DRAFTDRAFT: Subject to Change Slide 24



Alternative 3b - Modify Adjacent Land Use 
to Meet FAA Standards

R 4 22Runway 4 - 22

Relocate Club House, Cart Building, and Driving Range out 
of RPZ, RSA, ROFA

Advantages Disadvantages
Substantially Meets FAA Standards
No Reduction of Runway Length
Potential FAA Funding

Requires Relocation of Club House, 
Cart Building, Driving Range, Entrance 
Road Part of Parking LotPotential FAA Funding

4 22
DEP 5 000’ 5 000’

Road, Part of Parking Lot 
Approx Cost $2.0M

Need to Request ROFA Mod to 
DEP 5,000’ 5,000’
ARR 5,000’ 4,706’

q
Standards for Harbor Drive & Parking

Slide 25
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Alternative 3c - Modify Adjacent Land Use 
to Meet FAA Standardsto Meet FAA Standards

Adjust Golf Course to Meet FAA RSA and ROFA j
Standards Along Runways 4–22 & 13-31

Advantages Disadvantages
Meets FAA Standards Redesign of Golf Course HolesMeets FAA Standards Redesign of Golf Course Holes

Cost :  

Affects acreage of Golf Course ects ac eage o Go Cou se
leasehold

Slide 26
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Alternative 4 – Reduce Airport Reference Code 
from C II to B II
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Alternative 4 – Reduce Airport Reference Code from 
C II to B IIC II to B II

Advantages Disadvantages

Meets FAA B II Standards
No Changes to Adjacent Land Uses

No Changes to Runway Lengths

FAA Unlikely to Support – Jeopardizing 
Future Funding

No Changes to Runway Lengths Contrary to Grant Assurances

Impact to Existing Tenants/Users Must 
be Identifiedbe Identified

Potential Loss of Airport Revenue

Slide 28
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Alternative Scenarios for Discussion: 
Hybrid Combination Approach 

Bringing the
pieces together…

Runway 4

Runway 13

Runway 4
C Runway -

•Relocate Club House Cart Building 
C Runway -

•Purchase Homes No change to 
runway lengths Cost to purchase

g
Entrance Road, Partial Parking Lot & 
Construct RSA 1,000 ft 
No change to runway lengthsrunway lengths Cost to purchase 

Homes – FAA Funded

•Pull RPZ Onto Airport 

g y g

•Pull RPZ onto airport just past Club 
House & Add 300 ft to Existing 400 ft RSA 
Lose 300 ft of runwayLose 987 ft of runway

Can add length to Runway 31 end

B II Runway

Lose 300 ft of runway

•Pull RPZ onto airport just past Club 
House & Take 600 ft of Runway Add  to B-II Runway y
Existing 400 ft RSA 
Lose 600 ft of runway

B II Runway

Slide 29

B-II Runway

Slide 29DRAFTDRAFT: Subject to Change



Venice Municipal Airport
Study Process and Schedule

Bringing the
pieces together…

July ‘09 Aug ‘09 Sept ‘09 Oct ‘09 Nov ‘09 Dec ‘09 Jan ‘10

Baseline Analysis
(Camera Counts, Critical Design Aircraft, Existing Conditions, 
Operational Conditions)

General Visions
With a Goal
(Work with City on Conceptual Goals)

Vision Plans
(Develop Alternative Plans to 
Achieve Conceptual Goals)

Opportunities & ConstraintsOpportunities & Constraints
(Objective Analysis of Community
and Aeronautical Impacts)

Consensus Buildingg
(Public Input with Goal of City Council’s Decision)

Final Plan
(Adopt Plan to Incorporate into Master Plan

Slide 30

(Adopt Plan to Incorporate into Master Plan
for FAA Approval)

DRAFTDRAFT: Subject to Change



Discussion & Input

Slide 31Slide 31DRAFTDRAFT: Subject to Change
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Public Workshop 
Venice Municipal Airport 

November 24, 2009 
 

Workshop and Comments 
 

Martin-We have our consultant Lisa Mastropieri from DY, and our Assistant City Manager, Nancy Woodley.  We plan 
to have an update this morning on the activities since our last planning meeting, and we will have public comment.  
Thank you for coming and thank you for being part of this process. 

Woodley- Thank you Mayor.  To put you in the frame of what we are trying to do you recall your last workshop was 
on November 12th.  At that workshop you requested that DY go to the FAA in Orlando and query them about their 
responses to where the council wants to go as far as classifying our airport.  They did meet with the FAA on the 
morning of the 16th.  For the last five working days Lisa has been working on this presentation to bring you up to 
speed to her observations from meeting with the FAA, and how they responded, as well as some additional 
information you had indicated was the potential financial impact to the city if you decide to maintain a B-II airport 
without FAA approval.  That was raised to them at the last meeting.  This is sort of a mini-workshop in our schedule 
plan.  They will be back again December 10th to the next workshop, and then another special meeting on January 
28th.  I would just like to compliment the council.  This has been a long, hard road.  This one has been very public.  I 
applaud the efforts of all of you to take time to sit through these special workshops.  With that Lisa will take over with 
her update. 

Martin-I breeched the order a little bit by not giving the clerk a chance to call roll 

Clerk-Mr. Bennett is absent, Mr. Carlesimo, Ms Lang, Mr. McKeon, Mr. Moore, Mr. Zavodnyik, Mayor Martin 

Mastropieri-This is, Dr. Woodley mentioned, you folks asked us if we would go meet with the FAA.  We were able to 
schedule a meeting at 7:30am the following Monday.  It was either that or wait until after the holidays.   We went 
over, Bill Degraaff, who was at the last meeting, and I went.  We presented to them the C-II to a B-II alternative as 
well as the Hybrid Alternative, and talked to them about the counts.  I will get into their feedback as we progress, but I 
will refer to different comments that were provided at that meeting as I go through this.  And in addition you folks 
were interested in some additional information on some of the alternatives.  One being if we did look at the Hybrid 
Alternative what would be the impacts to the Golf Course on the 4 and I was able to get our architect to work out a 
couple more alternatives to show you.  We also met, last week, with the community representative who has been 
looking at all of the counts.  We went through all the counts, line by line, based on the revised data that Vector had 
given me for March through September.  We came to an agreement, if you go to the next slide, with the exception of 
three aircraft.  They are very minimal operations by these aircraft over the seven-month period.  We will get the 
typing of these aircraft once we receive the manufacturer’s specifications, but it won’t have any impact really on the 
outcome with this many minimal operations.  These will either be a B-II aircraft or a C aircraft.  We just haven’t been 
able to confirm that yet.  This we consider, based on my meeting, to be the final draft data for the seven months.  
These are the numbers that will stay consistent now, and we will bring to you each, as we get it, each month forward 
and add it on to these numbers. 

 -These are the final numbers except for the ones on the last page? So they are 99.4% final? 
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Mastropieri- Yes.  If you look, we added a row under helicopters called Total Aircraft In Question, so that they are not 
out of the total count, they are just identified in a different category.  We are up to, in a seven-month period, 2,260 
operations.  We will keep adding on each month as we go along.  We presented data to the FAA and they were very 
surprised at the low number of operations, as well as the low number of jet operations.  Their response to that, 
however, “Well this is only a partial year.  You don’t have the upcoming seasonal high months within this data.  And 
we have historical data over the last five years to correlate this with, actual historical data.”  As I go through this, we 
have a little bit of a plan to provide you a little more information on that.  Just as a reminder, the first alternative going 
from a C-II to a B-II, what we talked about were the advantages and disadvantages of this Alternative.  I’ve added to 
the disadvantages the comments given by the FAA. Their response to this alternative was rather blank.  There wasn’t 
a yes/no.  It was pretty blank, and they weren’t prepared to give a yes/no on anything really.  What they included as 
some of the disadvantages, was that they feel that the airport right now, even though the standards kind of show a B 
airport, they believe that because of the past ALP’s indicating that it was a C airport, that it is a C airport, as it stands 
right now.  That’s their position.  I have included that FAA is unlikely to support it, as my own gut feeling.  It could 
jeopardize future funding of all necessary projects. If it’s no accepted, they did indicate that.  They also indicated that 
it would, the review would have to be done by the ADO, the region and DC.  So it is not just a quick turnaround 
decision. 

 -The review, if they were to re-designate the airport? 

Mastropieri- A full review of that alternative. 

 -It would have to go all the way to Washington? 

Mastropieri-For that alternative. 

 -So you expect that would be a substantial amount of time. 

Mastropieri-It all depends, their standard review time is usually 30 to 60 days; the holidays are up here too.  That will 
throw a wrench into some review times as well.  I will get into that in a little more detail.  That is a very important point 
that I would like you to consider. 

Lang-We have no indication as to whether Washington might kick this right back to the regional office.  They might 
not be really interested in doing this full blown review over a small airport where there has been an actual count.  The 
data speaks for itself. 

Mastropieri-The other point I wanted to make, I had down last time, the grant assurances were impacted.  I asked 
them about that, they pointed out it would be contrary to grant assurance 29, which deals with layout plans, going 
from a C-II to a B-II, because the existing airport layout plan is designated as a C-II it goes against the grant 
assurances at that point.  They’re banking on #29 as that grant assurance.  The deed restrictions, again, basically 
what those mean is that you need to maintain a safe and sustaining airport facility.  The FAA may consider one of 
their comments was that they are concerned about the safety and utility of the airport, and I will get to that in a 
minute.  Safety impacts, they indicated that jet aircraft can continue to use the airport if you go to a B, so we need to 
determine the impact to the existing tenants and users, as far as the safety standards that they follow for C aircraft, 
particularly your based C aircraft.  Not necessarily the itinerants that come in and out.  That included the runway 
width the length and standards for wing-tip, tip to tip.  They also maintain that the pavement conditions could get 
worse.  That was one of their comments, because the heavier aircraft would continue to use the airport.  I did indicate 
that you folks were willing to maintain the pavement as you had indicated, in the future, even if it were designated as 
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a B.  I did indicate that to them.  You also asked if we could identify the cost if you folks decided, let’s just say that 
once we moved forward with the B-II, you decided that you did not want to take funding, and maintain the airport 
yourself, you asked what the potential cost of that would be.  So I took the JCIP, the existing projects in the JCIP, and 
as you can see it’s broken out by the funding sources.  The period from 2004 to 2006 I guess it is, those are the 
grants that have been encumbered by this city that you might have to repay to the FAA, which would total about $7.2 
million versus the $659,000 commitment if you did not have to reimburse the agencies. 

Lang-Mr. Mayor, we need more detail on your statements.  We just got this today. We haven’t had a chance to really 
look at it. I need to know what your assumptions are here.  How you arrived at determining that? 

Martin-I have the same interest in batting this back and forth, I expect other council members do as well.  Why don’t 
we let Ms Mastropieri finish her presentation and then we ask the questions we may have. 

Mastropieri-It is based, if you were to move forward on your own, and the FAA put up a battle, and said “We want all 
of our money back” based on a lawsuit.  Right now it is just theoretical, I’m just throwing numbers out there that are 
potentially, could be in your ball park down the road.  In the future, if you were to move forward in your JCIP now, on 
your own, with your own funding, that cost would be $20.9 million versus the $1.2 million that you see at the bottom 
for, the existing JCIP is 2008 through 2014.  Just to give you a focus on the impact of funding only.  We also talked to 
them about the Hybrid Alternative and based upon your comments, like I said earlier, we did get a couple of sketches 
and numbers from our golf course architect to maintain 27 holes and reconfigure that the west end to meet the ROFA 
standards and the RSA standards.  Maintaining 27 holes is going to cost $4.1 million to reconfigure that whole golf 
course.  Plus the cost for the Clubhouse and the Cart storage.  If we went to an 18-hole facility it brings the cost down 
to $1.9 million dollars, plus if we have to relocate the Clubhouse and the Cart facility. 

 -The figures you’re giving us for the cost for the redesign of 27 holes, and the cost of the redesign of the 18 
holes, is that construction costs? You’ve not factored in any damages that the city may owe to the tenants. 

Mastropieri-That’s correct.  I don’t know that number.  That’s an additional; let’s move onto the next slide.  Let’s first 
start with the advantages of Hybrid Alternative #2.  When we spoke to the FAA, they indicated that no one had ever 
presented this particular alternative to them.  They did say that they would be willing to consider it.  They did not say 
that they would approve it.  But they did say they would be willing to consider it if it was technically sound, safe and 
the utility of the airport is maintained.  We feel as though it would meet the FAA standards for B-II on Runway 13-31, 
and of course, with some work, it would also meet the standards on 4-22.  It would maintain your noise abatement 
runway.  I am not trying to discourage the B-II alternative, but in your other alternative you would still maintain 4-22 
as your noise abatement runway, and you would probably still need to bring 4-22 up to standards, in order to keep 
that for your full noise abatement for jets.  Otherwise they would use 13-31.  There are no homes in the RPZ, no 
impact to the Golf Course along 13-31, that keeps that cost down.  The FAA did indicate when they were going 
through this alternative that they would consider possible modifications to standards for the Clubhouse that is in the 
Runway Object Free Area.  It actually depends on what part of that building is in the Runway Object Free Area.  Is it 
the shop, or is it a storage area, etc?  We would have to look at if an aircraft did veer off the Runway Safety Area into 
the Runway Object Free Area if that building could actually take off a wing.  We will have to look at that.  There are 
no changes to the existing runway they mentioned that.  And your future funding is maintained.  Disadvantages; the 
Golf Course costs, obviously, is a disadvantage with all of these alternatives except for your B-II alternative.  And 
they indicated that we would have to add a full parallel taxiway to 4-22, if that’s going to become the primary runway 
of use, and that’s another $2.5 million for the taxiway and then the cost to rehab the runway.   
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 -I assume that’s on the south side? 

Mastropieri-We would look at that. 

Lang-You used the word ‘primary’ versus ‘noise abatement’. We never discussed changing 4-22 to the primary 
runway.  We just said that would be maintained as the noise abatement. 

Mastropieri-I believe that if it was a C runway, the FAA would consider it to be the primary because of the jets.  They 
would maintain that the jets would use 4-22 for the majority of the time, so that would become your primary runway.  
And that’s one of the only ways we can justify this alternative, is to indicate that that runway would be used the 
majority of the time when possible.  So our noise contours, that we developed, we have to show if we put the majority 
of jets on 13-31 that there is an impact to the homes in the RPZ, but if we put the majority of aircraft activity on 4-22 
that takes the noise impact away from your homes.  So we would need to call it your primary runway.  Now at the 
meeting, these are some of the FAA comments that came up, which I know is what you are really looking forward to 
hearing.  For either one of these alternatives they want some type of substantiation for the lower number of 
operations over the last five years, compared to the prior approved forecast.  We think we have a methodology; Bill 
DeGraaff is working on looking at fuel sales, and comparing that to operations.  It might work; we are going to try to 
come up from the records from the city to see if we can do that. 

Lang-What are you looking at doing? 

Mastropieri-Fuel sales, the number of operations that have occurred within the last five year period, because we don’t 
have actual counts.   

 -Council mentioned to me that the FAA doesn’t have actual counts either.  There is no reason to believe any 
of the counts that were done in previous ALP’s had anything to do with reality at all. 

Mastropieri-That’s true, and it’s unfortunate that what they look at, or what they call their approved forecasts.  Those 
are the ones that were in the 2000 Master Plan, and then the approved FAA Terminal Area Forecast, which are all of 
those high numbers. 

 -But we have actual count data now. And FAA has no data to dispute our numbers.  And when they talk 
about us giving them a five year historical data, we can forecast and they can forecast but the only reliable data that 
anybody has at this point in time is the seven-month data of the actual count.  What does FAA have that is going to 
counter our actual count of their current operations?  

Mastropieri-To me they don’t have that information.  

 - And to put the burden on us to say that the five-year historical equates to our seven-month count that was 
actual done, I don’t know that that is a burden they can place upon us. 

Mastropieri-Their argument is that the economy has been going into a little bit of a spiral over the last three or four 
years, and then it will eventually turn and go back up, and follow a regular pattern.  If we can show them that over the 
last five years, it only builds our case more, if we can show them that the operations have been low, consistently. 

 -But it is not uncommon for airports to realize increased operations and decreased operations.  And in fact it 
is not uncommon for C-II airports to, as a result of user operations, fall into a B-II classification, and vice versa, 
depending on how the users use that airfield, correct?  To say that, just because at one point in time FAA chose to 
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designate on the ALP that this was a C, although it conflicts with the safety zone depiction on the same ALP, that 
now there’s no chance that it’s never gonna decrease it’s classification.  That seems counter-intuitive. 

Mastropieri-What I am trying to point out are the things that I think we should provide to them along with them a letter 
requesting a preferred alternative.  They want to know if the city is willing to show any of these runways, in particular 
13-31, as an ultimate C runway on the ALP.  Now, that would be 20 years out from now.  In order to convert it from a 
B to a C, a full environmental assessment would have to be done, according to what we heard when we were there.  
So it would, again, have to go through a public process to be approved to go to a C runway.  They also want to know 
if the city is willing to provide a financial commitment for the Hybrid Alternative, actually to both alternatives, and 
maintain runway 13-31 at its present length, in the future. 

 -With their help? 

Mastropieri-If an alternative is approved, yes.  They want to know from us, how far can the fence, the Runway Object 
Free fence be moved without impacting the Golf Course.  The Driving Range obviously has to be relocated because 
it’s in the Runway Safety Area.  But that Runway Object Free Area, if the fence can be moved 15 feet that would 
help.  So we’re going to look at, once again go back to the drawing board, and look at how far that fence can be 
moved.  And the possibility of relocating the Driving Range only out of the Runway Safety Area for the benefit of the 
FAA.  And again there is the comment about the building.  Also, I forgot to change the top of this slide.  It is the FAA 
concerns again, is stage length, which is considered your non-stop distance from one point to another for any based 
aircraft here at the airport, whether it’s a B or a C, is it impacted by one of these alternatives.  We have to be able to 
demonstrate noise benefits.  And what they indicated to us was the noise benefits of the Hybrid versus noise benefits 
of the 4-22; their sense was that if 4-22 remained as a B-II we would have to show in our plan, that 4-22 would be 
improved for the C aircraft.  To be able to put the majority of them on that runway as a B-II. 

 -Would you just clarify that a little bit?  In other words if they accepted the B-II alternative they would still 
want 4-22 to meet C standards in terms of strength, is that what you were saying?  

Mastropieri-That was the sense I got.  They were basically saying 4-22 is a B runway.  Of course they wouldn’t put 
any funding into the full length and strength.  You folks would have to provide the additional funding to do that.  
Which is what they want to see, and that’s what we’d have to do to in order to be able to show that the jets would still 
use that runway, and we would still have to put probably an instrument approach to that runway to try to switch it to 
your primary runway.  It all comes back to maintaining safety and utility as their main concerns.  So we have to also 
look at your existing based aircraft, which you have a Challenger 600, a G-2 and a G-2B right now, and determine 
the impacts on those aircraft for both alternatives.  Basically what they said was that these alternatives would go 
through a rigorous review and the review period isn’t really known at this time.  I just know that it takes up to 90 days 
sometimes for these reviews to take place.  I know we have a lot to discuss but one of the things I would like to come 
out of this with is your preferences.  When we went to the FAA we indicated that the preference is to become a B-II 
airport.  We were very strong with that opinion.  We’ve actually written a letter for the city, we haven’t provided it to 
you folks yet, because we wanted to get your direction today, but we’ve written a letter for you to provide to the FAA 
indicating your preference for that alternative.  I think with the time constraints, if you take a look at our schedule, I’d 
like to throw out there that you may want to consider combining your letter with the B-II alternative and the Hybrid 
Alternative with all the backup for them to review both at the same time.  If we send the B-II alternative in for their 
review, and they approve it, that’s great.  But it could be the end of January before we get an answer back, it might 
be two weeks, I don’t know, but before we can move forward with anything else.  So if we send in both alternatives 
for their review, take the same amount of time to get an answer, then we can move forward at least with something.  I 
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would hate to see you come out of this with nothing in the end.  It is your preference, and we will do whatever you 
folks would like us to do.  As I said, we do have a very strong letter put together backing up the B-II Alternative for 
you, but I just think we should also consider submitting for the Hybrid as well, but that is your decision to make. 

 -Maybe this would be a good time to get council involved in discussion back and forth. 

Zavodnyik- On slide 13, second bullet point. ‘Is the city willing to show 13-31 as alternate C runway on ALP’.  I 
understand that is giving a 20-year period in which we could keep it as it is, but ultimately we need to plan that it’s 
going to change given. 

Mastropieri-What they are thinking is that if the activity picks up over time we would like to have that shown on the 
ALP, if in fact the airport would need it at that time.  However, it would still be a city decision to make.  When you 
update your ALP in five years, you may decide to take that designation off again.  It’s kind of one of those consensus 
building things that could be thrown out there, that just shows the city is willing to work with the FAA if you end up 
going that route.  But it does not commit you to changing that.  And as I said, they even said it would have to go 
through the full environmental process.  And if the activity has picked up that much in 20 years, chances are you’d 
have a very large noise problem in the north area. 

Zavodnyik-Just to clarify my understanding; would that be whether we had a B-II or a Hybrid, they would affect 13-31 
the same way? 

Mastropieri-That’s correct. 

Zavodnyik-J just trying to read between the lines in your meeting with FAA.  It seems clear they don’t want to hear 
about B-II. 

Mastropieri-They didn’t come out and say that and they wouldn’t, but Bill and I left, that doesn’t look real promising. 
But you don’t know until you push the paper forward. 

Zavodnyik-You indicated it would be a rigorous review whatever we submit.  What did they say in terms of the time 
that would take to do the review?  Did they indicate that they’d push this to get it moving? 

Mastropieri-They would look at it.  They have to send it through all the channels, and part of it is the holidays.  
They’ve all mentioned the holidays; there are a couple of people in the ADO taking off, which pushes it. 

Zavodnyik-Was there any indication that they were willing to work with us? 

Mastropieri-Yes.  Actually, when they saw that you had actually considered the Hybrid Alternative they lightened up a 
lot.  They really did, because we were looking at something that considered both, rather than just nixing the entire 
airport.  I think that was important to them, the whole tone of the meeting changed actually, when we brought that 
one forward. 

McKeon-Lisa, as I was looking at Slide 6; the C-II to B-II, but I assume the third to last bullet where it says ‘Safety 
Impacts’ and ‘Impacts to existing tenants. Users must be identified’.  One of the things as I have listened to the things 
that have gone on to include the comments at this moment is hearsay on the ID inspection.  For example, one thing I 
think we need to consider is that we are lucky that we basically have, today, a self-sustaining in the vast minority of 
airports across the country.  It is important that we look at, from a business perspective; the income that goes from 
everything on the airport goes into the airport fund.  For example; I don’t know how that will come out on the FAA 
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discussion.  But that gives us a great deal of money.  The Golf Course-27 holes, as I understand it, and I do not 
profess to be expert, keeping 18 holes self sustains the Golf Course, but their profit margin is on the third nine.  That 
also then translates in my view into income into the airport fund. There is a very symbiotic between the Golf Course 
and the Airport.  Also there are businesses on the Airport which pay us lease money.  I think we are going to need 
any alternative to look at that big, macro picture of impacts of income versus expense etc. 

Mastropieri-I think you are correct.  The self-sustaining part of this whole thing is important to the FAA as well, that 
you are able to maintain a self-sustaining airport. 

Carlesimo-Earlier in your presentation you talked about a study that would take into consideration impact to users.  
Under the heading of users, does that exclude businesses, or does that include businesses that are located on the 
property? 

Mastropieri-That includes businesses, in particular more of the aeronautical users. 

Carlesimo-In her presentation, and giving us her impressions, and looking at the data she gave us I don’t think we 
have to read between the lines in the message.  I think there is a clear message here.  And the message is that they 
will work with us on the Hybrid one, and the Hybrid one makes the most sense.  It doesn’t impact negatively the 
businesses.  It certainly saves the Golf Course.  It cuts down the noise.  You know they do have control, and that’s 
the one that sounds likes they’ll work with us on, and we can save the 27 holes at the Golf Course with very little 
reconfiguration.  To me the message is clear.   

Lang-Slide 12 your estimating $4.1 million if we went with the Hybrid Alternative.  Who is going to provide that 
funding?  And again that’s just a projection hard cost, which years from now it would probably be a lot more than that.  
Then there is the issue of the loss to the tenant during this whole loss of use.  It takes a couple of years to rebuild a 
golf course.  You’ve also said that in order to do the Hybrid Alternative 4-22 would have to be considered a Primary 
Runway, and now we have a cost of $2.5 million for a parallel taxiway.  Where is this money coming from, and how 
do we justify that in terms of whether it’s FAA money which comes from the public’s payment of surcharges on their 
airline tickets, it doesn’t fall out of the sky, it’s not free money.  How do we justify that when the counts clearly show 
that this is a B airport, and probably has never been anything but a B airport, never should have been classified as a 
C, and just because the people in the FAA Orlando office don’t want to admit they made a major mistake classifying 
this airport a C without performing actual counts or all the other criteria that should have been analyzed, as we’re 
doing now.  What are we trying to save face for FAA Orlando?  I think they are going to have a lot of explaining to do 
to Washington over this.  They are not really in a position to start trying to push us to do something that is going to 
cost millions and millions of public dollars that could be going to other commercial airports that are clearly in need of 
the subsidy of the surcharges.  From what I am hearing today, it is sounding to me, like the Hybrid Alternative is less 
feasible than we thought when we discussed this as our possible second choice at our last meeting. 

Moore- A couple of questions.  When you went up there and discussed this with them, you’ve already emphasized 
that for example that safety is their biggest concern, and I think that is everyone’s biggest concern.  In your 
discussions did you talk about any of these other alternatives that you presented to us, all of which had the net effect 
of shortening the runways by using declared distances in order to accomplish the goals we articulated for you; saving 
the homes in Gulf Shores and saving the Golf Course as is. 

Mastropieri-Yes we presented all of the alternatives. They were not very receptive to 13-31 and the declared 
distances remaining.  They were more receptive to it being a B runway, and keeping B runway standards on it. 
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Moore-If you keep this a B-II airport, all your runways stay at 5,000 feet which are all usable with one exception, 
that’s at the runway 22, northeast end, because of the bridge.  So those other options are not very good options for 
us.  Is that what you are saying? 

Mastropieri-Yes. They did not really care for the declared distances at all.  Although if it came down to it, if we had to 
break things apart, and they weren’t going to agree to something, they would consider it.   But they would rather 
throw that off the table right now. 

Moore-Then in my understanding they would actually prefer to keep 13-31 a B-II runway than go a C-II with declared 
distances, because that would in effect shorten the usable pavement on that runway. 

Mastropieri-Yes.  That was my take.  They didn’t say that they would prefer that, but they shook their heads at the 
declared distances. 

Moore-The other question I had was, there is a player here that I don’t think has been involved in this discussion, and 
that’s the tenant-the Golf Course.  This is going to have a major impact, and cost millions of dollars and take, Ms. 
Lang said, probably years to resolve this one way or the other.  I guess what concerns me is that when the 2000 
Airport Layout Plan, they basically drew the runway safety free area and the Runway Object Free Area into the Golf 
Course, when they made it a C-II airport.  The Golf Course was there, and they took those lines and drew them out.  
It’s been like that for almost 10 years.  Does that concern the FAA? 

Mastropieri-Well, the concern is over those years, those standards for the C aircraft have become more strict for 
Runway Safety Areas, and there is no wiggle room anymore on the Runway Safety Area.  The Runway Object Free 
Area, they’re indication to us was “We might be able to work with you guys”, so that the only thing that’s impacted on 
the Golf Course is the Driving Range.  And maybe we can move that Runway Object Free Area so it’s not straight 
lines, maybe we can move it in, the best we can do by moving the fence in. 

 -Would that eliminate the need to reconfigure? 

Mastropieri-It might.  That is our next task with our architect is to look at that.  We didn’t know that they would really 
provide any waivers on that object-free area, but they did indicate that.  Let’s look at moving that fence in on either 
side as much as we can.  Might not be straight lines, might be shaped kind of a little bit differently than at most 
airports, but they indicated that that could be a practical solution. 

 -Who is going to pay for that? 

Mastropieri-They would pay to relocate the Driving Range, and if they required the Runway Object Free Area, they 
would have to put some money into that as well, which is why they are giving a little bit of leeway on that Runway 
Object Free Area is because they saw the cost involved to reconfigure the Golf Course. 

 -I guess the Driving Range is a sort of a given.  That’s in the Runway Safety Area.  But it seems to me we 
really need to address that issue; whether or not somehow we can keep the Golf Course, because the minute you 
start re-working the Golf Course you are really taking on a project. 

Martin-I think I am picking up on where a number of you have gone, and what Mr. Zavodnyik called reading between 
the lines.  I am kind of thinking about it from a Psychological prospective.  First of all Mr. Turner and I have been in 
conversations over this last period of time with the FAA, and in none of those have we had a kind of logger head 
discussion.  On the contrary there has been some basic, I would say is some kind of attempting to work together, no 
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specifics, but just general.  That is isn’t always what people think.  And the reason for that, in part, there has been a 
convoluted history here.  At different times FAA people working for Mr. Vernace, in doing their job, felt that we should 
build hangers, w e should do this, we should do that, and they have taken our position as opposition, in a sense, to 
them.  Although at macro level we’ve talked about it, we are trying to work this out.  We have our responsibilities and 
you have yours.  The reason I’m mentioning that is that I’m picking up on, they have never considered B at all, as a 
possibility.  When I went with the citizen plan to Washington, I’ve reported many times in the public, the first response 
was  "this is a B”, and I said “yeah but we are not really here asking you to approve it.  We are talking about why it’s a 
B, and why it’s been a B, and what the impact is.” And they said “You have to talk to Orlando about that”. So we did 
the same.  But they too and there were several people from the community who were there, and made presentations 
and talked to them-airport related people.  I think one point that is interesting to me at least, is that I expect it takes 
180 degree change on their mind to even think about a B.  They would have to turn around almost entirely from their 
previous position to even think about a B. And so, given that, I would assume that for the first time they’re willing to 
look at this from a point of view of the number count.  Different members have mentioned the costs, and my hunch is 
that if we can continue to talk with them about this in a way, that they might find it easier once they get involved in 
even thinking about that.  That is not to say they aren’t still going to want the Hybrid.  I’ve said all along I had a hunch 
they would have trouble with it.  But I also do see that to the extent we could start on a new page with them, and talk 
about the $4 million to redo the Golf Course.  By the way that doesn’t seem to include the taxiway.  I’m not sure how 
that plan, the architects plan would do if there was a taxiway in there as well.  Maybe I missed that. 

Mastropieri-I don’t believe the taxiway comes to the end of the runway. 

Martin-Wouldn’t that affect the ROFA though, if it pushed backed into the Golf Course? 

Mastropieri-Yes, it has to be pushed out another 60 feet, and they also did, now that I’m thinking about it, they did 
indicate maybe we can move it out as far as we can. 

Martin-That makes a huge difference in terms on the impact on the Golf Course, at least for one quadrant, on the 4 
quadrant south of the intersection, on one side or the other.  So I guess where I’m coming from is in one sense I am 
suggesting maybe we’ve started a process with them that we might say to them ”We’d like to come back and talk with 
you a little bit more about this after you’ve had a chance to think about it a week.”  Send them the letter and the data 
that accompanies the letter.  Talk about what the price would really be for rebuilding the Golf Course if we do go to a 
C configuration on 4-22.  Essentially say to them “We know you don’t like this alternative, but we’re not being in your 
face.”  And I think that’s why you got a positive response from them when they saw we were doing the Hybrid 
because, I think, at some level they do think we are in their face when we’re not.  There have been people who said 
forget it, take the money and run.  Basically the council has never really considered that formally.  I don’t know what 
the majority would feel if that was on the table.  Basically we are not there, and we haven’t done that, and I think they 
may see that a little differently.  So those are basically my main points.  I think we’ve just barely opened the door to 
them thinking about a B. And it strikes me that if we could have some more back and forth, maybe as a result of this 
meeting you going back to them and saying that what we are interested in is the tremendous costs, the lack of 
operation of the Golf Course.  Those costs are not factored into this.  The taxiway is going to increase the impact on 
the Golf Course.  And even though you’ve never wanted to go there, even though you never thought it was a good 
idea, would you rethink about it.  They could say “We’ll send it to Washington”, another 60 or 90 days, and that may 
be what they’ll do.  But I am looking for an interim step between that.  I am looking for a step where they sit down, 
maybe we can have some kind of a meeting, maybe we can invite Mr. Vernace down to a workshop, or a delegation 
from the city of one council member, and the city manager and you could go and kind of layout for them the real 
politic here from our point of view which involves practical issues with regard to support of the Golf Course, practical 
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issues with regard to support of the airport because of the Golf Courses impact on it, practical issues because the 
amount of money from the tax payers it’s going to involve.  And just kind of work it around some more, not in a ‘we’re 
here to draw a line in the sand, and we are going to go back to Venice and burn the airport’, but just really trying to 
keep working on this.  The reason I think it might have a chance, this is just my two cents, essentially they were at 
zero consideration of this.  Now they have at least heard you, and look at it, and now we are starting to provide 
alternatives and it could be the more they consider those alternatives, and I am saying that one shot and done might 
not be enough.  Maybe we ought to go back to them again and say “Do you mind talking with us again about this?” 
because when we came back, here’s what we’re concerned with; money, impact, Golf Course, airport.  So anyhow 
that’s my two cents worth on that. 

 -Mr. Mayor, the goals meeting, would that come before or after the letter? 

Martin-I hadn’t thought about it that well.  But it would seem to me that maybe in concert with it, so they would 
understand the letter, maybe it would be delivering the letter to them with discussion. 

 -Two points; one is point of clarification.  You spoke in favor of presenting the same plan to them again.  Is 
that what you are saying? 

Martin-What I suggested was, I think that’s not an unfair characterization.  I am not really saying it in the way I think it 
might mean to you.  I am saying they’ve never really been able to consider a B before, because they never really had 
the facts on the numbers.  They felt like it was impossible.  And now there are some facts that are at least worth 
considering, the facts that we are considering; what about the costs, is it easier, could we not interrupt the flow of 
money from the Golf Course to the airport.  Basically saying to them “ We know you don’t like this, and we are not 
trying to insist on it, but we would like to ponder it with you a little more, think about it a little more, see if it makes 
more sense on second thought” is really what it is.  A negotiating discussion as opposed to ‘you’re saying no, we’re 
saying yes’. 

Mastropieri-I think that just from being at the meeting, they would want to receive a letter and all the backup first, 
before the meeting.  My own personal suggestion would be to write the letter such that the backup contains a very 
clear comparison of the two alternatives, the costs and the like, the operations, if we can pull together the historic 
operations in a way that correlates to fuel sales to actual operations to show that there has been a low number of 
operations here.  I think we, just from my view, from what they would want to see first, so they can digest it before 
meeting.  That’s my sense, before they would set one up with us. 

 -That is not inconsistent with what I think.  Mr. Zavodnyik was suggesting too, that the letter could make very 
clear that we understand their position, we respect it, on the other hand we are really struggling with these practical 
implications of it. 

Mastropieri-You do have a strong case for the B-II, you really do.  If we present both, I think you’ve done the right 
thing 

Carlesimo-Mr. Mayor, the FAA has sent their inspector general here, they’ve audited the airport, and so I think we’ve 
drawn a lot of attention to ourselves, and I think they know what we’re looking for.  In addition to that, they’ve been 
very receptive and polite to us.  I don’t think we should make the mistake of interpreting politeness and courtesy for 
softening of their position, and we have to rely on her, who has been face-to-face with them, to make that judgment 
for us.  When we look at our responsibilities which are to be good stewards for the airport, and we talk about 
spending taxpayers’ money, I would draw attention back to page seven, which they indicated that if we didn’t do what 
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they wanted us to do, they would stop funding, and we might have to pay them back.  So we are looking at a lot of 
taxpayers’ money there, a lot more than if we reconfigured the airport according to option 2.  I think we are beating a 
dead horse.  I think we know, we have a clear idea, what the FAA will consider.  I think we’ve drawn a lot of attention 
to ourselves.  I think this option is the one that satisfies the most.  It’s funded through grants, and it makes the most 
sense.  So to pursue it any further, to me, is wasting time and beating a dead horse.  We want to get into the funding 
period so we can implement these things. 

McKeon-In some ways I don’t disagree with Mr. Carlesimo, but there’s the thing I like that we have found ourselves, 
and I believe was a somewhat different temperament on your discussion with Orlando, was facts.  We may be in an 
anomaly in a very low period in aircraft traffic, but for the first time we have data, real data.  Now we understand that 
historically that somewhere back in the Jurassic period a number was determined to be our aircraft count, and then 
there has been a mathematical formula that everyone has used to bring it forward 10 years ago.  If there is in fact a 
reasonable way to extrapolate fuel sales, and I assume it is Jet A and Avgas, to try and correlate that our numbers 
now, I think that is going to be quite frankly a very interesting piece of information upon which to try and make some 
legitimate decisions.  If in fact, I am being sort of ridiculous here, there were only 10 operations a year for the last five 
years well that’s very clear this way.  If in fact five years ago the numbers were five times what we’re seeing today 
you have another very clear indicator.  I don’t know what reality is there. I think the thing that is so important, that has 
opened up discussion in a forthright manner is the data.  I am very interested in seeing if that data can be 
extrapolated, and be defendable, such that then we might have a better indication as to whether we are a B or a C.  
How should we talk and interact with the FAA.  It is not necessarily the time to shut the door on one or the other. 
Though I would like to have an expeditious resolution, and allow us to apply for funding cycles etc. 

Lang-Analyzing the fuel sales isn’t going to tell you whether the Jet is a B or a C.  It might give you some indications 
about operations.  If you are going to do that you need to go back 15 years, not five years, 15 years if you’re going to 
look at that.  Because there has been ups and downs historically and again what we just experienced a couple of 
years ago, as we all know, was a bubble.  There has been some other recessionary periods too that may be were the 
extreme low end, so you really have to look at a 15/20 year.  But again that is not going to tell you how many C 
aircraft jets there were, it’s just going to tell you what the Jet A fuel sales were. 

 -I think this came out in your day, and in a sense it somewhat supports what Ms. Lang is saying, I don’t 
know about the 15 year part.  In one of those discussions around 2000 if I’m not mistaken, the ALP or the 
configuration plan, they cited one jet, if I’m not mistaken.  One based jet; I think it was a D jet. 

 -It was a Gulfstream-5. 

 -They said that’s the criteria airplane.  The airplane, not 50 or 500 or 10,000 or whatever.  So that is 
puzzling, again not from the point of view of not wanting to fight with, because I understand the point that there has 
been a fact of tension and so forth.  I’ve just said, at the same time there’s been a tension, we have been maintain 
communication, and that’s where I would defer to you on this.  I think you got the feeling that B is not where they 
want to go.  I certainly anticipated that, that’s the reason I said we should support two alternatives, so they wouldn’t 
think we were throwing down the gauntlet.  On the other hand people have made the good case that B has a very 
strong case, as you yourself has said, and we should persuade the FAA to think about it again, at least.  If they come 
to the same answer, then I think that’s the answer.  But if they are willing to think about it again, in response to Mr. 
Carlesimo points, which I think are good points, if we go with the Hybrid Alternative we do have to redesign the Golf 
Course, and there are millions of dollars involved, and the Golf Course is not going to operate for a couple of years.  I 
am not saying that is not the right way to go, but that is the price for it.  And I do not know, looking at Mr. Boone out 
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there, because he is representing the Golf Course, I’m not at all sure we haven’t had any conversations with him 
about what that would mean in practical terms to the city.  It would obviously obligate their lease.  I think as council 
we have to weigh both sides of this equation.  What is the way we can do this with the minimum disruption to the city 
and the airport, and what’s the way we could do it if the FAA insists, but that would involve millions of dollars more in 
redesigning the Golf Course, and adding a new taxiway etc etc.  That is why I am not quite ready to say “Okay, let’s 
go home”.  I think we ought to talk a little more about this and see, having had a chance to think about it. For 
example, your comment that they were stunned to see the low number of flights, that’s new data, and it may take 
them some time to think about it a little bit.  A one shot major decision like this, I wouldn’t expect them to sign up the 
first moment. You know, I know, but others may not that the previous estimates that the MEA had used had nothing 
to do with actual counts.  It was an FAA approved process, but it had to do with the number of people moving to 
Florida in the next 10 years, it had to do with the income level of those people, and what they might be seen as in 
terms of the demographics that might fit aviation owners, and pilots and so forth.  A number of things, when I went 
back over the formula, I was in fact surprised at what a blue sky projection it was.  Obviously Florida is not growing at 
the rate it was when those projections were made.  They were made on the premise that Florida would keep 
incrementing 25 or 50% more people in this last decade.  So I don’t think there is a lot, going to Mr. Anderson’s 
earlier point, still they have to buy in.  We can’t make them do what we want; we have to try to persuade them to do 
something we think is in their best interest as well as ours. 

Mastropieri-Just keep in mind the last slide, if you are willing to let the schedule slide a little bit, trying to get them on 
board, we are okay.  I don’t think you’re going to get a decision in time to have an ALP submitted by the end of 
January; I want you to know that up front.  It is work the extra time to work towards that, only because of the review 
time involved with the FAA. 

 -It’s your recommendation at this moment, subject that we haven’t heard from the public yet, that we would 
send a letter, spell out why we think that B is worth reconsideration, and also provide information about the Hybrid 
alternative?   

Mastropieri-I would suggest that the letter be set up, the one that we prepared initially is strictly for the B-II, and it is 
very strong about a B-II airport.  We would still maintain that and provide the backup but we I’d also suggest to 
condense the time, instead of having to go through it all again, is that we put the B-II-the city’s preferred alternative, 
and the Hybrid would be our second alternative of choice.  And provide all the backup for both and one can be 
compared to the another at the same time. There would be a little bit more willingness on their part. 

Lang-I wasn’t finished.  I just wanted to make a comment on slide 7 about reduced income potentially from the FAA.  
This is pure conjecture, and I really wouldn’t want to see that in any way shape or form in any letter that we 
communicated along with our B-II.  This is maybe some time of theoretical worse-case scenario.  I really don’t think 
its reality whatsoever.  It would not be in the FAA’s interest whatsoever to not provide some funding to us into this 
airport in the future, should we request it.  I think that’s really important that in comparing the two alternatives, there is 
no cost for FAA and for us, pretty much, to have a B-II airport.  There is a substantial cost we are now finding out with 
the Hybrid that was our second choice.  I had not realized that that was going to amount such a cost.  And this whole 
interference with the Golf Course and what not, and revenue from the Golf Course, which is very significant for the 
airport, and putting in this parallel taxiway.  Again, the counts just really aren’t there.  Whether they are going to be 
there in 20 years, obviously everything will be on the table in 20 years if the counts are there.  And again, that count 
is a threshold just because in some year the airport might have 500 C operations, that doesn’t mean it is a C airport, 
that is a threshold.  That is one criteria of many that is considered when determining the airport classification. 
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Moore-When we talk about costs, you’ve cited $4.1 million simply to redesign and reconfigure the Golf Course under 
the Hybrid option.  But I feel like I am lacking any information about the indirect costs associated with that.  I guess 
we would be shutting down the Golf Course for two years?  I don’t think we can do that legally.  I think we have a 
legal issue there.  I would really like to get a handle on what it would literally cost, both to the city, and to compensate 
the Golf Course, and that organization as well as finding out what we can and cannot do legally under the lease and 
the FAA directive. 

 -There is a provision that we can, and you probably have read this as many times as I have, and know more 
about it because you are an attorney.  But basically there is a provision for the airport having, in a sense, the first 
right.  But I think we have to go on to either work out a agreement with the Golf Course or we would have to condemn 
it under eminent domain and take the Golf Course which obviously is another problem.  But I think you are right, it’s 
not okay.   

 -I don’t where we are going to put the Driving range, to be honest with you. 

Mastropieri-The other option, don’t forget, that we are going to look at is to relocating the Runway Object Free Area 
fence out as far as it can go without impacting any holes on 4-22, and just relocating the Driving Range to that area, 
there’s 18 acres next to Harbor Drive that is open 

 -If we do that, all I’m saying, is that you need to go to the FAA and say “If this is something you would 
consider, you have to understand, we are not looking at $4.1 million we are looking at $10 million because we got all 
these other things; moving the Clubhouse, compensating, loss of income.  The other question I have, as you recall, I 
mentioned the access road around runway 22.  If we do the Hybrid we still have an issue with accessing the east 
side of the airport.  Do we have an answer to that? 

Mastropieri-No.  I just focused on this over the last five days or so. 

 -Mr. Mayor, just a point of information.  When that $4.1 million, was that talking about reconfiguring the 
holes, or was that figure given just to move the Driving Range? 

Mastropieri-That was reconfiguring the entire Golf Course 

 -So, if you just did the Driving Range you would be substantially lower, and it wouldn’t be out of service as 
long. 

Mastropieri-Correct.  Now we did not know, when we had our architect look at these two additional alternatives, that 
the FAA would consider just moving the fence as much as we could. 

 -But that doesn’t take care of the taxiway problem.  Just saying, catch 22 that would be great.  That is what 
we have asked them to do in the past, and I had hoped they might take that position.  We will do the Driving Range, I 
think everyone realized this, but this taxiway opens up a whole new ballgame, because it has to go somewhere. 

McKeon-Again, I don’t profess to be an expert, but living in Alexandra, Virginia, the Bell Haven Golf Course was shut 
down for one year, and totally redone, 18 holes.  So, again, if I am looking at some of these numbers here, we 
haven’t have any estimates from the architect or the Venice Golf Association, I don’t think.  The numbers are still in 
the rough order of magnitude type of an assessment.  Again, it would be interesting as reasonably accurate facts as 
we can.  Rather than have me say it’s going to take 10 years to redo the Golf Course, we should have a sense of 
that. 
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Mastropieri-It actually in his estimate, less than one year. 

McKeon-We did one in a year as well, but it depends on, what I am thinking is, from the day that we brought the 
bulldozers in until the grass grew back to play it was 12 to 15 months. But that doesn’t account for what happens for 
the Golf Course in the meanwhile. 

 -You indicated that you have a draft of a letter for a B airport. 

Mastropieri-I do.  I have not provided it to the city yet.  I wanted to meet today. 

 -How much longer would it take you to add the alternative to go with it? 

Mastropieri-It is going to take us a little bit of time; I have to talk to my folks.  Our person who is doing projections for 
us is aware of all of this going on.  We had hoped to have those to you by this next December 10th meeting, which is 
only a couple of weeks away actually.  What we’ll do is work toward that December 10th to have everything in front of 
you. 

Martin-Do you need instruction from us after we have the public period as to whether we would like you to go forward 
with letter A letter B, or nothing, or meeting.  I think we can think this over as we hear people, and give you some 
direction.  Everybody on board? Should we start with the public comment now?  Clerk would you call the names of 
the people? 

Turner-I just wanted to get a quick understanding from Ms. Lang not including any costs associated with imposing a 
B-II in terms of grant funding.  I’ve talked to the FAA; the possibility of not receiving grant funding is clearly an issue 
from their perspective.  So I don’t see how that could not be included, if I understood.  I may not have heard you 
correctly. 

Lang-You did hear me correctly and maybe that is in their mind, but I certainly don’t think we should volunteer that in 
our correspondence. 

Turner-The information that was provided relative to that was due to a question, I believe, from Mr. Bennett, that he 
asked in terms of specific costs associated with imposing a B-II if the city were to do that as a hypothetical.  Now I am 
not sure what would be included in the letter, but the information you have here today was in response to that 
question. 

 -I think that presumed the fact that the city was going to say to the FAA “We’re not going to play cooperative 
games.  We are going to go on our own.” Obviously we are not going to get the money, and I think Ms. Lang 
understands that if we terminate our relationship with the FAA. 

Lang-Mr. Mayor, no one is suggesting that we terminate our relationship with the FAA, even if we pressed our case 
for a B-II.  Again that is why I think it would be inappropriate to even broach that subject.  If there has been some 
mention of that on the part of the FAA, I don’t think that is anything official and these projections are, that’s all they 
are, theoretical projections.  We don’t even know what these items are that we are looking at in these out years. How 
desperately are they needed in those specific years, at any rate?   I think it is really important that council receive 
material prior to these workshops.  It really puts us at a disadvantage when I get lists like this and correspondence 
like this, and I’m sitting here, and I don’t know what it is. 
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 -I understand your sense of frustration.  Those are not numbers you made up, but they are numbers that 
appear from the city in future JCIPs. 

Mastropieri-those numbers were summarized, because I couldn’t fit your entire approved JCIP there. 

 -And we all know that conceivably, as we have in the past, we could cut numbers out if we are not 
interested.  We don’t want a terminal.  But they are not numbers that came out of the sky.  They are number that at 
one time the city put into the process of future activities.  Obviously they are subject to review. 

Turner-It is my understanding that some of the obvious things were taken out.  Ms. Lang’s point in terms of getting 
the information at the council meeting is certainly well taken.  Please bear in mind that this was done within a week of 
the request from the council, and there was an FAA meeting, so this was a very recent request, it was not something 
we had for two weeks or something like that.  We clearly understand that you don’t want to get things at the last 
minute.  

Carlesimo -I would just like to add that the perception out there about not taking funding from the FAA, certainly I 
have that perception from attending previous council meetings, where discussion was held about taking over the 
airport, so that is where the perception is coming from.  Nothing that was said today, but from previous council 
meetings.  In addition to that, what we looked at today has been sitting in my inbox for about three days.  I had it in 
there three days ago. 

Martin-I don’t think that council wants to debate each other on this.  I appreciate your work, and this has actually 
been a very good and productive session.  Clerk, call witnesses please.
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Public Comments 

 

Mike Rafferty-Mayor, members of the council, Mike Rafferty, Venice City resident.  I’ve left Lori some information that 
basically I want to cover within the five minutes allocated.  So I am going to have to cover it pretty quickly and pretty 
briefly.  There is the handouts, and the first item I would like to cover, and before I do get into that, I would like to 
emphasize that what FAA considers and what FAA lives and dies by are counts and forecasts.  Lisa and DY has 
done an awesome job in opening the door, and I think she has, within her resources right now, and I’ll go over some 
suggestions as to what could be used, will not only open that door a little bit wider, but to help advocate, and support, 
the city’s case for B facility.  Lisa mentioned earlier that the counts have, and I’m hoping that that’s up on the screen, 
the seven-month count anyways, was pretty much finalized/formalized.  We’ve had opportunity to review those 
numbers with her and generally concur with the numbers, and where they are headed.  The next step is to annualize 
that information, and as Lisa implied, her expert would be doing that.  In the mean time though, we’ve taken the 
opportunity to annualize these numbers, and on an annual basis we are coming up with 45,000 annual operations, 
and C operations of the order of magnitude 300 per year.  And taking that number, which number can now be used 
the consultant, or numbers comparable to that, and forecast into the future.  As I mentioned earlier, FAA lives and 
dies on forecasts.  Earlier it was mentioned, the Terminal Area Forecast.  FAA uses a model which they call their 
Terminal Area Forecast, and the latest available for Venice indicates a count of 190,000 operations for the year 2010.  
By the end of the forecast period in 2025, Venice is projected to have 275,000 annual operations.  That number 
would represent one airplane landing or taking off every minute for 12 1/2 hours per day for 365 day per year. 
Incidentally the TAF model uses an annual growth factor of 2.49% for each and every year during the forecast period.  
And you can see from the overhead projection the numbers.  Using FAA’s Terminal Area Forecast growth rates, and 
DY’s numbers, again hypothetical numbers, as I mentioned there are a number of forecast models available, and 
understandably DY will come up with one based on a more realistic growth rate than the one used by FAA in the TAF 
which is 2.45%.  However, even using the FAA growth rate of 2.49%, you can see from the figures that I’ve shown 
here, that the operations proceed from 45,000 in the year 2010 to 73,000 in the year 2030 at the end of the study 
period.  Using a more conservative growth rate between 1.25% and 1.75% and projecting the hypothetical annual 
numbers for DY’s numbers, those numbers actually come out to starting with 45,000 with 300 C operations to 61,000 
total operations and 400 C operations. Not only for the critical immediate five year planning period, but for the entire 
20 year planning cycle the number of C operations falls far short of the 500 operations necessary to support a C 
designation.  The city has in place the counting equipment, and should the count, sometime in the future, indicate 
grounds for further evaluation of the airport reference code, undisputable data will be on hand, and appropriate 
changes can be made at that time. However, for now, the operations counts substantiate a B-II airport reference 
code.  Thank you. 

Martin-Thank you, Mr. Rafferty.  That is an interesting set of numbers.  May I ask one question before you leave? 
How did you extrapolate the five months?  What assumptions did you make for that extrapolation, not a straight linear 
extrapolation, but one that takes into account 

Rafferty-Which extrapolation, the 45,000? 
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Martin- Yeah the seven-month count to the 12 month count.  You said you’ve extrapolated to year end, and I’m just 
asking you what the assumptions were.  It wouldn’t be a flat projection because we know that there is a change in the 
percentage of traffic probably in those three months. 

Rafferty-That’s correct, and if you look at the overhead chart you can see the trend of the annualized data.  Actually 
what happened is this particular item, the touch-n-go’s for April was off so we doubled that.  Again, as a curve fitting 
operation, and the curve for Venice is a sign curve.  We peak and Valley.  And what substantiates that, is if you look 
at the fuel sales, as Lisa has suggested, if you actually clock the out on a time basis, that’s the way the fuel sales go, 
and that’s the way we extrapolated. 

Martin-Thank you.  I just wondered.  There are so many different hypotheses you could have, that you’d say we are 
taking this assumption, we do this number, that assumption you do that number. 

Rafferty-It follows fuel sales 

 - I think we have substantially moved forward, if I understand what Mr. Rafferty has said, in terms of 
reaching a pretty much approximate agreement with our consultants in terms of the count.  And I think we can get all 
the major players in this to agree with that, I think we would be moving a long way forward in trying to work out a 
solution that reasonably satisfies all the sector of the community. 

 

Walter Hake- Good Morning.  I’m Walter Hake a resident of Venice.  I would like to speak to you a little bit this 
morning.  I send all of you a note, and I stand behind that note 100%, and I hope you read it in the mail.  This whole 
incident started a couple of years ago when we all started looking at the count.  Particularly the Pilot’s Union looked 
at it and said “Something’s wrong” and that’s when JCIP came into.  By the way JCIP had all the bells and whistles, 
still has a lot of bells and whistles that this airport does not need, even though you knocked out about half of them.  
Then the pilots did their count, which we call three hours in the sun, and of course you follow up with the cameras, 
and the cameras were a good idea.  It shows the realistic, what we really have at the Venice Airport.  When I looked 
at the real count, when the chart was placed up there by Mike, we found out that 25% of the traffic that comes into 
the airport does not buy fuel, something to think about.  And also found that in five years the trend is down.  You are 
not looking at growth at Venice Airport for a long time. It’s just not going to happen.  When it comes to the Golf 
Course, I think those estimates are pretty low.  I did talk to the Golf Course manager.  None of the principal owners of 
that Golf Course live around here anymore.  They are like stockholders, and if you start cutting into their ability to 
make a profit…if I don’t make a profit on stock, I sell it.  That’s going to be a can of worms if you fool around with it.  
At the last election we had 67% of the eligible voters did not vote.  That is kind of sad.  I wonder if that 67% 
understood anything about B-II or C-II, what would they would be saying? They are going to tell you to keep this thing 
a B-II airport.  I am a little disappointed in DY.  I felt they went to the FAA with one knee on the ground.  You can’t 
treat these bureaucratic organizations that way.  Especially if I’ve dealt with them now for 20 or 30 years, in the 
airports I’ve had interest in up North.  You’ve got to go with them with positive thinking.  I think you ought to complete 
the ALP, go in as a B-II and say this is it.  Let them come back and challenge you.  Go right after them.  Let them 
come back and tell you why it isn’t a B-II.  You have the figures behind you.   

You’ve got the opinion of many people around here who have taken an interest in it.  The general public that I talked 
to, if I talk along these lines, they understand it.  I think we should be very positive on our approach and go after it.  It 
is a B-II, let’s not kid ourselves.  Somebody hangs a sign on the wall, and it says “this is a window”, you say it isn’t a 
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window it’s a wall. And that’s precisely what you have.  We see it every day.  You are not going to see a big change 
in this recession.  I have several sons in the business, and it’s going to be flat in their planning for two or three years.  
Good luck. 

Randall Green- Good Morning.  I’m sort of surprised at the conversations we’ve had.  I sent you all an email 
discussing what I say to be logic, and where we ought to be, which is a B-II airport.  You all have spent money, and 
you’ve spent your time, hard time trying to solve the airport problem, and you’ve come up with the data to do that.  
The data clearly shows that our airport is a B-II airport.  Also everyone in the community is going to be better off if it’s 
a B-II airport, and I’ve written that to you, so I’m not going to repeat it.  But I don’t understand at all how we could go 
to FAA and weaken our position by suggesting that some other illogical path is reasonable.  The FAA is a failed 
organization as far as I’m concerned.  They demonstrated every day they’re driven by lobbyist, and for 10 years here 
they’ve been making a mistake.  Yes, they are going to be reluctant to admit that.  And I don’t think we should help 
them.  There has been something said about “we must protect airport businesses”.  The Golf Course is an airport 
business, so I think we should not weaken our resolve.  We must drive on and use our logic and determine this to be 
a B-II airport.  Thank you. 

Tom West-I’m Tom West.  It’s nice to see you people here today, especially the new members.  I’ve been coming to 
these things for a long time, and I feel, listening to everyone today, with a few exceptions, that what I hear represents 
concerns the community we have here.  I think it is the first time I’ve felt that since I’ve been coming to Venice.  I 
really feel good about that and I wanted to say something about that.  Enough of the but it’s sincere. And I think that 
many other people feel the same way.  One of my concerns, listening to the discussion today, was the airplane 
count.  A lot of cards are going to be played on this one, and are being played.  What my belief is that when this 
number is presented by your group, you should be in a position of recognizing some things that I think we are not in 
the fastest market in the world right now, from a financial standpoint.  If we look at things, that will have a very 
negative effect on the airplane count.  I think there are some other things.  But I feel that when you say to the FAA or 
anybody else “This is what we believe” part of that should have been the homework to determine as good as you 
know how do it as a group and the people that work with you to say “Now here is what we started with.  But because 
of this, and this, and this, this is where we ended up.”  Now that number, you could knock that off a post with a rock.  
I think that should be, when you play it, it should be played that way the first time, rather than getting hammered into 
it by people saying “da da da da da da”.  I think you should take the high ground in that number because it is so 
critical.  I think the other thing is, we all know about the space around the airport, we all know about the noise.  That 
is not going to go away.  That was here before we got here.  I think what we are trying to do, and this is why I feel a 
little better about it today, we are not trying to make the airport go away or disappear, or shrink, or whatever.  We are 
trying to recognize it’s here.  We are trying to do as good as we know how to do in the presence of our concerns, 
which I respect because I haven’t heard a lot of that before.  The last thing I have at some point in time, when you’re 
working with the FAA, at some point in time, would you conclude that you are going to need, I’m going to say, some 
pretty terrific support from our political gang?  Is that a timing thing, are they involved now, or is that something you 
would get them involved in? 

Martin-I would think that probably that would be a future thing.  Right now we don’t want to, in a sense, jump into the 
gang by putting political pressure on the FAA while they are making decisions. 

West-But at some point in time that would be the right move? 

Martin-Conceivably it could be.  In other words if we want to appeal or have a presence in Washington, but hopefully 
that won’t become necessary.  Thank you those are thoughtful observations.  
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Chris Davis-I come you before you again to say this is still a B-II airport, and I ask you to move forward at a time 
when we are at our strongest on our negotiations.  We have all the factual information that we haven’t had for 10 
years.  We know the count. We know that it can be located on the property that the airport has, not going outside of 
the airport property.  We know it was probably a Scribner’s error, if you want to call it that, but the plan that was put 
together in 2000 that they approved improperly was not for a C-II designation.  It has all the makings of a B-II.  I don’t 
think we should give up our stance on the B-II without first pursuing it with the strength that we have right now.  I also 
think that there’s cost if you even consider the C-II airport, and I do think that Gulf Shores and other leasehold folks 
might consider it a taking of property.  I think that if you are going to calculate the cost, it’s not just the cost of moving 
the fence or moving the Golf Course. You are looking at lease agreements that you are going to be changing.  Maybe 
you have a strong legal position on that, but there is probably going to be losses.  I can tell you there have already 
been discussions in Gulf Shores.  How can an RPZ be placed over our property without any proper notice and proper 
environmental?  The term ‘inverse condemnation’ is one that has been tossed around, and basically it’s when you 
don’t go through the right process.  You have a federal funded facility here where you are trying to expand the 
operation, go outside the area that were the boundaries of the Master Plan in 2000, and now all of the sudden there 
is a runway safety zone over homes.  If the residents have to pursue that, there are additional costs with that.  They 
stated in the paper that they didn’t have to do an environmental, that there were no significant impacts.  How can 
they say that on a C-II airport?  The runway safety zone clearly goes over traffic and roadways, it goes over homes, it 
bumps right up to a bird sanctuary. These are all things that have to be noted when you do an environmental review 
for a project.  So I ask you, please consider keeping it a B-II, and go forward with the strength that we have at this 
point, and the factual information that you have. Thank you. 

Alex Clemmons-I am here as a representative of Gulf Shores Homeowners Association, and I’ve got petitions that 
we’ve had people sign.  We got 58 signatures and 38 homes.  We were going to present it in December when we 
could have all of our people, but I thought it was appropriate to put it in at this time.  It is the Gulf Shores perspective 
of how we feel about the configuration and some cost figures.  We are saying that it is a B airport there would be no 
cost involved in moving fences and doing all this sort of stuff.  We agreed to rebuild the runway 4-22 for better uses, 
and designate runway 22 as the required take-off and finally maybe that can’t happen, but if we shorten the runway 
zone on 13-31 more noise would be on the footprint of the airport instead of over the homes.  I have one other 
comment to make.  It was said that when we presented the counts for the actual seven months the FAA came back 
and said “Document all your previous counts, because we have this figure that’s been approved”.  I think you should 
change that question around and say “Prove to me with how you came up with those numbers”.  Was it a calculation, 
like Mike said, with assumptions of growth and counting and so on?  We got some good numbers and fuel 
calculations that show a downward count in fuel usage.  Why can’t they document how they came up with that 
calculation of 170,000 landings? It kind of boggles the mind, of how many per day and how many per week.  I don’t 
think there is anybody that could defend those figures, so hold your ground and say “We’ve got good numbers.  
We’ve got good fuel calculations.”  Give this to the city clerk for the 38. Thank you very much. 

Martin-If you give it to the clerk it will become part of the record. 

Pat McDonald-Good Morning Mayor, Good Morning Council. They asked me to come and to review with some of the 
people that have been working very hard on this, asked me to come and review with you some of the uses of the Golf 
Course, and the importance the Golf Course places in this whole situation with the airport.  The Golf Course is 27 
holes, and on the county level this Golf Course aids the Audubon Society, not only not only a particular species, but it 
adds to the environment necessary for a wonderful variety of birds in our area.  The Golf Course habitat helps in the 
conservation and the preservation of many species, especially with the retention created by the recycled water on the 
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Golf Course itself.  This past year the Golf Course was asked to host the Cross-country District Championship.  The 
third nine was closed so that all the schools involved could participate.  Local service organizations came to Lake 
Venice because overhead for use of the Golf Course than it is at other golf courses in the area.   

That translates into greater profit for service groups sponsoring an event.  Examples of such groups are League 
Soccer, Star’s Dance Studio, Rally for the Cure, Knights of Columbus, American Legion and In-Stride Therapeutic 
Riding Association.  These are particularly important because this gives income, and it shows the necessity of 
keeping this Golf Course.  School groups benefit significantly from Lake Venice Golf Course.  The boys golf team, 
both JV and Varsity teams have full use of Lake Venice without cost, as long as they walk.  This includes both the 
Range and golf course privileges.  Any student in this area may play for $3 when walking.  Summer groups from local 
churches will enjoy full access to the Golf Course at all times in the summer time.  I hope that we can figure out a 
way to save the Driving Range since it is very vital to certain organizations that use the Golf Course, especially, 
Special Olympics has been able to use Lake Venice for free for years.  Carts and balls are free for the group at all 
times.  The annual county competition for the Special Olympics, which covers an area from University Pkwy to 
Northport is held at Lake Venice at no charge.  Lake Venice was awarded the groups highest honor at Sarasota 
County Special Olympics Organization of the Year in 2005/2006.  Last, but not least, this Golf Course is a wonderful 
venue for our citizenry who cannot or do not wish to join a country club.  You can walk Lake Venice, you can afford 
Lake Venice, and you can enjoy nature, untainted, with the sure joy of a walk not spoiled.  That is a little steal from 
Mark Twain.  The Heart line of Venice I would describe the area our homeowners and tourist experience when they 
come across any of the bridges and enter this grand land we call home.  Walk, swim, cruise, bike and drive into the 
naturally setting that is awaiting you.  People are not excited about development for development’s sake.  We learned 
our lesson the last time around.  Visitors enjoy the privilege of seeking out nature, quiet, and an activity that suits 
their need.  Areas near the airport, Golf Course and beach land to Casperson are particularly vulnerable to those 
looking for profit and expansion at the expense of the majority of citizens of Venice.  Any changes in this area must 
consider the impact it will have on Venice.  This area cannot, and will not, ever be duplicated.  Therefore we must be 
very conscious of decisions that are going to be made.  And now that you reviewed, today, the counts of the 
airplanes, I think it is vitally important for you to make sure that you do not want to be into a trap where you speculate 
which was happening while we had the 170,000 count to begin with.  We want facts, and we want to just project what 
would happen in this year.  You can go back on the gas rates, or the counts for how much people paid for gas in 
those years, that is vitally important.  Now if they have records for five years, use them, but use them to your 
advantage.  And you don’t go in defensive, but you go in factually.  And you go in with the courtesy to them, and 
show them the need for this town, and this airport, and the Golf Course, and this Heartland to not be subject to much 
change, as little as possible, because that’s why the tourists come here.  I work for Venice Main Street.  Nobody says 
they want more airplanes. Nobody says “I hope you get bigger”.  They do not say that. They love us for what we are.  
Thank you. 

Jim Marble-Jim Marble, Venice resident.  I sent you something, an e-mail, and you may have a question about that.  I 
think Mr. Anderson’s point is very valid.  The only count you have is the count that DY has done, and I would  be very 
skeptical of going back to fuel records to try to pull out the number of gallons of Jet A, and how many airplanes 
unloaded how many gallons and how many gallons they unload today at old prices, new prices.  That’s a basket of 
worms, and I would think that if FAA is switching their regulation, count of operations to count in fuel sales that 
they’re making a major mistake.  I agree with Mr. Anderson, that the only count you have is this count.  That’s why I 
suggested to you at the end of my letter, that maybe we are at the threshold of saying the FAA would have some 
things to work out here.  We need a reliable count giving us five years.  At the end of five years we’ll have a different 
view of the future.  That is what an Airport Plan, and ALP is, it’s a vision of the future.  It’s not a statement of what 



21 
 

exists.  As I pointed out, this is not in any way a C airport.  It does not meet a single C standard.  A couple of side 
points; an operation on a golf course, is around golf, you have more operations in Venice Golf Course than you have 
at Venice Airport.  There are a lot of people who come here to play golf.  Very few of these people live on the island, 
so their contribution to the economic engine of this city is much more important than you may realize.  If they cannot 
play here, they will go elsewhere.  They will go to places like Lemon Bay and Englewood and Sable Trace, and 
places that are much farther away.  There has been some mention about the RSA, that there is no wiggle room in 
RSAs, and that is not exactly true.  When there was an overrun at Midway Airport that caused US Department of 
Transportation to come down on FAA and say “We want 1,000 foot RSAs”.  That was at commercial airports, not 
general aviation, and it was also a requirement wherever possible.  And there is documentation, I can see on the 
internet, that there’s probably about 75% or 80% of the airports that can meet that requirement.  But the other 20% 
cannot.  They simply don’t have the space.  I think a long time ago we mentioned to you Santa Monica Airport, which 
is a B-II airport, and the C and D airplanes that go there, there is 18,000 of them.  That is a lot of operations.  They 
are still a B-II airport.  Why is that?  They don’t have room.  Mr. Simmonds will tell you that in a legal battle they’ll 
lose, that’s true.  It has nothing to do with that.  It has to do with a guy named Schwarzenegger.  I can say more, I 
don’t think I will.  I do know that the C label was put on that ALP without any count.  Some people wanted that for 
various reasons.  I do believe that different people wanted that for different reasons.  None of which are draconian, 
but none of which have very much to do with the airport, or with the users of the airport.  In the past 10 years since 
that label was put on the plan, all of the planes that have wanted to come here have come here.  Nobody has 
violated a safety area in a C or D airplane.  Those are all jets.  So, it’s possible that in another five years, lets study 
this, let’s be right, let’s have a real count, let’s make FAA follow their own regulations.  But don’t make them mad. 

Martin- Thank you.  Lisa would you like to come back please.  Do you have any thoughts; I’ve been reflecting, so on 
and so forth.  Does any of it evoke comment or a thought from you? 

Mastropieri-I think from the folks in the community obviously they’d like us, and you as the council, to move forward, 
head on with the B-II alternative.  We have received, I believe, some emails now and in the past about this is a C 
airport, so I think some of the folks who haven’t been here also there’s both sides to it out there.  I think that we 
should move forward with the strongest case possible that we have for the B-II, and I think we should have, as 
backup, that Hybrid Alternative with as much good, solid backup with that as we can possibly have.  But I do think 
you should push that B-II issue, and the letter we had drafted really pushed it with saying that there is no cost for a B-
II airport in the letter.  And it could cost upwards of $10 plus million dollars to come to the C-II.  It’s really your choice.  
I think if you pursue it as single events the B-II first, and the wait, and then go ahead with the Hybrid, it’s the time 
factor, which is your decision.  If you’re willing to go ahead and wait that time factor in between, we will go with you.  
But I was concerned about the schedule. 

Martin-I understand because we’ve been pushing it to try and do this by January.  All things considered, that’s part of 
what council needs to decide.  So it seems to me that the guidance that you need is should we go forward with the B-
II only, should we go forward with the, later if necessary, the Hybrid.  Should we go forward with the B, make our 
strongest case, but be prepared that we might have to go to alternative two.  But obviously the FAA will fully 
understand the cost, the impact on the Golf Course, all the negatives basically that there are.  I assume you’ve made 
at least you’ve opened their eyes with the count.  I do feel, what I heard there, was that if this was a clean slate, and 
that’s what it’s not, and I think the public understands that, and we were just starting today this whole process and 
there is the count, before they mark the airport, I don’t think we would be having this discussion.  The problem is that 
we are in a history, there is a real history, there are perceptions so forth and so on.  We’ve heard some of that 
reflected today.  So the question is can we get the FAA to look at that.  The FAA is a sense like a judge and jury on 



22 
 

this.  You go before the judge and jury, you may be innocent, and you may be guilt.  It’s what they say you are, and 
that is the final analysis.  And in a sense here that’s our situation with the FAA.  Short of going to extensive litigation 
and trying to beat them, which usually is a loser, is my experience in Washington.  They are a regulatory agency, so 
the only path I think we have is to try and convince them, which may take, which is why I said to you “We’ve opened 
the door”, someone pointed that out.  We should go back in a say “The data really is on our side here, and I know this 
is going to be tough, but isn’t it better for you, isn’t it better for taxpayers, isn’t it better for us?” I certainly want to 
make that case.  I think we want to make that again even though we’ve made it to some degree before, just because 
they’ve got to be thinking, just like we are, about this stuff.  There is new data in front of them, and they are data 
driven for the most part.  It’s going to be hard for them to defend making this decision with no data. 

Mastropieri-Quite frankly in a traditional Master Planning process you would take the counts and forecasts to the FAA 
before you developed your alternatives.  As we’re meeting today I’m thinking to myself well maybe what we should 
do is present them with the full counts as much as this historic activity that we can develop and our projections 
forward and say “this is what we’ve got”. Maybe we don’t discuss the alternatives, but these are the forecasts.  
Traditionally you take your forecast to the FAA in a Master Plan and they either say yes or no, these are good, and 
then you move forward.  Maybe that’s what we do.  We take the numbers with our projections and our historical 
activity, based on what we have now. 

Martin-What do you think they would say to just kind of pondering the information we had this morning that planes 
would have to be taking off every minute 365 day a year to meet that projection?  I don’t know what the impact would 
be on them psychologically.  I’m thinking about that. 

Mastropieri-I would rather just present them with the facts.  The facts are a good point. 

Zavodnyik-This appears to be another alternative.  Rather than send the B letter, or the B letter plus the alternative.  
If we were to do that, how quickly could you do that? 

Mastropieri-We really will have that info until at least the December 10th meeting. 

Zavodnyik-Do you think you could have it done by the middle of December? 

Mastropieri-The backup with the letter? 

Zavodnyik-your last suggestions, in terms of just giving them the hard numbers. 

Mastropieri-I think so.  By mid December, but the next meeting is December 10th and we were planning to provide 
you folks with the projections, and we’ll have the historic numbers based on right now fuel sales.  Actually I think I 
had a good suggestion from someone in the audience to go back to the Flight Aware data, and although it is only IFR 
I might be able to make a correlation with the percentage of IFR today versus visuals and apply it to a number.  We 
will come up with some type of strategy. 

Lang-I’m interested in what you’re saying right now.  That typically the procedure would be when doing a Master Plan 
update that the airport consultant would bring forecasts to the FAA prior to completely the ALP or actually committing 
to an ALP.  I’m liking this idea, instead of doing a letter.  We have hard data.  You should be able to do forecasts from 
the hard data, the actual count that you’ve just done.  Now regards to historic data, we could take a look at that, but 
again it’s just a lot of gobbly gook.  It’s all kinds of things that could be interpreted in different ways. Maybe we could 
look at it, but it seems to me you can do your forecast from the count that we’ve just paid for.  And if that is part of the 
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procedure normally, to go to FAA with the count and the forecast based on that count, then say “Here it is.  This is 
what it is.”  I like that. 

 -And the five year plan ties in there too, some of you have mentioned.  You could say “Look, we are a B.  It 
cost nothing to stay a B.  Why don’t we keep this data for five years, and then we’ll revisit it.” 

 -You don’t normally have hard counts for airport operations when you are going to the FAA for the ALP. We 
do. We have hard quantifiable reliable data.  I’m not so sure that we want dilute that by going back five years, and 
trying to say fuel sales support or refute our data.  They’re just going to argue with our methodology. I don’t know that 
fuel sales constitute an appropriate operations count.  So if our fuel sales support our data, they are going to say 
“That’s poor methodology.  We aren’t giving any credence to that.”  If our fuel data doesn’t support our hard count, 
they are just going to seize on that.  My thought is that we’ve got such good hard data, why would we dilute that in 
our presentation, using strained methodology like fuel sales. 

 -They’ve asked, and we have to have an answer.  But I agree. 

Mastropieri-One of the main issues will be they may come back and say “You guys need to wait until your full 12 
months of data is compiled.  And if you are willing to do that. 

Lang-They are the ones who said they wanted us to complete the Master Plan by the end of July.  So if they are now 
saying that they want more data, and they want us to take more time, and they need more time.  That wasn’t our 
deadline, the end of January.  We were trying to meet their deadline 

 -If that was their request, I for one, would say “Okay, I would like to get this back on.  I’d like to get the flow 
of funds.” But if the FAA wants to have the benefit of that, that suggests they are taking the data seriously.  I would 
think council would need to consider that. 

Carlesimo-I wanted to apologize to council, I was in error when I said I had this in my inbox for three days.  I just also 
got it this morning.  It was another one I got it confused with. 

Martin-Mr. Zavodnyik, I think we have a consensus here that we would like to have Lisa and DY go and have another 
meeting with the FAA bringing the data up to date, arming themselves with any facts that might be helpful, obviously 
you can decide and we can decide what facts you want to do, and play that out by the middle of December.  Revisit 
after the 10th meeting. 

Mastropieri-December 10th we will have that information again. 

Martin-You mean they might say “period’? 

 -Right 

Martin-Well they can do that at any time.  They have already done that a few times, but we have new data and we 
are hoping they will be open to it. That’s why I say if we were starting from scratch they would be much more likely to 
go along with that.  There is nothing to sustain that it’s a C, really.  One plane based at the airport, and everything 
that suggests it’s a B. I think we have to play that script out, and not in a combative way.  We’re going to break off 
relations with you and attack at dawn.  Give us a break here, let’s think about this together 
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Mastropieri-I do think the methodology that is going to be used for the forecast, we do have to follow somewhat their 
acceptable methodologies.  But the fuel sales, just from our initial look for the last two years, because you folk have 
very good detailed records back to 2007, and they correlate well with your counts.   

McKeon-I have one last question, the one thing I believe that I would like to have as a part of a consideration of any 
B-II is if we were going to go along with those terms, the current modifications to standards that exist at the airport 
today would remain in effect.  And by that then we haven’t used declared distances on 13-31 and aircraft operations 
as they exist today would in fact exist in the future with that approval, if I’m correct? 

Mastropieri-Right, if it were a B-II airport that’s the thing with 4-22 is that you would have B-II design standards so 
that the Runway Safety Area would be less than a C.  And that’s why they want us to analyze the impacts to C, to 
see if they would veer off that RSA. 

McKeon-And that’s something you’d plan to have by the 10th? 

 -There has been some dispute. Some people are saying it would restrict operations, and we don’t think so, 
but there are aircraft businesses that think it will.  I’ve long since learned we sit as we stand. 

Clerk-When you said what the consensus was, wasn’t very clear for the record.  I apologize, but I want to make sure I 
have it in the minutes properly as to what you are agreeing to.  I have that DY has another meeting with the FAA, 
bring the data up to date, arming themselves with facts and play that out by the middle of December.  And I don’t 
know what ‘play that out’ means? 

Martin-What I would say is that we would like to continue to discuss the B-II Alternative with the FAA as that as our 
preferred alternative and one we think has a lot of data support and common sense support.  And especially if we 
have, and I hear you saying, and I hear McKeon saying, that alternative would not inhibit current users at the airport 
in the sense that it would be a negative business trait for them which we want to take into account, but as one factor 
in the larger thing. 

 -Can I ask you one last question?  Do you have any data; we have had in the past, if this answer is no, 
that’s it.  We’ve had some projections on what the airport business was worth to the economy and a number of 
people feel those figures are mistaken or misleading.  We’ve seen an alternate package that suggests that would be 
25% of that or less maybe, so there is nothing growing out of this project that would speak to that is there? 

Mastropieri-No.  We had that in the scope originally so you can add it back in if you would like.  That was one of the 
items we took out at the beginning. 

 -And you may remember this Nancy.  We have posted on our website this data which came from a third 
party group.  It is about $22 million if I’m not mistaken, and it’s posted on either on the city website or the airport 
website and it is not a figure that the city has ever developed by our own staff or our own research. It was done by 
people with positive intent to show that the airport was important, but unless we have something that stands the test 
of objectivity, not one side versus the other, like with the count data we found that wasn’t very useful way to proceed.  
I think we should take it off any public notice and obviously the groups who feel it is a good use can use their own 
websites for their own things.  But I don’t think the city ought to be claiming a data process that doesn’t really reflect 
city work. 

 -And if the council wants you to do that, I think we will ponder that and talk about it on the 10th. 
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Mastropieri-It’s probably best to tackle that once we have projections that are accepted and we move forward in that 
direction.  I just want to clarify our role now to move ahead.  What we will be doing is our projections and any type of, 
if it makes sense, any type of historic numbers over the last five to 10 years.  If it doesn’t make sense we won’t use 
those.  We’ll be working on those.  We’ll be working on additional impacts that could occur from the alternatives, and 
we’re going to bring all of that information forward on December 10th for you folks to ponder, and then look for 
bringing the B-II forward to the FAA with those facts.   

 -I think that council is wishing you to do that, and not in a combative way but basically in the discourse. 

Mastropieri-I just don’t know, just be aware, I don’t know if in mid December we will get a meeting with the FAA.  I do 
know some of the key people over there are going to be on vacation. 

 I hope not before the 15th. 

Mastropieri-But I do also think we should send the information in advance before we meet with them. 

Lang-For our next workshop or even maybe we need to schedule some more workshops, we need to complete the 
rest of the Master Plan, right?  We are going to be looking at the land use plan, are we not?  So we have quite a bit of 
work to do, and we only have one workshop so far scheduled, the December 10th, I guess it is. 

Mastropieri-I can discuss all of that with Nancy, because we did have a, I hate to go back to budgets, but we did have 
a certain amount of meetings in our scope and all. 

Lang-One other thing.  I am really wondering if we should consider going forward with an appraisal on the Jet Center 
leasehold for two reasons; for number one, in the event that that sale doesn’t go through, or number two, in the event 
that the new buyer wants to make a proposal to us in regards to improvements etc.  We have had some opinions that 
say that we’re within our rights to re-negotiate this lease, and I don’t see how we can do that.  I think we need to be 
prepared, and thinking about having an appraisal.  I know other property leaseholds at the airport are being 
appraised in relation to the FAA inspection, fair market rents etc.  So I think that would also, I think this leasehold 
should be included as well, and I would like us to think about that. 

Martin-I think that’s beyond the scope of this workshop, but it is certainly something that the council can think about in 
terms of regular council meeting activity. It really doesn’t occur in the DY scope of work. 

Turner-I’m sorry Mr. Mayor, I didn’t quite understand that the council wanted DY to meet with the FAA prior to coming 
back here. 

Martin-No.  I think not.  I think that we would like them to collect the best data they can to make that presentation 
obviously it will supplement our interest in the C as well.  And we would have the 10th meeting, and at that time, 
unless something comes up, we would ask DY to go back to Orlando and follow up with the new data, okay. 

Mastropieri-I think what our goal for the December 10th meeting, we will try to present to you the facts of both of the 
alternatives in a similar fashion as we would present it to the FAA.  So you can kind of get a feel for how we would go 
about doing that.   

Martin-That sounds good.  If there are no further questions I would like to adjourn because we have a meeting in an 
hour.   
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Lang-I just happen to notice the other day that the AirNav.com site is still showing the old number of operations in the 
percent of local versus transient operations.  So when you feel that we have complete enough data that is another 
thing that has to be corrected and updated. 

Mastropieri-I think the city submitted a new 5010 form that had the new numbers. 

Lang-They updated the runway information. They did not update the operations information. 

Woodley-Lisa is correct.  Fred submitted a new 5010 and lined out the 172,000 operations and indicated 40,092.  
And so he did make some changes to that, and it has been submitted to the ADO office, and that has been several 
weeks ago.  As part of our corrective action plan in response to the land use inspection report and they asked us to 
immediately report about water standing on runway 4-22, and as part of that the paperwork is that form 5010.  And in 
that you give your count number, and that’s where he has lined it out and put in the data reflecting we have counted 
so far. 

Lang-For some reason AirNav hasn’t picked that up yet. 

Mastropieri-I’m not sure where AirNav, do they get it from the 5010 form? 

Lang-I don’t know where they get their data. 

Martin-Lets check on that after the meeting.  Thanks.  Meeting adjourned.  
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To: City Council, City Manager and Assistant Manager, Airport Manager, DY
Consultants, and other interested staff
Rita C. Kutie, Venice Resident, 112 Park Blvd. S., Venice FL 34285
Airport Issues
November 23,2009

From:
Subject:
Date:

Documented data now confirms that the Venice Municipal Airport (VNC) is a B-II
Airport in terms of take-off and landing statistics. However, it has taken 30 months and
much citizen interest and prodding of government leaders to arrive at this conclusion.
The irony is that the data of a professional contractor (costing us, as federal taxpayers,
about $360,000) had to be disproved. And, of course, another professional contractor
and legal advice has had to be employed to satisfy all local/state/federal bureaucratic
procedures. (The no-spin media would have afield day reporting this nearly three-year
saga.)

City Council as well as administrative staff and professional consultants have no choice
but to accept this B-II reality and challenge other governmental entities and special
interest groups who accidentally or intentionally prefer any other classification.

Keeping the airport within its current boundaries will avoid destruction of homes to
ensure safety, costly down-sizing and/or relocation of the golf course, preserve the unique
natural environment of the area, and conform to the Venice vision set forth in the City's
planning documents.

Most importantly, a B-II classification, adequately serves the needs of current airport
users and rationally projected increases in traffic. There has not been, nor is there now or
in the immediate future, a need to expand the Venice Municipal Airport.



Lisa Mastrop.:,;:ie;;.;.r.:.,i _

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jim Marble Oimbythesea@yahoocom]
Sunday, November 22, 20096:06 AM
Jim Marble
about VNC

Lisa,

I sent this to Isaac, Nancy Woodley and Council members ....because of
limited time before Tuesday AM, I am sending it to you FYI.. ..as a BCC.
If you have questions I will be at City Hall a bit early on Tuesday .
.....thanks, Jim

Nov 22, 2009

To Isaac Turner, Nancy Woodley with copies to Mayor and Council
From: Jim Marble

Re: DY presentation to FAA

Dear Isaac & Nancy,

The following comments are meant to be "discussion points" either for
the Airport workshop on Nov 24 or for use as seen fit by DY in talking
with FAA. I am writing because I cannot cover these points in a five
minute "participation." I will answer questions if you wish.

Venice Airport is not and has never been a C facility. Consider the
following:

In the 2000 plan there is no operations count to determine the ARC
aircraft. Note the two following quotations from the 2000 plan:

"Venice Municipal Airport has the ability to accommodate Aircraft
Approach Categories A, B and C....on a regular basis, the airfield
should accommodate general aviation and commuter planes in
Airplane Design Group II ....thus the ARC for the current design
aircraft for the airport is classified as C-II ....as mentioned in
Chapter 4, the Gulfstream III has been identified as the critical
aircraft for Venice Municipal Airport."

-- in chapter 4 -- "The Gulfstream III was selected as the critical
aircraft since it meets ARC C-IJ and is known to regularly fly into
Venice Municipal Airport."

Not only was there "no count" for a minimum of 500 operations
per year, but the cited airplane was a "based aircraft" -- whereas



the count is to be of "itinerent aircraft operations" -- further,
that GS was not a C-II but a D-TT. It is now based in Texas.

FAA approves the ALP and does not approve the full "plan" and may
not read it "closely." That means the burden is upon the local
officials and advisory groups to "follow the rules and be accurate."
There has been far too much "emotion" and "opinion" about the
VNC plans - past and present.

Next, looking to the future, the 2000 plan envisions a runway capable of
handling the D-II Gulfstream V (89,000 lbs) and Global Express
(91,000 lbs) -- Runway 13-31 after rebuild is rated at 63,000 lbs. ???

The 2000 plan also points out that for a C, the minimum runway
length is 5400 feet, then says "however no runway extensions are
viable." MEA agreed. That is why I often mention FAA 5325-4B.

Finally, of the 2000 plan projects for the next ten years, none are
related to making changes for a C facility. No changes to runways,
RSA's, OFA's, RPZ's. No planned projects to implement a C.

The safety area/zones depicted on the 1975 and 1986 plans are
what exist today.

The Venice Airport today does not meet a single C standard. True.

In fact, it does not meet all B standards - thus the B waivers in 1975,
carried forward in 1986 and again in 2000. Why did they put the
B waivers on a C ALP?

What were they thinking in 2000 ?

VNC is presently a B-II, with some waivers. Any contemplated changes
should be based upon solid, accurate operations counts and realistic
forecasting (vs. "this is what we think, guess, want, hope for").

Having noted some "work in progress" related to the counting, my
suggestion is to establish a study committee to assist the City
over the next few months so that when the Master Plan is completed
the on-going count/forecast program can "hum along" error free.

Finally, VNC should remain as-is for the next 5 year planning period.

Thus a B-II facility, correcting the "errors" of2000 rather than being
forced to live with them. This does not "downgrade" an airport that
was never "upgraded" -- nor does it deny use by any aircraft now
utilizing VNC. FAA trying to enforce C standards is in contradiction
to their own regulations.

Developing accurate data will determine what will be planned at the
end of the upcoming 5 years. At that time there may be other alternatives.
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Thank you for yourconsideration and good Iuck,

Jim Marble

3



B 
 

Appendix B 

Workshop Agenda and Presentation 
 

 



AGENDA 
VENICE MUNICIPAL AIRPORT WORKSHOP 

VENICE CITY COUNCIL 
COUNCIL CHAMBERS – 401 West Venice Avenue 

 
November 24, 2009 – 10:00 A.M. 

 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
ROLL CALL 
 
I. WELCOME AND INTRODUCTIONS 
 
II. MASTER PLAN UPDATE 

• DY Consultants 
 
III. AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION 
 
IV. COUNCIL DISCUSSION 
 
V. NEXT MEETING – DECEMBER 10, 2009 
 
VI. ADJOURNMENT 
 
 

*   *   *   *   *   *   *   * 
 

If you are disabled and need assistance, please contact the City Clerk’s office 
 at least 24 hours prior to the meeting 

NOTE:  
 
The agenda materials can be viewed at www.venicegov.com. Adobe Acrobat Reader will be needed to 
open the file. 
 
No stenographic record by a certified court reporter is made of this meeting. Accordingly, any person who 
may seek to appeal any decision involving the matters noticed herein will be responsible for making a 
verbatim record of the testimony and evidence at this meeting upon which any appeal is based. 
 
CITY OF VENICE CODE OF ORDINANCES Section 2-53(3): Audience Participation 
 
The Council will hear comments, concerns or questions from any citizen present at the meeting on 
matters not on the Agenda, it being understood that any single presentation must be limited to five 
minutes. Citizen’s comments will be permitted on Agenda items at the time the item is under 
consideration by Council if a speaker card has been submitted to the City Clerk prior to Council’s 
consideration of the items. 
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Follow-up for Council
Additional Information as a Result of NovemberAdditional Information as a Result of November 

12th Workshop
M t With FAA t Di O ti C t B IIMeet With FAA to Discuss Operations Counts, B-II 

Alternative and Hybrid Alternative 2.

What would be the Potential Financial Impact to the City to 
Maintain a B-II Airport without FAA Approved ALP?

Existing Grants
Future GrantsFuture Grants
Grant Assurances
Deed Restrictions

Gain Consensus on Operations Counts.
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Manufacturer’s Specifications in Process of Being 
Obtained for 3 Business JetsObtained for 3 Business Jets

G100 

= 3 Operations

Westwind I 

2 O ti

H25C

= 2 Operations

H25C 

1 Operation =
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Aircraft Operations Sensors
Seven Months 2009 FINAL Draft Data 

D t C t M h th h S t b 2009Data Count, March through September, 2009

Operations (Departures x 2)
March
2009

April 
2009

May 
2009

June 
2009

July 
2009

August 
2009

September 
2009

7-Month 
Total

A I 2 584 1 282 1 930 1 468 1 634 1 014 1 358 11 270A-I 2,584 1,282 1,930 1,468 1,634 1,014 1,358 11,270

A-II 6 2 6 6 4 2 6 32

B-I 350 140 226 182 174 112 62 1,246

B-II 136 118 76 84 52 40 42 548

C-I 26 24 26 8 6 8 8 106

C-II 12 18 6 2 6 6 0 50

D-I 6 2 0 0 0 2 0 10

D-II 0 0 2 0 0 2 2 6

H 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 4

Total Aircraft in Question 6 4 4 0 0 0 0 14

Total Departures x 2 3,128 1,590 2,276 1,750 1,878 1,186 1,478 13,286

*System Error – no operations collected 4/3-4/17
Touch and Go’s recorded 1,685 *831 1,477 1,792 1,391 1,463 1,335 9,974

Total Operations 4,813 2,421 3,753 3,542 3,269 2,649 2,813 23,260
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Alternative 4 – Reduce Airport Reference Code 
from C II to B II
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Alternative 4 – Reduce Airport Reference Code from 
C-II to B-IIC-II to B-II

Advantages Disadvantages
Does not meet Existing C-II Designation

Meets FAA B-II 
Standards

FAA Unlikely to Support – Could Jeopardize Future 
Funding of all Necessary Projects.

No Changes to Adjacent    
Land Uses

Grant Assurances Remain in Place for 20 Years.  
Contrary to Grant Assurance #29 deals with ALPs.

D d R t i ti J 1947 i P t it

No Changes to Runway 
Lengths

Deed Restrictions – June 1947 in Perpetuity.  
Basically  Maintain a Safe and Self-Sustaining 
Airport Facility.

Lengths
Safety Impacts – Jet Aircraft Can Continue to Use 
the Airport.  Impact to Existing Tenants/Users Must 
be Identified (safety standards runway width/length)be Identified (safety standards, runway width/length)

Pavement Conditions May Get Worse

P t ti l C t $ S N t Slid
Slide 6

Potential Cost - $ See Next Slide



Alternative 4 – Reduce Airport Reference Code from 
C-II to B-IIC-II to B-II

Projects Approved to Remain in the JACIP

Sponsor Year
Funding Breakdown Potential Non-Compliant

Federal State City Total Reimbursement to Agencies
2004 $202,500.00 $11,250.00 $11,250.00 $225,000.00 $213,750.00

2005 $323 775 00 $1 152 520 50 $294 520 50 $1 770 816 00 $1 476 295 502005 $323,775.00 $1,152,520.50 $294,520.50 $1,770,816.00 $1,476,295.50

2006 $0.00 $200,000.00 $50,000.00 $250,000.00

2006 $3,705,000.00 $1,121,500.00 $353,500.00 $5,180,000.00 $4,826,500.00

2008 - 2014 $4,231,275.00 $2,285,270.50 $659,270.50 $7,175,816.00 $7,175,816.00

FUTURE PROJECTS 
IN JACIP Future Cost to City if ALP not Approved

2008 $0.00 $320,000.00 $80,000.00 $400,000.00

2008 $82,644.30 $826,174.85 $208,174.85 $1,116,994.00 $1,116,994.00

2009 $7 220 000 00 $1 840 400 00 $602 600 00 $9 663 000 00 $9 663 000 002009 $7,220,000.00 $1,840,400.00 $602,600.00 $9,663,000.00 $9,663,000.00

2010 $2,437,274.40 $64,138.80 $64,138.80 $2,565,552.00 $2,565,552.00

2011 $0.00 $400,000.00 $100,000.00 $500,000.00 $500,000.00

2011 $0.00 $428,000.00 $107,000.00 $2,535,000.00 $2,535,000.00

2012 $760 000 00 $20 000 00 $20 000 00 $800 000 00 $800 000 002012 $760,000.00 $20,000.00 $20,000.00 $800,000.00 $800,000.00

2014 $3,942,500.00 $151,750.00 $115,750.00 $4,210,000.00 $4,210,000.00

2008 - 2014 $14,442,418.70 $3,330,463.65 $1,117,663.65 $20,890,546.00

$20,890,546.00

Slide 7



Hybrid Alternative 2 Runway 13-31:B  4-22:C
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Hybrid Alternative 2 Runway 13-31:B  4-22:C

Advantages
•FAA is willing to consider if found to be technically sound, safe and theFAA is willing to consider if found to be technically sound, safe and the 
utility of the airport is maintained.

•Meets FAA standards for B-II on Runway 13-31 and C-II on 4-22.

•Maintains 4-22 as the noise abatement runway.

•No Homes in 13 RPZ

•No impact to Golf Course along 13-31

•MOS may be considered for Clubhouse in ROFA (what part of bldg is withinMOS may be considered for Clubhouse in ROFA (what part of bldg is within 
ROFA)

•No changes to runway lengths

•Provides logical on-airport land use development plan for east area of 
airport
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•Future FAA funding is maintained



Hybrid Alternative 2 Runway 13-31:B  4-22:C

Disadvantages
•Golf Course is impacted along 4-22:p g

Potential Cost - $1.9 million (18 holes) and possible cost to relocate 
clubhouse additional $2.2 million.  

$4.1 million (27 holes) and possible cost to relocate clubhouse

•Full length parallel taxiway to Runway 4-22 may be required in tandem 
with rehabilitation of runway.

Potential Cost - $2.5 million taxiway plus Runway 4-22 rehabilitation $5.1 
millionmillion.
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FAA Concerns

Must show some type of substantiation for lower number of 
operations over last five years compared to prior approved 
f tforecasts.

Is City willing to show Runway 13/31 as “ultimate” (20Is City willing to show Runway 13/31 as ultimate  (20 
years out) C runway on ALP.  Environmental Assessment 
would be required in the future to change it from a B to a C.

Is City willing to provide a financial commitment for Hybrid 
Alt. 2? Will City commit to maintaining Runway 13-31 at itsAlt. 2? Will City commit to maintaining Runway 13 31 at its 
present length, width and strength in future?

H f th ROFA f b d ith t i tiHow far can the ROFA fence be moved without impacting 
the golf course?  Driving range must be relocated. Is there 
building penetration in ROFA that could take a wing off if

Slide 13

building penetration in ROFA that could take a wing off if 
airplane veered out of RSA?



Hybrid Alternative 2 Runway 13-31:B  4-22:C

Is stage length (nonstop distance) for any based aircraft 
impacted by alternative?

Must be able to demonstrate noise benefits

Can similar instrument approaches be provided to Runway 
4-22?

Maintaining safety and utility are FAA concerns

Alternative will go through rigorous FAA review and 
airspace review.

Review period not known at this time – could be 60 to 90 
days
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NEXT STEPS

Direction from Council as to Preferred Alternative

Letter from City to FAA requesting Preferred Alternative to 
move forward with on ALPmove forward with on ALP.

DY team to continue with:
Identification of historic activity over last five years
Projections for 5, 10 and 20 years out
Further analyses required of alternativesFurther analyses required of alternatives
Compilation of October and possibly November counts
Preparation for December 10th Public Workshop
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Venice Municipal Airport
Study Process and Schedule

Bringing the
pieces together…

July ‘09 Aug ‘09 Sept ‘09 Oct ‘09 Nov ‘09 Dec ‘09 Jan ‘10

Baseline Analysis
(Camera Counts, Critical Design Aircraft, Existing Conditions, 
Operational Conditions)

General Visions
With a Goal
(Work with City on Conceptual Goals)

Vision Plans
(Develop Alternative Plans to 
Achieve Conceptual Goals)

Opportunities & ConstraintsOpportunities & Constraints
(Objective Analysis of Community
and Aeronautical Impacts)
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Public Workshop 

Venice Municipal Airport 

December 10, 2009 

 
Martin-Let me comment on this a little bit for the audience’s sake as well as obviously Lisa and I have been 
over this, but we have sometimes been characterized as being at odds with the FAA.  In one sence that’s 
true in that there have been judgments made by the FAA dealing with a hanger matter for example, where 
we have not wanted to do that.  Throughout our discussions, Mr. Turner and I have had a number of 
discussions with the FAA, I have not talked with them now, and I am going to explain why I haven’t before 
this time, is having been a federal program officer myself, I understand the kinds of dynamics that the FAA 
is dealing with, and you just articulated it which is why I wanted to mention this to you.  They have a 
position staked out, and all of us have had that experience in our lives on some issue or another.  And 
depending how one reconsiders such a position influences how flexible you might be.  For example it’s 
pretty much natural that if somebody is in your face over an issue you are more likely to dig your heels in 
than if you can discuss it in such a way that there’s an opportunity at least for your position to evolve.  And 
that’s something I’ve been communicating as far as Ed Martin’s position with regard to the airport.  Every 
time I’ve talked with Bart Vernace we have expressed an understanding.  He’s a federal official.  He has 
regulations to deal with, he has responsibilities.  I respect that.  It’s not my position to tell him what to do.  
He is bound by his own duties and his oath.  On the other hand I think he understands that those of us who 
are elected here have a fiduciary responsibility for the airport, and also an interest in our citizens, and he 
respects that.  It doesn’t mean that we are going to agree.  It means we are each playing by the rules.  We 
are playing by our rules, he is playing by his rules, we are not clashing.  It seems to me, very, very 
important as we go forward that we continue to do that.  One of the reasons I am mentioning it to you all is 
that I do not want to badger the FAA.  I have never wanted to badger the FAA.  If you do it will result 
conceivably in a backlash that we don’t want.  So, Isaac and I talked about this, and he mentioned to Bart 
that I might call him, but I decided not to, because I want this to be presented by the technical staff not by 
the political staff.  And I want them to have the room to come to a conclusion that’s not based on somebody 
in their face, as it is it is going to be difficult, I think.  I think you think.  They have to really reverse 
themselves 180 degrees.  Now as they think about this, and if we can move with them cooperatively 
perhaps not even needing to go past Orlando, but certainly possibly in Atlanta or Washington.  These 
numbers are going to make the case.  We don’t have to beat past history.  We don’t have to do anything; 
we just say “Here it is.  Here are some accepted ways of projecting that.”  And if I were the administrator of 
this agency, as I have been of others, eventually I would see two major issues.  One is that the data does 
not support a C.  They thought it did, you thought it did, a lot of people in the audience thought it did, but it 
doesn’t.  Second thing it costs nothing to keep it a B.  And every federal administrator, even the FAA, which 
wants money, and wants to build airports like the roads department wants to build roads.  Nevertheless, 
they still have a budget and they don’t need to spend money on project A, then they can spend it on project 
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B.  I think if we give them room and time to consider this they’re much more likely to come around to 
saying, at least perhaps maybe there will be some compromises.  Maybe it’s a time compromise, maybe it’s 
a cost sharing compromise with regard to 13-31 that they’ve already spent money on.  In any event, given 
those two circumstances, the data and the dollars both favoring what you are going to present to them. I 
think the longer we can talk about this, in the kindest and most problem solving atmosphere the more likely 
we are to prevail. If they need to ask us to do some things in order to justify their past expenses on the 
airport I think the council needs to consider that.  So I am asking those of you in the audience to 
understand the position we are coming in.  Understand that we are not looking to litigate with the FAA, or in 
Tuesday’s discussion, we are not looking to litigate with DCA on the count plan.  We are trying to make our 
case in a way that’s acceptable to them, and using, frankly, the fact that you can use their forecast 
procedures is very, very helpful to us.  We are not coming to them that something we made up for this 
situation. 

 

Bennett-Particularly because you are going to speak with the FAA tomorrow, I would like to repackage 
some of my earlier concepts into what will subscribe as observation of a disconnect that I have observed in 
talking with people about the airport.  I will try to make it brief, but as a city, as a municipal body we are at a 
disadvantage in that we cannot keep alternate strategies in our back pocket, because we can’t have a back 
pocket.  It all has to be on top of the table.  When we go to someone else and negotiating something we 
can take position A, but everybody’s going to know what position B is going to be because we have already 
discussed it.  And someone negotiating with a city can say “No” to the first proposition because they know 
what B already is.  Therefore, the A position, and I am purposely not using B or C, the A position is one that 
has to be quite convincing, I would think.  What I am hearing, and I have to say specifically I like the way 
data development is going, I really do.  I think that’s being done in the right way.  It relates to what I will call 
aviation operations, and that is the FAA’s primary concern, and there is untold literature on dividing lines 
between aviation operations and other things, including in part safety of non-aircraft things.  But I think if we 
do not have a short and well-crafted statement of the history of this airport we are going to be making a big 
mistake.  Let me explain what I mean by that.  This airport was originally created by the Army as I 
understand it, and was a training airport, and was a certain size. The city eventually took over the airport to 
simplify it at the end of the War.  The airport now is currently very physically limited by water on the West, 
by nature, if you will, on the South which is filled with great encumbrances on purpose so that it stays 
nature, by a transportation artery on the East which the FAA had to deal with and probably had to deal with 
as an equal partner or even maybe a junior partner depending on which agency had more clout at the time, 
and on the North by the City of Venice.  This limitation is a fact of life and real limitation that I think we 
simply need to make sure everyone understands.  Maybe the people in Orlando are very familiar with all of 
these things, but others higher up the food chain in Washington may not be.  In addition a commercial point 
of view, if the airport is further limited by, not only a big bridge that was created when the transportation 
artery was made, but a bridge that goes up and down particularly when you don’t want it to.  And that is a 
limitation on the ability of the airport to support business.  It is not a prohibition, but it is a barrier, and it 
would reflect upon investigation, the kinds of businesses that could, and should, be located at the airport, 
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and that the airport would indeed support. It wouldn’t allow you to build a FexEx type, get-it-out-of-here-
quickly type of business because you can be sure when you had an emergency the bridge would go up.  
And a business man is going to plan on that kind of thing.  The other this is it is on the water and in an 
emergency like we often contemplate such as a bad storm with a big surge, this airport is going to be under 
water, and it’s not going to be terribly useful to go in and out of when it is covered with water.  That doesn’t 
mean it is always going to be covered with water, but there is certainly going to be potential circumstances 
when it is.  Now, in this context there are also deed restrictions and contract obligations that need to be 
looked at in the context of that history and the development of the areas around the airport over time which 
happens.  Not because the FAA did, or did not, do something, and not because the city did, or did, or did 
not do something, but probably more than not because things happen.  But those happenings need to be 
kept in context. These are not aviation operation considerations.  They are physical facts, and I just want to 
make sure we do not forget to mention the restrictions that really exist on this airport. 

Martin-And you think that’s a context that FAA, as well as our city council, in planning for the airport, needs 
to be aware.   

Lang-I have a question.  I wondered why, with your forecast methodology, you didn’t just use a straight 
average growth rate that the FAA has used in the past. 

 -That’s a great point you’re making.  As a matter of fact we were talking with Mike Rafferty before, 
and he used that kind of a methodology.  That also can be used, and in Mike’s methodology he showed 
that even beyond the 2025 time period that Venice would not meet the 500 operations.  It is also a way of 
forecasting. 

Lang-I would like to see that in the package that you are bringing, and in the report. 

Mastropieri-One of the reasons we’ve used the methodology that we did was because we could go back in 
history, which is what they asked us for, because they want to look at that history.   

Lang-This is just another way that has been recognized, that they use as well? 

Mastropieri- I would just like to say, too, that I certainly know that so many folks in the audience have 
worked liked the dickens, just as much as we have to provide us information throughout this process.  The 
information that you do provide, we will be, once we get to the point of getting the full documentation 
together, we will point to those particular items because they will be referenced in an appendix of all of your 
public comments, and they’ll be separated out so that they are not all jammed together.  Please keep that 
in mind, because it is all very valuable information, and we have considered everything that you have 
provided to us.  I don’t want you to think we are discounting anything else.  We’re trying to build the case 
based on what we think is going to work best with the FAA, and what they’ve asked.  That’s kind of where 
we are coming from.  I completely understand bringing, and showing them another methodology as well, 
and that’s fine. 

-One of the reasons that I think may make some sense is that what we are doing here is 
extrapolation models.  All of them are questionable.  Years ago I got interested in this airport because the 
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extrapolation models didn’t make any sense to me, as a matter of fact.  They dealt with a lot of variables 
such as how many people were going to move to Florida in the next 20 years, and how much money they 
were going to make, and a whole bunch of things which were very unknown, and we were beginning a 
three-year recession cycle.  And it struck to me that that wasn’t a good enough crystal ball.  I think having a 
straight linear model to say “Here this is”, but what you’ve done; you’ve actually used a model which is a 
little bit more favorable because it takes into a fact some jet growth which you’ve projected, and so I think 
that gives you a good position with the FAA.  You can say Rather than take in a sense the most 
conservative model in which we won’t hit 500 until the year 3000, or whatever it is.  Even using a different 
model we are still 20 years before, and obviously there are five-year cycles on this.  A lot of things might 
happen.  Things might grow faster or they might grow less fast.  We really don’t know that.  So any 20 year 
extrapolation is reading tea leaves is really what that amounts to.  But they have a methodology, this 
methodology is, it is useful to say that if you wanted to do it the other way it would be even longer. 

Mastropieri-And don’t forget that FAA encourages you to update your Master Plan every five to six years.  
As things change you can update those forecasts based on some solid effort that has been done in this 
study. 

Zavodnyik-I wanted to raise a point here.  I think we are moving very well here in terms of trying to reach a 
conclusion with a presentation that we’ll make to the FAA.  But we’ve got to live with this, and the 
community has to live with it.  So, I want to ask those in the audience, particularly those who have been 
involved in presenting a lot of issues and questions, for instance Mr. Rafferty, Mr. Marble, Mr. Schmeeler, 
Mr. Carlucci, at least on the major if you can live with this.  Now you may not like the conclusion, but do you 
accept the factual data that our consultants have given us.  There may be a number of minor issues, but I 
am not so interested in that right now.  On the major issues that they’ve tried to deal with, and your 
understanding of how they presented their methodology, and with what they’ve come up with, do you 
accept it, so when we get to audience participation you would be good enough to maybe speak to that?  I 
think I would find it very helpful.  Because I want to get to a place, to the extent that we can, that the 
community of Venice can live with what we are coming up with here. 

Martin-Now let me ask you Lisa, do you have additional information to present or shall we move to 
audience participation now? 

Mastropieri-the only other things that we brought forward this time is you had asked us to take another look 
at the Golf Course.  If we were only to relocate the Driving Range, if the FAA says “You know what, we’ve 
got to improve that runway 4-22 and safety area and we’ll give you waivers on everything else.  Just 
relocate the Golf Course.”  So we came up with those, our guy worked on it.  It can be done.  It’s not in the 
best of locations, conveniently, for people who go to the Clubhouse, so there will have to be some 
additional parking put in near the Driving Range.  But as you can see there is an Alternative A, where the 
driving range is, and he included a little practice area up there.  The first one offers 20 tee areas to hit the 
ball out, and the second one, that one is about $250,000 to implement, that one moves it out a little further.  
He only did that to show you that you get about 35 spots for hitting the ball out into the Driving Range, and 
that’s about $400,000.  We just wanted to know that we thought about it. 
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 -That’s another factor that we need to deal with.  

Lang-Yes, isn’t that end of the runway, isn’t that one of the under the B scenario it exceeds by 100 feet.  
Don’t we have 400 feet versus the required 300 feet at that end?  Somehow I was under that impression, 
so why would we even have to consider moving the Driving Range? 

Mastropieri-You are absolutely correct.  This is just additional information that was asked of us. 

Martin-we asked you to do that because if we had to talk, one of the reasons why is the FAA wanted to 
know what the cost of the various alternatives are, and this would be a cost of an alternative if they insisted 
on a C is what it amounts to.  And each, I think there is, what is your total number? $9 million to $15 million 
that you told me the other day?  In other words a C would estimate $9 million to $15 million which includes 
this $400,000 is what it amounts to.  And a B costs nothing. 

Lang-Again all the more reason why we need to show, under the B, where the RSA’s or any of the others 
are exceeded instead of just saying “meets”.  Two other questions I have; when you look to the number of 
C jets that are currently based at the airport, are those daily, weekly, or long-term leases? 

Mastropieri-Honestly I don’t know.  I think they are long-term as far as I know.  They are with the Venice Jet 
Center, and they’re currently based aircraft there. 

Lang-Well I’ve heard that it’s like a revolving door, but I don’t know that for a fact.  So we need to know are 
any of these three long-term leases, how long have they been there? 

 -In order for an aircraft to be a ‘based aircraft’ they have to be here for more than six months.  It 
can’t just be an itinerant aircraft that comes in for a week or so and leaves.  He has to be based here for at 
least six months.   

Lang-Have you verified that these three aircraft have been here for at least six months? 

Mastropieri-No, they actually have not, but I will check to see if they have an agreement with the Venice Jet 
Center.  That is a good point as to how long they will be based here. 

Lang- My other question on slide 6 when we are talking about these touch-n-goes, I’m still a little troubled 
that the touch-n-gos still appear to be grossly inflated.  If you take your 23,700 that works out to about 100, 
rounding things, 100 a day every day of the week for the eight months that you studied.  And I can tell you 
six and half years, I’ve been in my house year round full time, there’s not 100 touch-n-gos happening every 
day, seven days a week for the last eight months. It’s just out of kilter here. 

 -But that is for year.  That’s 100 operations per year. 

Lang-It’s per day.  You take your 23,700 you divide it by eight; you divide it by 30 average days in a month. 

Martin-well, let’s take October.  There is 3,750 in October.  And obviously there is 30 days in October, so 
we are dealing with more than 100 a day.  If that’s data, and I know you have to check that to make sure it’s 
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not doubled, but, lately as subject analysis there haven’t been as many touch-n-goes as there have been in 
the past.  There aren’t as many blue and yellow airplanes.  I would be surprised if there were 100 a day. 

Lang-A few years ago when it was heavy, there wasn’t a 100 every day seven days a week. 

Mastropieri-Just remember the aircraft you see, it would be half that.  If you see one aircraft doing a touch-
n-go, that’s halved. 

 -It is counted as two. 

Lang-I think we are still really high.  We need to get more realistic with that number. 

Martin-Ms. Lang is pursuing that. 

McKeon-I want to go to a macro level.  I’m looking forward, again how your meeting goes with the FAA 
tomorrow.  On all the different people that I’ve talked to, at some point, we have different data; we have 
conjecture on our positions.  At some point the FAA is going to officially talk to us.  They are officially talking 
with us, but at some point they are going to say “Here’s our position.” I have a pretty good sense of what 
you are going to recommend, whether it is taking the letter tomorrow or whatever.  How does this, in your 
mind, lead us to coming to use, if I use the January 28th date that we have at least still on the table for 
submitting the final plan.  Is this the point where we get past some of the conjecture?  In other words are 
we asking the FAA, “Here’s our data.  Here’s our request.  Give us something official back.” Or do we have 
to wait for the final submittal on the 28th.  I’m getting to the point where, I know most of these people out 
here.  I like them.  I know what their positions are, and they really haven’t changed other than variations 
over time.  The one piece of data that is still conjecture to me what really is the FAA position, or where are 
they going to come down? 

Mastropieri-Basically what they’ve told is we’re going to go over there, we are going to provide them this 
information, they’ll take it, and they’re going to analyze it, look at it, talk to their coworkers and folks above, 
and they will respond to the city in writing with an answer, probably within three to four weeks, and then we 
just wait to see what that response is.  That’s actually a good time for DY to be able to start pulling some of 
the existing information together that we’ve worked on, and some of the documents that don’t affect what 
we’ve put together in the future.  So, our position is let’s just wait and see what that answer is, and then 
we’ll move forward.  As far as that January 28th deadline, if they came back to us at the beginning of 
January, which I think it’s going to be a little bit later than that with the holidays, I could be wrong.  We could 
push to get you guys something by January 28th, but honestly we would probably need a couple of more 
weeks to pull all the drawings and that sort of thing together, but it would be close, if the answer was “Yes” 
to go with the B.  If the answer is “No”, we need your direction for the next step. 

 -I think that there is a good chance, one of the things that is good about this, is that they will, in 
fact, respond to a letter from us saying “Here’s what we would like to do.  What do you think?”  At one time I 
thought we would have to send the whole Plan in before they would do that. But they’ve agreed to do that.  
Then I would give you what the discussions are going to be as I see it.  They may go along with this.  As I 
said, if I was the head of that agency, I would be hard-pressed to follow a cost benefit curve that was 
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running against me, as well as a data curve.  However, I’m not locked in, and I don’t have face to save, and 
things of that kind.  That is all part of the human equation when you are dealing with political decisions, and 
that’s what this is. To the extent if its objective they will try to make it objective. I’m not demeaning anybody, 
but I am just saying that human beings decide things for a lot of reasons.  The other question would be is 
there an appeal track?  If they said “No” out in Orlando, would we want to talk to Atlanta?  Would we want 
to talk to Washington? I’m not talking about suing.  I am talking about making a case.  Or would we want to 
go to Plan B?  So the council is going to have to decide on that when they see what they say.  And there 
might be variations on their end too.  They may say “…this if you do that.”  That wouldn’t be all bad, is what 
I am saying, depending on what ‘that’ is. 

Mastropieri-In fact they may ask us for more information.  I’ve tried to think this through.  They may say “We 
need a month’s worth of your counts, your real data.” We’d have to wait to get all the data through February 
and provide that and so forth.  There could be additional information that they ask for. 

Moore-First of all, again, every time I go through one of these workshops my mind always goes back to 
June 12th, 2007, two and a half years ago when we received the Airport Layout Plan and Master Plan 
update from MEA Hansen, and I vividly recall the discussion; they stood by 186,000 operations per year.  
And now you are telling us we have somewhere in the neighborhood of 25% of that, and your data is good 
hard data.  But another statistic that they had in that presentation and I presume it is going to play a role in 
our presentation is the number of based aircraft.  They had estimated in 2007, 230 based aircraft, but that 
was an estimate.  I would like to know how accurate your data is that 2009, 212.   

Mastropieri-Actually the airport had done a survey in September of this year because they needed to send 
in the based aircraft numbers to the FAA for what they call a 5010 form.  And they looked through all of 
their 2008 records and knew which ones had left at the time, and weren’t active and that sort.  Fred, if you 
have anything else to throw in, let me know.  We got that number as what was believed to be the actual 
number in September of 2009. 

 -Is that based on some sort of a physical count?  So we can assume that 212 for the year 2009 is 
accurate, and 217 is an estimate for next year. 

 -They all have to be registered with the airport in one form or another. 

Mastropieri-Fred did tell me that you have an active survey going on right at the moment again, a full count.  
If that changes we’ll change our information.  But as of right now that is what we have. 

 -Because the MEA Hansen report estimated 254 for 2010, and you’re saying it is 217?  Again, I 
really do want to commend you because I feel like for the first time we are beginning to get accurate 
numbers and accurate counts.  Not these wild estimates that we’ve had to deal with in the past. 

 -I think part of the problem we are having today is our airport community was misled by these 
numbers.  We had an airport board, they believed that the numbers were good, or reasonable.  
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 -One or two other things I wanted to mention.  You also made at the outset of your presentation 
and you mentioned it in your materials; the two things the FAA is most concerned with is safety and utility.  I 
think I have a pretty good idea about what we are talking about when we are talking about safety in an 
airport. We are talking about safety of the people who use the airport, and the people who live around the 
airport.  When I look at the B-II versus the C-II, I see that the B-II either equal, or in most cases exceeds, 
most safety requirements.  And the C-II doesn’t even come close to doing that.  It seems to me the B-II is 
the safest airport reference code designation.  The other fact that you said was ‘utility’, and I’m not sure I 
really understand what they are talking about when they are talking about ‘utility’.  Can you help me with 
that? 

 -I think things that would affect utility would be noise restrictions, restricting touch-n-gos, hours of 
operation, weight restrictions.  These are the kind of things that would restrict the utility of the airport, the 
ability of people to use the facility would be examples of the ones I just mentioned; noise, weight 
restrictions, hours of operations, restricting touch-n-goes, things of that nature. 

 -You bring up a very good example.  I don’t think I’m hearing anything that you’ve listed that might 
impinge utility as being anything that this city or this council has done.  I don’t think we’ve done anything to 
restrict.   

Moore-Take the touch-n-goes for example, according to the numbers that you have now, they represent 
60% of the airport’s operations, 60% are just touch-n-gos.  If a flight school decided not to operate here, 
and left, our operations would drop by almost 24,000 a year. 

 -That’s right but it wouldn’t affect the C operations that the decision of B or C.  It would affect total 
number of operations, but would not affect whether you are a B or a C, because they are basically A’s. 

Mastropieri- Mr. Moore, also, with utility the FAA considers runway length, and you folks don’t have any 
room to extend your runway.  It is constrained, and you can’t extend the runway length anyway.  We’ve 
done just a preliminary look at the runway length analysis and basically there are some of your B aircraft 
that operate here that actually need more runway than some of the C’s, but they’re operating, and they are 
operating at less of a load factor than their optimal load factor. 

 -We had some B’s that actually needed 5,400 feet at 60% load.  Did you present that data? 

Mastropieri-That’s correct.  As far as the C aircraft that are operating at the airport today, I believe, don’t 
quote me on this, but we’ll double check, but I believe that all the C aircraft that are operating can operate 
fine on the 5,000 feet.  As I said, you can’t extend the length of the runway anyway. 

Martin-The other side of that is that we are not proposing to shorten those runways, by declared distance, 
or any other way.  And they can do that in other words with the present configuration.  We are not looking 
to do that.  We don’t need to; for example, pull declared distance on Gulf Shores end of that runway.  If it is 
a B runway it would fit the advantage to the Gulf Shores people obviously, they would not have to declare 
to particular purchasers that they are in an RPZ.  They are obviously going to be near the runway, and 
nobody is going to buy the house without knowing the airport is there, but the legal and financial barrier to 
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them of having to announce in fair warning that their house is in an RPZ, and subject to removal, obviously 
has a deleterious effect on the value to their home.  We would like to avoid that if possible. 

Mastropieri-The only other point I want to make before we open it up is I can see the FAA asking to make 
sure, and asking you folks about is your commitment to the current runway dimensions, which you just 
indicated, and your financial support of the runways in maintaining them.  I wanted to explain what that 
means. 

DeGraaff-I think one of the major concerns that the FAA has is the fact that they have invested money at 
this airport at a C level.  Particularly, an example is 13-31 was reconstructed not to B standards, but 
actually greater than C standards.  They’re concerned that the large amount of funds, millions of dollars 
that FAA has invested in this airport over the years, could easily be undermined if they said “You’re just a 
B.”  Well that would mean that you don’t have to maintain those standards anymore.  You have 1,000 foot 
safety areas off of three of the ends of your four runways.  And if you were a B you wouldn’t have to 
maintain that.  You could use that land, you could come in closer.  They are very concerned that they are 
going to lose that.  That’s why when we wrote the letter we, the wording that we suggested to put in the 
letter, was wording that would protect that investment from the FAA.  I think they would be more conducive 
to agreeing to a B if you said “Listen we would like to be a B, but we would also maintain…”, not C 
standards that are in the books, that you would have to have as a C, but only “…what currently exists at the 
airport we would be willing to maintain those.”  In other words you have 1,000 feet safety areas; we’ll keep 
those 1,000 foot safety areas 

Lang-Where they currently exist 

DeGraaff-The major consideration here, if you want to include that in the letter, and I included as an 
example in the letter, right now 4-22 is in need of repair.  What that would mean is that the FAA, if they 
designate Venice as a B, would mean that they would only fund up to the B levels.  You would have to, as a 
city, pay the difference between the two.  For instance, the runway now is on 150 feet wide, B designation 
is 75 feet wide, so they would pay for the 75 foot and Venice would pay for the other. 

Lang-Excuse me.  On 13-31 we did the 150 feet and we didn’t have to fund the difference between the 100, 
which was a C, and the 120, because it was determined that it was going to cost just as much, if not more 
money, to narrow it down to the 100.  That’s going to apply to 4-22, so there isn’t going to be any difference 
there. 

DeGraaff-The way that I respond to that is, they were being very kind.  Because if you look at it on a one 
case basis that is true.  But if you look at it and say to that every 10 and 15 years I am going to do this over 
and over again, financially it is going to show you that it is easy to shorten, narrow the width.  Although it is 
a possibility. 

Martin-What the council needs to talk about, and I think we hold off a load on that until afterwards.  I, for 
one, would want to look at that alternative.  I think we would need, perhaps a little more data about what we 
are talking about in terms of cost.  I think Ms Lang’s point is one that I think I mentioned to you the other 
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day; it could be a negligible cost.  But I, for one, would be willing to do that if other council members were.  
It’s is the kind of assurance that I felt we might want to consider in order for them to feel as though it wasn’t 
a complete reversal on their part, that there is some back and forth on this.  Obviously it is real dollars, and 
the airport-earned dollars, but we are going to be in a better position to keep generating those revenues.  
So far the airport has been doing that.  If we don’t have to tear up the Golf Course we’re going to be able to 
do that.  And I think council would have to decide, but my feeling is that we can’t necessarily decide the 
total thing, but we would list to such a proposal from them and in general we want there to be B, and we are 
willing to pay some price for it, is what I am saying, essentially. Now, if the price turns out to be ridiculous, 
than that’s a different ballgame. But other than that I think we would certainly want that option on the table.  
And we would like to give it to them on the table if they want it. I don’t know that they would even want it? 

 -I would reiterate something that I have been consistent that 4-22, in my view, should be 
rehabilitated to the same standards as 13-31.  And again, not knowing all the numbers, in its most simplistic 
view, if the FAA came back and said “We are only going to pay for so many feet in length and so many feet 
in width.”  To me it would, assuming affordability and incumbent upon Venice, to come up with the 
difference.  I just want to go on the record. 

Moore-Again, I really want to commend you for having the intuitive instincts, and the experience to 
anticipate some of the things you think the FAA is going to come back at us with here.  For example, I’ve 
always had sort of a simplistic approach to it, that 4-22 should be reconfigured just how it is now.  Full 
length, and full width, just as it is now.  There are reasons that 13-31 was done that way, it was an 
economic factor.  To arbitrarily say if we changed to a B, then you are going to have to pay the difference 
between the 75 foot width and the 150 foot width, sort of fails to anticipate that none of us can project the 
future.  Even your projections show that down the road this may be a C airport, even by today’s standards. 
Of course they could change the standards too.  All they have to do is rewrite a circular, and they could 
change the standards tomorrow. There is an awful lot to consider here when we are looking at these 
alternatives. 

Bennett-They set a precedent when they did 13-31. 

Lang-Well they don’t want the runway narrowed. 

 -And also, I don’t think anybody would want 4-22 to be at 75 feet.  Because now when a pilot 
comes into Venice Airport, they are going to choose 13-31. 

Martin- We want it to be as attractive as it can. It may be 100 feet would be enough, as long as it meets the 
C standards so that pilots would feel that they could use it as our noise abatement runway.  That is another 
reason that we have a commitment to this.  On the other hand we don’t want to build it in such a way that it 
doesn’t tear up the Golf Course.  That is what we are trying to avoid. 

Bennett-It may be premature, but I don’t think though, to say that many of us, if not all of us, really want to 
make sure that we have a partnership with the FAA on an ongoing basis.  When some of the handicaps 
that a city faces, as I mentioned earlier, and a small airport, there would be a tendency for the FAA to put 
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us last in line because it’s not terribly important for them to think about it.  I would hope that you would be 
able to be in effect when you deal with them, our general partner in this part of the partnership, and come 
up with some things such as the Mayor has mentioned about yes, indeed, we would discuss maintaining a 
given runway at a good level without it turning the world upside down.  It’s like if you financed a 1,000 
square foot pool deck and a lanai for my house but it was in a cage I wouldn’t want to agree to pay you 
back over time, and keep it maintained, if you said my house was 1,000 square foot larger for tax purposes, 
because they don’t go together.  So I would hope that you could be as creative as we could be after the 
fact, upfront when you are talking with these people. 

 -That is the impression I got, Mr. Bennett, is that everyone here is trying to solve this.  DY wants to 
solve it. That’s what we hired them to do, give us the best change.  I think the FAA wants to solve it. It’s just 
a question if we can find enough room to fit people’s needs into this. I think we will.  We are very close to 
that.  On the other hand the FAA may chose to make us go down a different path.   

Mastropieri-Just a closing on our part, before the public comes up.  I want to stress that the FAA is really, 
I’ve known Bart for quite some time, and he knows me.  We both have good reputations out there, and he 
really, honestly wants to work with you folks.  I have tried to stress to him, from our standpoint, that we’re 
just bring the facts now, and the data.  I certainly don’t want to ruin my reputation in the industry, but we are 
not.  We’re presenting facts that we find.  There is no skewing the information; it’s all right there in front of 
us.  We feel very confident with what we have.  We don’t feel as though we are going over there with a 
bunch of misinformation. 

Martin-We are doing what we need to do, and we thank you for your help on it. If you stay around, it’s 
possible that I may ask you to respond to one or more of the speakers, or we may wait until they are over, 
and have a general period.  You can signal me if you think it would be timely.  This probably goes without 
saying but, as I think Mr. McKeon said, we know most of the participants.  We respect the various opinions 
here.  People don’t always agree with each other or with us, or between us, but in this period I would really 
appreciate it if, as you come forward and comment, if you would tend to comment in the present, in terms of 
what is before us now rather than about reiterate arguments about what we should’ve done in the past, or 
what we did.  The question is, we are starting a process, and we are going to have representation 
tomorrow, before the FAA.  In that sense I think Mr. McKeon was getting at, is that to come to us and hash 
over the same old stuff again, you said, and she said, and he said. Let’s try and avoid that.  If you’ve got 
something to put on the table that you think needs to be said, and adds to the future direction, we certainly 
would welcome it.  Obviously you can say whatever you want; there is no barrier to anybody saying what 
they want.  I just think it would be helpful to us if you find things that add some new information or some 
new insight, or if you are totally convinced there is a wrong direction going on, you certainly should be able 
to tell us that, and we would welcome you having the opportunity to do that. Clerk, have people signed up 
to speak? We are going to take a short break.  One of our staff is retiring and they are having cake.  I want 
to go in and shake hands with him, and everybody can go to the bathroom if they want. Take a 5 minute 
recess, please. 
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Venice Municipal Airport Workshop 

Public Comments   

 

Jim Marble- Good Afternoon.  I’m not going to say what I planned to say based on what has already been 
said.  I am very impressed with DY today, and Mr. Zavodnyik asked how did some of us feel about that.  I 
support what they have to say, and the program seems to be going very well.  I would point out one thing 
though about Runway Safety Areas.  FAA, after an overrun at Midway Chicago, and US Department of 
Transportation, had quite a battle about what to do to improve safety relative to Runway Safety Areas.  The 
conclusion was that FAA would try to have 1,000 foot RSA at all commercial airports-that’s commercial, as 
much as is practical.  That didn’t mean that they all could do it because there were some highways and 
things they had to deal with.  It was a cost benefit situation.  My understanding is that 80% of commercial 
airports have met that.  Now, on non-commercial airports like Venice, they ask us to turn in a plan, what we 
would do with Runway Safety Areas before we do any work to any runways.  I’m not sure the status of that.  
I have not seen the documents.  But it is not necessary that all of these RSA’s be 1,000 feet long, which is 
a C standard.  The B standard is 300ft.  It makes good sense, in terms of safety, to extend that from 300, 
as far as you can go, in a practical sense.  When we were in Orlando talking with Bart Vernace, I pointed 
out to him, relative to the Driving Range, that going 1,000 feet is probably too far.  It takes it right out to the 
road.  Maybe we ought to have 800, or 700.  He nodded and said, “That’s very possible.  You’d have to 
have a plan for that.”  I think we should have a look at that, and not assume that all RSA’s are going to be 
1,000 feet.  They can be, where possible, but maybe they can’t all be.  This also affects the one going 
towards the bridge.  You want to essentially build a road up there.  You might be restricted from building a 
road there.   

Martin-I think it’s good for DY to keep that in mind.  I think, in general, what we are trying to say to the FAA 
is “Tell us what you think it will take for you to feel satisfied with this arrangement.”  And then we’ll certainly 
consider trying to oblige, is really what it amounts to. I think it is a good idea, if that solves the problem, they 
might be happy to have that solution.  Thank you very much Mr. Mable, I appreciate it. 

Chuck Schmieler-Good Afternoon, Chuck Schmeeler, president of the Venice Airport Business Association.   
Before I launch into my own remarks I would to respond to Mr. Zavodnyik’s question.  We have no basic 
problem with those statistics and the methodology.  We could sit back here and look at these and say 
“Listen; there’s exceptions to what you’ve done here.”  First of all we have a Flight Aware traffic count from 
2007 that demonstrates that it is higher than, I think they said 414 aircraft.  It meets the 500 test.  I don’t 
think that that’s really the issue here.  I don’t think that is really worth arguing about.  I don’t believe that is 
the factor in what the FAA intends to do here.  So in balance I would say our Association is prepared to 
accept the methodology and the numbers.  Although, I might add, it seems to be a moving target every time 
we look at these charts when they come again there’s been “Well, you know we read this advisory circular, 
and this needs to be tweaked here, and this is red instead of green.” But on balance we are okay.  I would 
like to make it clear, for the record that the Venice Airport Business Association is not a proponent of B-II, 
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C-II, B-I, D-V or any of those numbers.  But I will tell you what we are very concerned about, and I will 
make, what we believe, is a constructive suggestion on how we can help the city solve this issue.  We’re 
concerned about anything that would shorten the effective length of those runways.  Now, the effective 
length for pedestrian purposes the total pavement length, less any areas that we could not use by, as an 
example; declared distance.  As an example; Runway 13-31 would need to be shortened effectively to 
4,700 feet.  We would be most concerned about that because the aircraft that use that runway, or those 
runways, I made a comment to you at the last workshop; the operation specifications generally require 
4,800 feet of effective length.  There is a 60% rule that says we have to be able to land the airplane from 50 
feet above the runway, and come to a complete stop at 60% of the effective length of the runway, unless it 
is wet.  Then we get penalized by 15% more.  So, if the scenario of choice, whatever it might be, shortens 
the effective length of those runways, it certainly has a deleterious affect on the traffic that comes to 
support, your customers, you’re are the landlords.  I live in this city, we’re the landlord, and they are our 
customers.  Now, what’s our constructive suggestion?  We would like to have some sort of a dialogue with 
DY, which to this point we have been denied.  We are not complaining about that.  We felt that it was best if 
everybody left DY alone to do their work independently.  Parenthetically we do believe that’s not been the 
case with the community, non-commercial special interest groups. But that’s okay too.  We are not here to 
complain about that.  But DY has made some comments here today  that seem to be in conflict with what 
we’ve heard from them in the past, with respect to effective length of runways and what affect it may have 
over operations.  What we would suggest is, that somewhere in the immediate, near future, DY spends an 
hour with our board of directors, and just answers these questions, because this is not a forum where that 
can be done.  They make a presentation, you ask them questions, they answer your questions, we get five 
minutes to say God knows whatever we want to, and that’s the end of it.  We need a dialogue with them. In 
the alternative, our members feel we need to express our concerns to the FAA, and they’ll be happy to 
answer them.    But that does not seem to be constructive, or productive, in what you are trying to 
accomplish.  We prefer not to have to do that, but we have standing as leaseholders here on the airport.  
So this is strictly business with us, there is no magic to B-II or C-II.  In point of fact, I have said right here in 
front of this microphone before, that our members are very concerned about the future of the Golf Course.  
It supports the airport and it draws customers in for our members.  If you could find it within your hearts to 
allow that dialogue with DY, I think we could advance the ball a bit.  Just recognize there is no magic in B-II 
or C-II with us.  It’s diminishment, to take up with Mr. Moore’s comment; it’s diminishment of the utility of the 
airport.  

Martin-Stay for just a minute.  Mr. McKeon has a question. 

McKeon-with a question and a comment.  I’ve met with the Board of Directors on many occasions and I’ve 
tried to articulate to, most recently, DY the concern that if in fact we had a B designated airport and yet we 
had the runways still at the full 5,000 by 150, and both in good condition that is a B designation defacto 
required the FAA to put limitations on the useful length of the runway.  What the response I’ve had, I am 
trying to look over your shoulder, from both the DY personnel, quite frankly, the FAA would not be required, 
nor would they, limit the distance of those runways by declared distance if it’s a B-II or a C-II.  Lisa, am I 
correct on that?  I am going to try and articulate the business positions.  If, in fact, the runways were 5,000 
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feet long and in good condition, by declared distances we’re limited to a minimum of a B-II standard.  That 
will show up on an approach plate that a pilot uses, and that is the only length that he can use legally.  As a 
consequence that would limit the amount the aircraft that come here currently that have business with 
Sarasota Avionics, for example, for the detriment as high as possibly 50% of business.  So if declared 
distances are not an issue, and I think we should all know that.  If I might, I was going to as Bill, this seems 
an appropriate time?  

Martin-That’s the gist of your concern, isn’t it?  Come up Bill, if you’d like.  As I’ve understood your concern, 
would any of what we’re talking about inhibit the use of the airport? I’ve asked that question, obviously Mr. 
McKeon has, and the answer we’ve been getting so far is “No, it would not have a negative impact on the 
planes”.  However, this is a chance for you to do that, even if we don’t answer the whole thing here, it helps 
everybody, including Bill, to know what it is that you would like to meet with him about. 

Bill-When you look at these designations of B, or C, or A, or D there are a number of dimensions that are 
associated with them; runway length, Runway Safety Areas, ROFA’s, etc etc etc.  Runway length is not one 
of them.  Runway length is determined by the type of aircraft that are using the runway.  They do an 
analysis on it. If the airport was a B, there would be no declared distances that would be instituted, you 
wouldn’t need it., because you meet all of the RSA’s, the ROFA’s etc.  All the runways would stay exactly 
as they are right now. We did a runway length analysis for the type of aircraft that currently use this airport.  
The results are typically, they use the terminology that 60% of the aircraft at 75% percent load would need 
so much of the length.  Or 90% of the aircraft at a 75% load would need so much of a runway length.  
When you do this you find that the runway length that currently exists is right in the middle, basically 
between those.  The different ways that you look at it, which would leave me to believe that the FAA would 
support, even at a B level, they would support the current runway length of 5,000 feet. 

 -This is all noodle news to me.  I take this gentleman at his word; he’s not smarter at this than we 
are. 

-Mayor, you know as well as I do, that those documents that you carted to Washington, DC, and 
we carted to Orlando for the meeting with the ADO all demonstrated that if you brought the RPZ back onto 
the runway that we would have to shorten he runway by declared distance.  This has been a prime 
assumption that we’ve made from day one.  If that is incorrect, then we will see how it unfolds. 

Martin-I think it’s part of the evolution, and that’s why we are keeping at this, to try and tie it down as best 
we can.  It was not our intention to do that.  If we had to stay as a C on 31, in order to try to get Gulf Shores 
out of the RPZ, then that raised the issue of declared distances.  The FAA has never wanted to go that 
way. 

-I know they are not interested in that, I just wanted to clear the air and make sure people 
understand.  All we care about, with respect to our own personal needs, it’s not like we don’t care about the 
community.  As you know I’ve been hot on trying to get the RPZ off of Gulf Shores, and we are very 
concerned about the Golf Course, but we also need to pay the bills and pay our employees.  If it unfolds 
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that way, that the runway lengths are not reduced, then I think the FAA, when they do contact, to see how 
we feel about it, then we can go along with this. 

Mr. McKeon-I was just going to say that having seen this discussion, which at least to me is enlightening, I 
have just discovered some of this also Chuck.  At the bare minimum, I think when you meet with the FAA, 
this is coming out wrong.  Assuming that the statements are correct, that it would be something that should 
be hopefully clarified, or supported by them so that we are all comfortable with this 

Martin-Yeah, we don’t want to make any assurances basically, that turn out not to be true.  That is not in 
any of our interests.  So thank you. 

Lang- Mr. Mayor could I just say one thing?  Mr. Schmeeler asked about having a direct dialogue with DY.  
As you can see we all just benefited fright now from this public dialogue, and question and answer with 
VABA and DY, so I think it is really important that it happened publicly, because the meetings are only 
every so many weeks. Certainly VABA could, if you have any more questions, put them in writing to DY, 
and let DY to respond back to you, if you want an answer before our next workshop.  That way we can all 
benefit here from your question and your answer.  I don’t think there is any objection to that. 

 -Originally what we were trying to do is just what you understood.  There have been questions put 
to them before, on the count for example, and they were presented to staff, and staff passed them to DY.  
And there have been discussions and revisions in fact, of methodology.   

Lang-You mean copying council through the staff so that public and council can see the question and the 
answer. 

Martin-Anything you send to us, we have a couple of letters here, a response from DY today, a letter on 
incoming.  And they become part of the record, and everyone on the council knows what’s going on. I 
would welcome your doing that, if you send it to Mr. Turner, and we will pass them on and get you an 
answer.  That way, what I think Ms Lang is trying to do, is just preserve the public record. Okay, Mr. 
Rafferty. 

Mike Rafferty-Mayor, members of the council, Mike Rafferty, Venice City resident.  In response to Mr. 
Zavodnyik’s question “Do you accept the factual data presented by DY?” With some minor refinement on 
the touch-n-go data and with including an alternative forecast for C operations based on a growth rate of 
1.3% the answer is yes.  I support DY’s effort and data.  Thank you. 

Drew Gillett-Good Afternoon.  My name is Drew Gillett, I’m a Venice taxpayer.  I happen to be a private 
pilot with an instrument license.  I live sort of down by the airport some of the time.  I have two small 
airplanes up North.  Sometimes they are resident down here.  I am trying to understand the presentation 
that was made today and there are a couple of gaps, or changes in it, that I would just like to have the 
consultants and you folks explore.  Also, I was really surprised to learn that my landings and takeoffs have 
been photographed over the last couple of years. Some of them are particularly pretty, in any case, which 
is one of the reasons I came down here, as I understand it you took some pictures, got some numbers, 
took some fuel records, got some numbers, and back figured the number of operations that there must 
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have been in ‘08, that were C plus operations, and came up with 438.  For ‘07 when you did that you got 
414.  What I am finding confusing is why there isn’t a number for ‘09, for which you have eight months of 
fuel records and real pictures, nor a projection for fuel sales in 10, 15, 20, and 25 from which you could get 
some projected numbers.  What struck me is that 438 is perilously close to 500, so maybe we better 
change the approach, which you then did.  And went off on this other tangent of giving registration records, 
back figuring from the number of registrations how money must have been based here, got 285, and 
projected that forward up to 300, 380, and 520 or something like that.  If I were the FAA I would look at this 
and say “Hey, wait a minute.  Lets go back and look at ’08 and ’07, how many registrations were there then 
and what were the operations you would have projected from them?” I encourage you to complete the 
database and look at it.  Now, what it seems to boil down to is simply whether there are three C plus jets 
based here, or four.  That’s what it comes down to.  I would imagine three or four years ago there might 
have been more than there are now. And three or four years from now there might be more than there are 
now, given that the economy may come back.  My point for this, from my personal perspective, is that I 
really don’t care.  I want to see those airplanes there.  I want to see the businesses at the airport function.  
After all if the FBO has trouble surviving then I have surviving I have trouble using it, and it impacts me.  
What I am most concerned about is this constant back and forth process which seems to take time, while 
the airport itself just sort of falls apart.  I know things are being worked on, and things are getting better, 
and all that, but we currently have no weather here in Venice.  Unfortunately the weather has been New 
England-like for the last three days; it seems like, rather than Florida-like.  We have paving, which is 
disintegrating; we have no markings that I can see at night out there.  Even my tie down aren’t kept up to 
date.  Basically, all of the focus on whether we are C-II or a B-I, and the big jets has led to a gradual 
deterioration in the usefulness of the airport.  I specifically bought property here in Venice because of the 
Airport.  I bought property near the airport because I use it, and I hate to see the whole thing just 
deteriorate from my eyes as we argue about whether there are three jets or four jets. 

Martin-that’s not happening.  

Gillet-I know, that’s my opinion, and I get to express it. 

Martin- You are in and out of town and I understand the confusion of it, but basically none of those things 
are related.   

Gillet-But that is how it appears to me, and I just encourage you to get on with it.  I know things are being 
worked on, but when I tried to get the Aviation weather, and it’s not there, I have trouble, the markings 
aren’t current.  I have trouble.  If the pavement is as bad as it has been, and the Venice Airport Association 
has worked on getting it better, I have trouble.  So my encouragement for you here is to get more data out 
of these folks, get it in front of the FAA, and don’t leave out the parts that look bad for your position.  Put 
them in. Be honest about it, and forthright in full about it.   

Martin-That’s offensive.  Do you realize sir that you are coming up here with a half a case?  You are talking 
about don’t leave stuff out.  That is not what happened, and thank you. I am going to continue with that.  
The mechanism that would be good for you to listen to this so that next time you might be a little better 
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informed.  The FAA asked for additional data on the past.  As Bill explained earlier, there was no such data 
available.  So they used an FAA method to try and identify what those past trends were.  That’s what 
brought them to the two back years with the use of airplane registrations and sales.  So, frankly you had the 
situation backwards in your mind.  We did not start that way, and change, we did a real count for this year, 
which is why there is a real count there.  Then the FAA said “Can you do more.  How are you going to give 
us a count for the past two years since you didn’t have the equipment there?” So they came up with a way 
that the FAA uses to do that.  There is no juggling, there is no changing rules, there is none of that stuff.  
And those accusations are not helpful, and that is exactly what I’d hoped you would avoid by having 
conversation more like the one Mr. Schmeeler had, and others.  Anyhow, thank you for coming in, but I 
hope you will do your homework a little better next time. 

Walter Hake-I’m Walter Hake, a resident of Venice.  It is impossible for me to come to these meetings 
without saying something.  I am very happy that the trend is towards the B-II, and I’m happy with what DY 
has done.  I would like to say a couple things; that DY should keep in mind that this is snowbird country, 
and a high percentage of those hangers are empty through the summer, for six or seven months out of the 
year.  When they talk about the average of 212 operations per airplane, I fly every week, and I think I 
probably sit around 100 or 125 operations.  That’s pretty high.  There is probably a couple of people that 
might do it, but the vast majority would never meet that spec in the Venice Airport.  I know it’s an FAA spec, 
but I think it would be good information for Lisa to have and understand.  Other than that, I’m happy with 
what’s going on. I am happy with the direction.  It will be good for the city of Venice, for the people of 
Venice, because that’s what they want. 

Martin-Let me ask you a question. You and some volunteers spent some time counting airplanes.  Right 
now I don’t remember the numbers, I remember they were vastly different that the 160,000.  How do they 
compare with some of the numbers that have actually come out of this mechanical count? 

Hake-The count was higher.  This was couple of years ago now.  The count was higher; it was close to 
100,000 with 3% turbines traffic.  I don’t remember the touch-n-go figures.   

Martin-It seems to me it was 52% if I’m not mistaken. 

Hake-I did a check, and I had all the tapes from Jay, but I threw them away too. I did a five year check on 
the fuel assumption and I came up with a figure around 65%.  But 25% of the planes that come in and out 
of here do not buy fuel.  You have to look at it the other way too.  It was somewhere between 65,000 and 
100,000 two years ago, two and a half years ago when we did it.  The trend was down; the five year trend 
was just like this, going down.  It is going to continue.  It will be flat for a long time, regardless of what the 
FAA says.  I tell you with this economy is going to lay us a long time in the jet business.  It’s going to be 
tough. 

Nick Carlucci-Good Afternoon, I am Nick Carlucci, president of the Venice Aviation Society Inc., or VASI, 
and I’d like to respond to the council members question first.  So kill the light.  You might recall that at every 
airport workshop I’d begun the presentation by saying that VASI supports a safe, modern, and well-
maintained, to the maximum extent possible, neighborhood friendly community airport.  I hope you 
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remember those words, because I’ve said them more than once.  The actual designation, I also added a 
number of workshops ago, when we started this count business, that we would support whatever number 
was generated.  I Hope you recall that conversation.  I certainly do.  Do I personally, from a statistical 
graduate student point of view, have some issues? Sure.  But its math, liars, damn liars and statisticians.  
For example, there are aircraft here that are registered in the state of Delaware, and every attorney knows 
why.  So they are not registered in Sarasota.  Well I am not interested in the  ? We’re interested in a safe, 
modern, well-maintained facility.  Mayor Martin, quite frankly, today the sky opened up when the consultant 
said the runway lengths, the useable runway lengths will not change.  Well, I have my own views, and I will 
comment on them when the light is on, relative to how you can fund and what you can do.  We support the 
work, because that isn’t our issue.  Our issue is let’s have the airport repaired.   

Martin-Put the light on so Nick can have a sense of how he is delivering. 

Carlucci- Fine.  I must caution you as well.  There is other hard data, IFR hard data that DY may want to 
look at that, just for your data packets.  The issue that I wanted to talk about today really was safety, and 
not this.  Good luck, go forward, and conquer it. Let’s see what the FAA has to say.  Winston Churchill 
“Fear God and dread not.”  Well, in my case it’s what’s the FAA going to do.  In a way you are a ping pong 
ball that’s been hit by a paddle.  Lets see what the FAA paddle does to the ping pong ball.  But I’d like to 
point out that in a letter on August of 2008, this is very, very critical for Runway 4-22. The very final closing 
paragraph “in closing, the airport sponsor, the city of Venice, must determine the needs of the airport, and 
deliver those needs to the FAA in the form of a Master Plan, and Airport Layout Plan documents in order for 
the FAA to participate financially in any airport improvement projects. We all know that.  The airport’s 
archer must provide, and this is the key provision.  I am not pessimistic about the FAA funding a B-II, to use 
terminology that we are all using today; a B-II Runway 4-22 rehabbed full length.  I am not pessimistic 
about that because in this letter they say the airport sponsor must provide justification a demonstrating 
need for a full length, full width pavement rehab along runway 4-22 within the aforementioned planning 
documents.  Until the required information is provided, in writing obviously, Runway 4-22 rehab project is 
eligible for federal funding, but not justified at the full length and full width.  We are prohibited from investing 
tax dollars in such projects.   Mayor, I know you are familiar with grants.  They are asking the city “Please 
help us run around reference A.  Give us the justification.”  I don’t want you to be hostage to your fears. 

Martin-Let me just share back with you.  That’s exactly right, and meetings I’ve had since that letter with 
Bart, they were actually content, which we didn’t want, to downgrade 4-22.  In fact, they said that we would 
have to more, or less, prove the case, which is reflected in that letter as well, for why we wanted to do it.  
They said “As far as we are concerned it could be 4,000 feet and 60 feet wide.” We said “Well, we don’t 
want that because we wanted it to be useful for noise abatement purposes, and we want it to be the 
maximum it can be.”  So I think we are on the same page on this.  And as you well know, in response to the 
gentleman’s comments before, 4-22 has been affected by the fact that the city has not filed a Plan.  There 
is no question about that.  That came about in 2007 when the previous city council rejected the MEA plan, 
for good reason I think, and we rejected it as well.  But for a long time people didn’t want to support our 
going to DY.  They wanted us just to approve, you know that.  We got comments from VASI; we certainly 
got comments for the Airport Advisory Board.  Just to prove the MEA Plan and get it over with, but the 
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council didn’t feel comfortable with that.  Now we are in the position, I think, where we can do this and 
move forward with it.   

Carlucci-There is a little bit of revisionism there, but I don’t want to go into that right now.  What I am 
concerned about is that we put blinders on.  For example we already have, we do have in fact, the 
blueprints and the engineering to rebuild 4-22.  And those specs can be reasonably updated rather quickly.  
The stimulus money, there is a potential; stimulus money has different rules that FAA AIP grant money.  
There maybe a potential to go back and seek those funds, particularly if the FAA agrees with the B-II 
designation because you will not have the concerns relative to the Golf Course for example. 

Martin-I think that’s a really good idea.  In fact I asked them informally if they would let us use stimulus 
funds, after the Master Plan.  They said “No”, but if they buy into this then I think we are on a relatively fast 
track.  The problem has been that if they insisted on the C characteristics we still had the problems of the 
OFA’s and the Golf Course.  We were going around in circles. 

Carlucci-I fully concur.  Just 30 seconds left.  I had mentioned to Dr. Woodley that we, too, would like to get 
DY to a VASI meeting just to explain what they did today.  This information, I’m telling you, is massively 
different on a scale that you cannot appreciate, from previous workshops, and we just need to get the 
information out. 

Martin-I sympathize with that. I would just say for the record, and please correct me if I’m wrong, that DY 
has in fact heard that comment before.  I know I’ve put it on my blog, but it never got out.  I’ve written on the 
blog a month or so ago, that my understanding is that nothing involved in this B-II would limit the use of the 
runway for the planes.  I’m not sure whether the reporters have picked that up or not.  They might have, but 
it clearly hasn’t been in the focus, and there’s no value for us that being a secret.  So, I’m glad it’s out today 
in a much more common forum.  Anybody else would like to chat at this time who hasn’t had a chance do 
sign up, we would welcome it while you’re here.  Ms. Davis we are aware of your letters, so we are away, 
so you don’t have to go back over it if you don’t want to. 

Chris Davis-I wont, I will make this short.  I just want to thank council for the time and the effort that you’ve 
put into this, because I know it’s put you under stress, and you’ve gotten a lot of bad press.  I also wanted 
to thank a lot of the people in the audience who helped participate in getting the true facts together. In 
particular, Mr. Rafferty.  Mr. Rafferty to me and many of the folks in my neighborhood he is a hero.  He 
actually got down to then numbers, and got them as correct as we could have had them.  This issue was 
wrong in 2000, and it hasn’t been correct for the last nine years.  Having that C-II designation has not, it’s 
not just about whether it’s a B-II or a B-II.  When that was done back in 2000, it was done without the 
community input.  It was done without proper justification.  It was done without showing where the safety 
zones really were, to the public.  And it was done without even noticing the community and houses that 
were affected.  I so appreciate that you’ve gotten to the bottom of this.  And I appreciate the work that DY 
has done.  And hopefully we can put an end to this. 

Martin-Let me just give a few pats on the back for this, from my point of view.  Judge Moore was on this 
council before any of the rest of us, and he really picked up on this issue of Gulf Shores before any of us 
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were elected.  It was his remarks that played a role in the previous council deciding that they couldn’t go 
with the MEA figures.  He raised the questions about the figures; he raised the questions about the safety 
zone.  I remember talking with him at the time.  He just didn’t feel comfortable, as a city official, voting for a 
plan that would put people in jeopardy.  As we think back over the history of this, he has helped very much 
create the opportunity for the public to be part of this.  There are people out here who have been working 
on this.  I am going to mention that both Chuck Schmeeler and Jim Marble worked with us along with 
others, Mike and others behind the scene.  We had a committee.  We tried to come up with some 
proposals.  For the most part they are not very different from where we are today. Some were B’s. One was 
a B with a modification on one end.  We didn’t get anywhere in talking about it.  In fact we got accused of 
sneaking off to Washington, which was a joke, and was mentioned several times in the public hearing that 
we were going there, and why we were going there.  That isn’t how it was covered.  But in any event, that 
was helpful.  It has taken time; a lot of people have spent a lot of time on this.  Many of you have worked, 
been on a lot of meetings, done a lot of things, and we’re not at the end of the road yet.  I can’t really 
predict in my crystal ball exactly what will come out of it.  I would say that I think slow, cumbersome, and 
combative, the system is working, and the light is at the end of the tunnel, hopefully, in January, as Mr. 
McKeon said. Other council members have spent a great deal of effort on this.  I don’t want to single out 
Judge Moore along.  Ms. Lang, Mr. McKeon, Mr. Zavodnyik and Mr. Bennett from afar, if not on the council, 
have put a lot of time in it.  Hopefully we’ll all look back on this six months from now and say “Good.  We 
are on the path to paving the runways and moving on.”  I think we probably, while we are at it, we’re going 
to try to see if we can do something on the 22 end, pick up additional instrumentation for that runway, if 
FAA will want.  Thank you very much for coming, and when is the next meeting?  Mr. Turner? 

Turner-I need the council to at least concur, or give a consensus that the letter that you have before you 
that DY prepared, that will be presented to Mr. Vernace tomorrow, is something you are comfortable with. 

Martin-I don’t think we have the letter. 

Turner- My apologies. I’m wrong.  I’m absolutely wrong, never mind. 

Clerk-We do need to have action from council to send the letter.  Do you want to take a break, that way we 
can get copies to them? 

Martin-we will take a quick break so that we can have the letter in front of us.  We understand the principal, 
we’ve had it explained, we know what the principals are, but I’d rather read the letter. 

Lang-Mr. Mayor, instead of taking a break while the staff looks for the letter, can we get an update at where 
we are with the deliverables and project schedule, the contract schedule? 

Martin-Did you turn the letter over, Lisa, to the staff? Who is going to get the letter? 

Clerk-Bill just took it, I think, to have somebody copy it in my office. 

Woodley-Our understanding was, during this presentation, the bottom line is that the letter would have the 
argument and justification for the B request.  That’s what the letter basically says, and Isaac was to sign.  In 
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addition there is a section, one of the second last paragraphs does address what you discussed this 
afternoon, which was that if there was a B designation, or classification allowed, that the city would be 
willing to continue to maintain the existing dimensions of the airport.  You all did discuss that today, and 
that’s also in the letter.  Isaac had indicated, the reason we didn’t distribute the letter, was that we felt we 
wanted to cover the salient points of the letter so that it goes out and we didn’t get bogged down into “you 
needed the, or a colon after this word” and so forth.  Isaac has been given the letter.  He reviewed it.  Staff 
has reviewed it.  DY has actually prepared the last touches.  As we’ve said through this whole process, as 
we come forward, things change.  Today that’s one of the reasons Isaac said “Let’s have the meeting and 
from what comes out of this meeting the afternoon, if there’s any other changes to be made, we will make it 
to that letter, before it goes in tomorrow morning.  That’s why we did this process this way.  In regards to 
the itemization of the deliverables, Lisa and I have both talked about.  In fact, I had a staff meeting with 
finance and purchasing, DY, my office, and the airport staff to bring up to date the deliverables and the 
dollars.  We are at about 67% in the billings, and there are six or seven invoices.  Attached to those six or 
seen invoices is the job description, which is usual for professional services, and they have a description of 
the tasks that they perform in order to come up with that billing.  And we have those documents if anybody 
wants to see them.  I am having them pulled now, and prepared in a coherent package, so we can go 
1,2,3,4,5,6,7.  The dates, the periods, and what was done; the task.  That is how we have gotten to that 
point today. 

Lang-I’m sorry, I didn’t hear the percentage, roughly, that we are at? 

Woodley-The last time I looked at it was around 67% on the billings.   

Turner-Mr. Mayor? 

Martin-On you on the billing subject or are you on the other subject? 

Turner-I’m trying to do a little bit of both of them. Let me clarify a couple of things.  Dr. Woodley is right that 
I instructed the letter not be distributed in our conversation so that we could make sure that they went over 
their presentation materials and the points.  We might have to change the letter based on what was 
discussed here.  Dr. Woodley, I misunderstood you just a moment ago.  I thought that you asked the 
council to approve the letter, which I believe then was distributed, so I misunderstood that.  Where we’re at, 
at this point, regarding the letter, I would like at least for Lisa to just go over some the main points of the 
letter, that’s all.  Just to brief you on that, we may have to change it, but just so you’ll kind of have a sense 
of what’s in the letter at this point.  I will pass that out.  In terms of the deliverables, if I could, I would 
suggest to you that you allow DY an opportunity to respond in writing to that question because I sense that 
there is also going to be some changes, some requests for changes in terms of the contract relative to 
some of the things that have recently happened. I think if they can answer that kind of holistically, 
comprehensively, provide that to you in writing, and then we talk about it at a later date, then you’ll get a 
chance to look at that and approve that. 

Lang-Right now we have only one airport workshop scheduled, I think.  Do we have one January 28th? 
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Clerk-We have our final meeting was supposed to be the adoption of the plan on January 28th. 

Turner- I think we’re understanding that it’s likely that there may be some fluctuations in that.  I’m thinking 
that if they get time to prepare something in writing, we will have had the meeting with FAA, and may have 
a better sense about when they’ll deliver what they’ll deliver which obviously then is going to affect what’s 
going to happen with the rest of the contract. 

Lang-I guess I’m looking to know do we need another workshop in January or shortly after the January 
28th?  Should we schedule to get the task doing? 

Turner-I think that is a longer ended question, depend on what happens with the FAA.  I don’t think she can 
answer that right now until we get that information.  I think the focus now that we really need to, I don’t want 
to put anything out there in public that we haven’t had time to think about, and obviously we have to focus 
on that meeting tomorrow.  I do think we can get you some information some time in that early January time 
frame. 

 -Well, to follow up on that, it seems to me it might be in order to consider, depending on how the 
meeting goes tomorrow, having a workshop before the end of the year, or early in January.   

Turner-We will do that.  Certainly if you want to meet we absolutely can meet. I will tell you that I think 
we’ve got about five or six extra meetings in January, but we can certainly add another one.  But, clearly, 
we’ve been thinking and talking with DY about what the most recent change is how that affects their 
contract agreement with the city. So absolutely, that’s an issue. The major issue I was hoping that we 
would, if we had to meet in an emergency meeting, we would delve around getting a decision from FAA 
regarding our request. If I could, Mr. Mayor, Lisa may walk you through some salient points of the letter. 

Mastropieri-Actually, I am going to have Bill do that, since he really spent quite a bit of time putting this 
together, so he can walk through it pretty quick. 

Martin-I think we could do that.  I’ve read the letter now, and there is nothing in it than what we’ve talked 
about today.  I think it is important for council to be able to read the letter, and hear it, and so forth.  I 
understand there is a wish not to have the council start editing the letter by the committee. Nevertheless, I 
think council needs to understand what’s in the letter, and feel comfortable with it.   

 -Basically I started off in this second paragraph taking about the cameras and about the past 
projections using the current data, and projecting into the past.  Actually, that first paragraph talks about the 
present.  What we’ve talked about in the eight months of the camera count.  The next paragraph talks 
about how we went into the past, and used fuel sales to get a handle of the number of operations in the 
past.  The next paragraph is very short.  It talks about the future operations, and that the conclusion was 
that it doesn’t meet the 500 operation.  The next paragraph talks about the problems, current problems, 
associated with Venice as a C airport. We talked about how much money it would cost to rectify those 
areas that don’t meet the C standards.  The Paragraph after that talks about the benefits of designating 
Venice Airport as B. Mainly, that all the safety dimensions had been met.  We don’t have to worry about 
homes in the RPZ.  We talked about the amount of money that would be saved, that it would cost nothing if 
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it was a B.  The next paragraph basically says, it didn’t meet it in the past, it doesn’t meet it in the present, 
and it doesn’t look like it is going to meet it in the future.  Next paragraph says “We respectfully request that 
the FAA concur with the city of Venice’s request that both runways be designated a B.”  And the last 
paragraph is the one where we talk about protecting the federal investment.  I actually have an example in 
there, but another method might be to, instead of actually saying that we will fund the difference between 
the B and the existing C standards, is to say that we are willing to discuss alternatives to protect, or 
preserve, the federal investment.  You can leave it that way if you’d like. 

Martin-I would like to leave it like that as long as it is strong enough, that they understand, and you can 
back that up with speech, that they understand we are really serious about this. We aren’t saying “Maybe 
we’ll do this…”, and then were saying “No”.  In fact, other council members might feel comfortable with that 
commitment.  It just struck me that it gets a little bit ahead of where we are, and that perhaps they would be 
willing to redevelop the airport, that is Runway 4 up to a certain width on their own.  And then we could 
decide whether we want to extend it.  From what I heard earlier, and nobody seems to have any problems 
with the safety areas, because that is important to everybody, an we certainly can maintain those safety 
areas with out any negative impact on the city, as far as I can see. 

Lang-I agree. That that sentence needs to be reworded, the end of the sentence.  I think that you can 
reword that and indicate, if it’s really necessary, we’re willing to certainly discuss that. 

Martin-the city would be pleased to negotiate something like that, or negotiate on that in a way to insure the 
FAA is comfortable with the results, or whatever. 

McKeon-Again, I had the Eureka moment talking with you all talking on that B airport designation does not 
imply that we have to have designated distances on the runway.  Quite frankly maybe if we had known to 
ask the right question two years ago, some of us who worked on the earlier plans, we might not have 
ended up in the final conflict.  We could have come to mutual support.  I see that Mr. Schmeeler is not here 
right now, but hopefully Nick can corroborate.  I believe that what I heard, if the runways are fully useful at 
5,000 by 150, and rehabilitated to that, and there are no restrictions on the use of those runways, even if 
we are a B designated area.  I believe VABA and VASI and ourselves, I’m sure there are areas of 
disagreement, but in general I think we would be mutually supportive.  I would ask of you, I don’t know if 
that would be something worthwhile, in the letter so that we have a positive response, I hope.  You are the 
expert in dealing with the folks, it maybe don’t put it there where you don’t want it.  I would think if it is 
acceptable to put it in, and therefore the FAA could respond, hopefully in a positive manner, everybody can 
be assured that is their position.  Worthy of consideration, please.   

 I need to have it explained to me one more time, I’m sorry. 

Turner-If I might, Mr. Mayor. 

Martin-Just a second Isaac.  I just want to scan here there is a paragraph Kit, as you may have read.  It’s 
on page two.  It starts “That if the Venice Airport is designated a B-II airport, the benefits would be 
extensive.  First, no aircraft would be discriminated against at the airport.  Second the safety dimensions 
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would be maintained, and third, the airport would be fully compliant with FAA standards…”  It strikes me 
that that pretty much covers what you are after.  On the other if DY thinks that there is some language that 
would indicate that we’re not anticipating reducing, or asking for declared distances, or something like that. 

Mastropieri-Are you asking us if it would be beneficial to put the folks in the audience’s support? 

-No.  Let me come at it a different way.  A year and a half or two years ago, when we were trying 
find a rope out of the tree early, I would say the citizens, the golfers the airport businesses etc, were in 
agreement, I think, in all issues except the B versus C designation, and only as I’ve matured in my learning, 
and understand, of this, that I come to realize that the issue was the concern that if we had a B designation 
it would restrict by declared distances the useful length of the runways.  Today it was the first time I, at the 
break thought to ask you that in a specific way.  I don’t know why it didn’t pop into my head months ago.  
To look at Nick and hear Chuck earlier, for them this is also a Eureka comment.  It’s significant.  If we’d had 
that way back when, then maybe we would have been mutually supportive totally.  Different than where we 
are today.  To me it is a significant point, more from the aspect of the airport tenants, users, and business 
than for me.  For you to say to me, Kit I am comfortable this is the case, doesn’t do anything to my pocket.  
For them, if there is a misunderstanding, it does.  If in fact there is ways to have that clarified in an FAA 
response, I think that is useful as long as it doesn’t create problems for you all. 

Martin-I think you had said earlier, and I’m not meaning to answer for you please answer for Mr. McKeon in 
any way you think.  I think you had said earlier you would want to clarify with the FAA that that was in fact 
your interpretation was right, that this would not interfere in any way.   

Mastropieri-That’s correct, and I think the key is that what you do have going for you is that the runways 
safety areas, with the exception of the 4 end, would exceed a B standard.  You have 1,000 feet which is 
what the jets, you don’t have to shorten he length of the runway.  You have that going for you.  It’s already 
there. 

Martin-I think this was Mr. Lang’s point earlier in the meeting.   

Moore-I am going to say basically what Mr. McKeon said. It may be a little different way.  That was one of 
the most significant things that has come out of this workshop today for me personally.  That was to hear 
from Mr. Schmeeler in his capacity as president of the Venice Airport Business Association, and Mr. 
Carlucci as president of VASI.  Both come up here and articulated two things.  Number one, from VABA’s 
standpoint the operators of the businesses down there; they do not want to see anything that is going to 
affect the effective length of those runways.  And I think everybody here is saying “we agree with that.  We 
don’t want to do anything.”  And a B-II will accomplish that, where as a C-II opens all these other 
designated distance possibilities, and everything else and we would like to avoid going there. So we 
satisfied the business owner in one of their primary, I’m sure there are others, but that was one of their 
primary concerns.  Mr. Carlucci, in what I am hearing him say, he said many things, all very articulate.  But 
what he is really saying is that ”What we really want to see is a renovation of runway 4-22; 150 feet wide, 
1,000 feet long, we want that.”, and we are willing to do that.  But I think what’s important here is that this 
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input came from the aviation community and business operators on the airport.  I don’t want to put words in 
their mouth, and I hope I have articulated it reasonably accurately.  But I think that’s important.  

 -I think that’s important, and we can add that into the letter-the economic impact to the users of the 
airport of going to a C, which would shorten the lengths and restrict traffic, etc.  We can add that to the 
letter right in the part where we talk about what would be needed in the cost etc.  We could add a bullet 
there that said if we went to a C we would have declared distances to achieve it, which would shorten the 
runway lengths and have an economic impact on the community.   

Lang-And request many modifications to standards? 

Martin-I think it would be very useful, and it seems to be the council’s intent. 

 -I want to say that I agree definitely with you, as I think the rest of us do, that we don’t want to 
engage in group right, which is what we refer to it as in corporate work.  It’s impossible to group write a 
letter, but the only thing I am concerned about, and I concur with the position you’ve taken, the Judge and 
Mr. McKeon, that obviously the letter doesn’t include any of the concerns I mentioned because it was 
drafted before I mentioned them.  I don’t feel a letter has to include those concerns if they’re raised along 
with it.  But I have some concern that if a letter doesn’t include them that the focus will get narrow and you 
will have lost the extra punch that you might have from what we’ll call ‘global or environmental identification 
of problems’, rather than just the aviation operations. 

Lang-Just one final comment on the letter.  The paragraph on page two, the last sentence, where you say 
“Also the forecast indicates that the C will not achieve 500 plus operations for C or larger aircraft until 
2025.”  Just to be more consistent with your slide 16 here, we are really not hitting near 500 until closer to 
2030, so I would be more comfortable if we said “approximately” or “closer to 2030”.   

Martin-Alright.  I think your suggestion is a little bit up in the air.  I felt that what Mr. Bennett was saying, I 
used the word milieu before.  I’m not sure that it’s kind of within their criteria set, as to what they’ll be 
looking at, and for that reason I’m not sure about including it in the letter.  From what I had gotten from you 
folks before, you thought it would really boil down to the airport dimensions, and things of that kind.  
However, it would seem to me that, as you look at the airport, and they’re certainly familiar with it in 
Orlando, but as you look at it pointing out that those are the reality constraints, as you mentioned earlier 
Lisa that this airport can’t go anywhere, and that’s what Mr. Bennett was saying.  If Jim is comfortable with 
that, I would say that I think you could put it into your presentation, and should we have to make this 
presentation elsewhere it would certainly be background, and it would open up the discussion lets say, in 
Atlanta or Washington, and say “Here’s what we’re doing, no matter what happens, there’s no up side to 
this”.  It’s a question of what’s the right fit now.  Is that alright with you Jim? 

Bennett-That’s alright.  I just have an illustration.  We have a letter that we received today, which you have 
looked at however briefly.  And one of the things it does, is it talks about not finding an airport easement.  
Now, what I read that to mean from a laymen’s point of view is that no one ever said this house shouldn’t 
be here.  And we don’t have that part of our story.  That is, the airport is the way it is because it’s never 
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been forced to be some other way.  Not only that, it really almost can’t be any other way, due to its 
structure, its confines.  Somehow or another, I don’t think that point should be lost, and I don’t really have 
any editorial concern about how it is retained, as long as somehow you… 

Martin-It opens up another level of arguments, Jim, not to argue with you.  There were original easements, 
the land and the city was, you as an attorney and especially one familiar with land use, you can go back 
over that stuff.  I think when we’ve gone around about this before people have come in and showed these 
stipulations, and really people have known for a long time that where there was.  At the same time, and 
there are specific neighbors who have said “When I bought my house in Gulf Shores in 1995, nobody said 
to me there are basically easement related or things of that kind.”  I just figured it opens a line of argument 
that we don’t even need to make is really what it amounts to.  It may be simpler if we just go with what it is.  
The real compelling argument from my point of view, if we want to we, the City of Venice, and obviously we 
don’t want to.  But if we want to we can say to the FAA “We think the best thing to do is condemn the 
houses in Gulf Shores, 24 houses, and that will cost you an estimated $8 million dollars to buy out those 
land users.”  That’s obviously something that we aren’t going to do, and they said they wouldn’t insist on it.  
Bu the fact of the matter is that in the future, at some point, some future council could do just that.  I think 
that a C puts the FAA at jeopardy of that $8million dollar expenditure at some point, or conceivably some 
lesser expenditure to sound treat the houses, depending on what the profiles were.  I think that is part of 
the message that’s in there that, I think that $7.6 million was your estimate of what it would take to buy 
those houses out.  The point of my making that point is that we don’t want to do that, and they don’t want to 
do that, the council sitting here five years from now may want to do that, and the FAA is on hook for that if 
it’s a C.    

 -That example is only used to try to explain what I meant before, which is that we have a 
configuration that is basically a fact.   

Lang-Physical constraints and I don’t think it would hurt to mention.  I think that everyone is fully aware that 
the Gulf of Mexico is right to the West and the inter-coastal is right to the East.  But maybe it would hurt to 
just reiterate we have a severely constrained situation here, and then we have an airport that’s so many 
hundred feet from the Gulf, and its going to be under water in a Category two. 

Martin-There all good points, well meet with Councilman Bennett, and make sure that we include them in 
the presentation that we make to the FAA.  As Mr. Zavodnyik just pointed out, that we are re-doing the 
letter, which is what I don’t want to do.  I can live without one word being changed in this letter, and most of 
us could, and amplify it in the presentation in a way that you think it would be helpful from any of the 
discussion here. 

Mastropieri-Just to put Mr. Bennett at a comfort level.  The presentation, when we go over there, we are 
going to open it with the existing conditions, and just talk about it, and we’ll address those. 

 -You are taking the letter with you tomorrow morning, aren’t you?  And I assume you’re taking all of 
your data that supports the statement in the letter? 
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 -Yes. 

 -Mr. Mayor, are you getting ready to end.  Can I ask one question before that? 

Martin-I guess, since you got elected too. 

 -I’m looking over your shoulder.  Could I get a status on the AWOS update?  To me that is 
something that is a safety issue.  My understanding is that we are not out to bid yet. 

Martin-It’s got nothing to do with this discussion.  It has to do with the city’s airport operation.  There is 
nothing about this discussion that is keeping that from happening. 

Lang-I would like to hear an update on that, if we could just quickly.  Before you move on to that, can we 
just for the record, a consensus to send the letter with those minor modifications. 

Martin-All in favor say I?  Any oppose No?  Hearing none, that consensus is unanimous. 

 -Before we to that, I think we need to address councilman Carlesimo’s questions.  He submitted a 
memorandum with a number of questions, and DY has answered them, and I think all of us have received 
copies of their answers.  I don’t want to go into it, I don’t want to foreclose any of the other council 
members, I think they need to be made part of the record. 

Martin-Alright, thank you very much.  Good luck in Orlando.  Chuck Schmeeler agreed to fly you up there in 
his plane if you would do exactly what he wants.  Thank you.  Meeting is adjourned. 

Lang-I thought we were going to get an update from staff? 

Turner-We’ll send you an email. 

-Am I illegal if I ask a question now? 

Tuner-We’ll send you an email this evening. 

 -I want a very clear response in how fast we’re going, because it is my understanding that we are 
seven weeks into it, and it’s not out yet. 

Turner-We’ll send you an email this evening. 

 -That’s no problem; I just don’t want to confuse that, that has nothing to do with the submission of 
DY.  

 



 

A 
 

Appendix A 

Written Comments  



Lisa Mastropieri

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Camalkerson@aol.com
Wednesday, December 09, 2009 3:43 PM
council@ci. ven ice ft. us
Imastropieri@dyconsultantscom; Istelze@ci.venice.fl.us
Venice Airport

Dear Mayor Martin and Members of the City Council of Venice:

As a property owner and tax payer in the city of Venice, I am not only concerned with preserving the
character of this lovely community, but also protecting the rights and personal and property
investments of many of us who reside there.

I do commend you for your commitment to protect our neighborhoods and recreational facilities from
disruption by our local airport.

I do believe that the airport is an asset which has an enormous impact on the adjacent community.
The goals of our current Master Plan Update (MPU) are to eliminate as many of the safety deviations
as possible while not expanding the impact on the adjacent community. I too seek the highest quality
and safest airport possible within the physical limits imposed by the geography and the human use of
adjacent lands.

For the first time, thanks to the efforts of the consultant DY, there are accurate, current, irrefutable
operations count data that supports the classification of our airport as a 8-11facility. In addition, you,
our elected representatives, have near unanimous citizen/voter support for classifying our airport as a
8-11facility.

Please continue to represent all of us on this critical issue and finalize the MPU with a 8-11
classification for our airport.

I also ask that this request be a part of the official documentation of public comment to be included in
the records for the current MPU.

Sincerely,
Charles A. Malkerson
409 Shore Road
Venice, Florida

1



Lisa Mastrop_ie_r_i _

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

joyce ranalli Uoyce-in-venice@comcast.net]
Wednesday, December 09, 2009 121 PM
council@ci.venicefLus; Imastropieri@dyconsultants.com; Lori Stelzer
B-II support

Mayor and Council,

We are Venice City residents concerned with preserving the character of the community we
cherish.

We commend you for your commitment to protect our neighborhoods and recreational
facilities from disruption by our local airport.

We acknowledge the airport as an asset as well as having an enormous impact on the
adjacent community. The goals of our current Master Plan Update (MPU) are to eliminate as
many of the safety deviations as possible while not expanding the impact on the adjacent
community. Without a doubt, we seek the highest quality and safest airport possible within
the physical limits imposed by the geography and the human use of adjacent lands.

For the first time, thanks to the efforts of our consultant DY, we have irrefutable operations
count data that supports the classification of our airport as a 8-11facility. In addition, you, our
elected representatives, have near unanimous citizen/voter support for classifying our airport
as a 8-11facility.

Please continue to represent us on this critical issue and finalize the MPU with a 8-11
classification for our airport.

We also ask that this request be a part of the official documentation of public comment to be
included in the records for the current MPU.

Thank you.
Joyce Ranalli
409 Mahon Drive



Llsa MastroP ...•ie_ri _

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Shirley Geoffrion [wsgeoffrion@yahoo.com]
Tuesday, December 08, 2009 12:26 PM
council@ci.venice.fl.us
Imastropieri@dyconsultants.com; Istelze@ci.venice.fLus
Venice airport

Mayor and Council,

We are Venice City residents concerned with preserving the character of the community we
cherish.

We commend you for your commitment to protect our neighborhoods and recreational
facilities from disruption by our local airport.

We acknowledge the airport as an asset as well as having an enormous impact on the
adjacent community. The goals of our current Master Plan Update (MPU) are to eliminate as
many of the safety deviations as possible while not expanding the impact on the adjacent
community. With out a doubt, we seek the highest quality and safest airport possible within
the physical limits imposed by the geography and the human use of adjacent lands.

For the first time, thanks to the efforts of our consultant DY, we have irrefutable operations
count data that supports the classification of our airport as a B-II facility. In addition, you, our
elected representatives, have near unanimous citizen/voter support for classifying our airport
as a B-II facility.

Please continue to represent us on this critical issue and finalize the MPU with a B-II
classification for our airport.

We also ask that this request be made a part of the official documentation of public comment
to be included in the records for the current MPU.

Thank you.

William and Shirley Geoffrion
409 Sunset Drive, Venice

1



Lisa Mastropieri

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

ernie Coleman [colemanernie@yahoo.com]
Tuesday, December 08, 2009 11:43 AM
Imastropieri@dyconsultants,com; council@civenlce.fl.us
Airport Disignation

Mayor and Council,

We are Venice City residents concerned with preserving the character of the community we
cherish.

We commend you for your commitment to protect our neighborhoods and recreational
facilities from disruption by our local airport.

We acknowledge the airport as an asset as well as having an enormous impact on the
adjacent community. The goals of our current Master Plan Update (MPU) are to eliminate as
many of the safety deviations as possible while not expanding the impact on the adjacent
community. With out a doubt, we seek the highest quality and safest airport possible within
the physical limits imposed by the geography and the human use of adjacent lands.

For the first time, thanks to the efforts of our consultant DY, we have irrefutable operations
count data that supports the classification of our airport as a B-II facility. In addition, you, our
elected representatives, have near unanimous citizen/voter support for classifying our airport
as a B-II facility.

Please continue to represent us on this critical issue and finalize the MPU with a B-II
classification for our airport.

We also ask that this request be made a part of the official documentation of public comment
to be included in the records for the current MPU.

Thank you.
Ernie and Suzana Coleman

408 Sunset Drive

1



Lisa Mastrop,;.;;ie;.;.,r;,.i _

From:
Sent:
To:
SUbJect:

Lori Stelzer [lstelze@cLvenice.fl.usj
Tuesday, December 08, 2009 11:22 AM
Frederick Watts; Isaac Turner; Nancy Woodley; Lisa Mastropieri
Fwd: *FIL TERED:'" Venice Airport

»> <venice237@verizon.net> 12/8/2009 11:11 AM »>
It is extremely important for the Venice Airport to be a B-II facility for the safety of all Venice residents. I
strongly encourage you to support this matter on behalf of the majority of the Venice residents.

Thank you,

BJ Carson
Venice resident

1



Lisa Mastropieri

From:
Sent:
To:

Frederick Watts [f'watts@ci.venice.fl.us)
Tuesday, December 08, 2009 10:23 AM
Isaac Turner; Nancy Woodley; Lisa Mastropieri; Bart Vernace; Krystal Ritchey; Rebecca
Henry
Heather LeDuc; Raeanne Keefe
Fwd: FW: Venice Municipal Airport (VMA)

Cc:
Subject:

FYI.

Fred Watts C.M.
Airport Director
Venice Municipal Airport
150 Airport Avenue East
Venice, Florida 34285

Phone: 941-486-2711
Fax: 941-483-5942
e-rnail: fwatts@ci.venice.fl.us

Productive - Responsible - Innovative - Dedicated - Ethical

Any Electronic Data Sent Or Received
Through This E-Mail Address is Public
Record Governed By: The State of
Florida, Public Records Law.

»> "Smith, Aaron" <Aaron.Smitheitdot.state.fl.us> 12/8/2009 10:15 AM »>
We have not seen this one yet.

From: Chris Davis [mailto:cdavislink@yahoo.com]
Sent: Monday, December 07, 20099:37 PM
To: FDOT Mail
Subject: Venice Municipal Airport (VMA)

Dear Ms. Stephanie C. Kopelousos:

I have spent the last year trying to understand the function and usage of the Venice Airport and
participating in the planning process. I have looked at more documents on airport planning and read
more deeds than I care to mention. I have done so because some information which was
disseminated back in 2000 and then again put into a draft Airport Master Plan in 2007 indicated
extraordinary numbers of flights out of our airport.

I have lived at the north end of the Venice Airport for over 18 years and have not seen anywhere near
the number of operations claimed ...173,OOO annually. Yet both the FAA and FDOT have apparently
used that number to plan for major changes at this airport that are not needed and would be a waste
of the FOOT's limited recourses. Hundreds of citizens are now involved in the process of getting
accurate information out to the proper authorities.

1



Our City Council has worked hard to get to the bottom of this mess and I do think our Fixed Based
Operator, Art Nadel had something to do with this scam. He now sits in jail in New York next to
Bernie Madoff. He fraudulently stole millions of dollars, bought the FBO and even made
improvements with the money he obtained fraudulently. I have no doubt he made
bogus claims regarding the operations the gain financially. At any rate, the correction of the
information about VMA is of the utmost importance at this time. In looking at documents that the
FOOT has on their site, errors need to be corrected:
http://www.cfaspp.com/Oocuments/Florida Aviation System Plan 2025.pdf

It seems to indicate on page 28 a red dot where Venice is located and page 29 that the Venice
Municipal Airport is operating at over 100% of the airfield capacity. That might be the case if we had
anywhere near the 173,000 annual operations projected for this airport in 2009. (That number
exceeds the amount of commercial flights into Jacksonville international Airport!) However, a recent
operations count by the City's consultant using a sophisticated camera system indicated about 20,000
operations over the six months of March-Aug. 2009 and of that number over 8,000 were from the
flight school- many were touch an go.

How can this information being presented by two respected agencies (FDOT & FAA) be so
wrong ....and more importantly how can we get this corrected so that miss information is not out in
cyber space confusing people who are looking for accurate information.

It seems that getting the information corrected and getting the agencies to understand reality is
harder than I ever expected. I am asking for your investigation and correction of this information as
soon as possible.

Respectfu lly,

Christine Davis
340 Shore Road
Venice, FL 34285
(941) 485-8879

2



Lisa Mastropieri

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Lori Stelzer [Istelze@ci.venice.fl.us]
Tuesday, December 08, 2009 7:54 AM
Lisa Mastropieri
Fwd: Airport Footprint

Lisa, I forgot to include you in my copying - sorry.

»> <RITAKUTIE@aol.com> 12/7/20096:58 PM »>

From my point of view, it would be irresponsible for Council to take any official actions related to existing airport
boundaries--such as constructing a proposed fence--until the new master plan update has been completed and approved.

Irrational and/or inaccurate past [udqrnents on the part of city officials seem to me to be the root of today's "airport issues."

Rita C. Kutie
112 Park Blvd. S.
Venice, FL 34285

1



Lisa Mastropieri

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

CLiakos 777@aol.com
Monday, December 07, 2009 7:46 PM
Imastropieri@dyconsultants.com
(no subject)

Mayor and Council,

We are Venice City residents concerned with preserving the character of the community we
cherish.

We commend you for your commitment to protect our neighborhoods and recreational
facilities from disruption by our local airport.

We acknowledge the airport as an asset as well as having an enormous impact on the
adjacent community. The goals of our current Master Plan Update (MPU) are to eliminate as
many of the safety deviations as possible while not expanding the impact on the adjacent
community. With out a doubt, we seek the highest quality and safest airport possible within
the physical limits imposed by the geography and the human use of adjacent lands.

For the first time, thanks to the efforts of our consultant DY, we have irrefutable operations
count data that supports the classification of our airport as a B-II facility. In addition, you, our
elected representatives, have near unanimous citizen/voter support for classifying our airport
as a 8-11facility.

Please continue to represent us on this critical issue and finalize the MPU with a B-II
classification for our airport.

We also ask that this request be a part of the official documentation of public comment to be
included in the records for the current MPU.

Thank you.
Constance Liakos
Chris Liakos

1



Lisa Mastropieri

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Greg Fortune [actor@ij.net]
Monday, December 07,20097:52 PM
Imastropieri@dyconsultants.com
Fw: Airport Workshop 12/10/09

To:~~~~~~~~
Sent: Monday, December 07, 20096:59 PM
Subject: Fwd: Airport Workshop 12/10109

this email is being forwarded to the members of VTL for your consideration and support, any help with this request would
be appreciated.

Gary F Budway -President VTL
1953 Settlement Road
Venice,FI. 34285
941-488-7614

-----Original Message-----
From: Ijfr@aol.com
To: subpar@magma.ca; ann.drouin1@verizon.net; sueandjim370@roadrunner.com; johndegon1@verizon.net;
avplmp@aol.com; jr@edhandlin.com; hanke84@juno.eom; sandywoleoU@aol.eom; pamgabie@hotmail.eom;
elaI7@videotron.ea; gbudway@aim.eom; studmuffin485@netzero.net; jvarsel@verizon.net; eap2572@yahoo.eom
Sent: Mon, Dee 7,2009 12:21 pm
Subject: Airport Workshop 12/10109

There is a critical Airport Workshop this Thursday. I want to ask as many people as I can reach to send an e-
mail to Council/Mayor.

You all helped on a recent airport petition that sent an awesome message to the Mayor/Council. Could use your
help again.

Here is a sample that can be pasted into your own message and sent.

Please take time to send one within the next few days (before the 12110/09 Meeting) and then fR1',xT!11'fI

Here is the address, the first will get to the Mayor and council, the second will get to the Consultant, DY, the
third will go to our City Clerk for official filing.

Make sure you put you and your spouses name at the bottom of your e-mail.

We need to have the record show major support for a B-II facility.

Thanks,

Mike Rafferty

council@ci.venice.f1.us , Imastropieri@dyconsultants.com , Istelze@ci.venice.f1.us,
1



Mayor and Council,

We are Venice City residents concerned with preserving the character of the community we
cherish.

We commend you for your commitment to protect our neighborhoods and recreational
facilities from disruption by our local airport.

We acknowledge the airport as an asset as well as having an enormous impact on the
adjacent community. The goals of our current Master Plan Update (MPU) are to eliminate as
many of the safety deviations as possible while not expanding the impact on the adjacent
community. With out a doubt, we seek the highest quality and safest airport possible within
the physical limits imposed by the geography and the human use of adjacent lands.

For the first time, thanks to the efforts of our consultant DY, we have irrefutable operations
count data that supports the classification of our airport as a B-II facility. In addition, you, our
elected representatives, have near unanimous citizen/voter support for classifying our airport
as a B-II facility.

Please continue to represent us on this critical issue and finalize the MPU with a B-II
classification for our airport.

We also ask that this request be a part of the official documentation of public comment to be
included in the records for the current MPU.

Thank you.

2



Lisa Mastropieri

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Ijfr@aol.com
Sunday, December 06, 2009 8:33 PM
council@ci.venice.fl.us; Imastropieri@dyconsultants.com
kim.hackett@heraldtribune.com; eric.ernst@heraldtribune.com; ggiles@venicegondolier.com;
bmudge@venicegondolier.com
12/10/09 Airport Workshop material
annualize dy data as of 112409.pdf; forecast for 121009 workshop.pdf

Subject:
Attachments:

In preparation for the 12/10/09 airport workshop, please urge DY to make the presentation material available prior
to the meeting to give all (including you and staff) an opportunity to review and prepare comments.

Attached is my update of annualized DY data based on the latest information released at the 11/24/09 workshop;
total operations on an annual basis are 45,000 and C operations are 300 for the base year of the study.

Since the 11/24/09 workshop, I have researched additional forecast methods available on the web and have found
information based on FAA Aerospace Forecasts for Fiscal Years 2008-2025. Under that model, GA operations are
forecast to increase by 1.3% annually.

On the basis of that model, attached is a forecast which shows total operation through the end of the planning
period at roughly 60,000 +/- (year 2030) and total C operations at 400 +/- (year 2030).

I would think that DY's presentation on 12110/09should confirm this data and Council should ask DY to forward
their data immediately to FAA for their review and approval.

The logical planning process is to:

1) Identify current operations
2) Forecast future operations
3) Prepare a plan to accommodate those operations

Step 3 should proceed after FAA has reviewed and approved the forecasts

DY has considerable other material to compile as part of their work while FAA reviews the forecasts data.

1



Lisa Mastropieri

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

crottyrojo@comcast.net
Tuesday, December 08,20095:31 PM
council@ci venice. fl. us; Imastropieri@dyconsultantscom; Istelze@civenice.fLus
8-11Classification For Our Airport

Mayor and Council,

We are Venice City residents concerned with preserving the character of the community we
cherish.

We commend you for your commitment to protect our neighborhoods and recreational
facilities from disruption by our local airport.

For the first time, thanks to the efforts of our consultant DY, we have irrefutable operations
count data that supports the classification of our airport as a B-II facility. In addition, you, our
elected representatives, have near unanimous citizen/voter support for classifying our airport
as a B-II facility.

Please continue to represent us on this critical issue and finalize the MPU with a B-II
classification for our airport.

We also ask that this request be a part of the official documentation of public comment to be
included in the records for the current MPU.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Rod Crotty
Joann Crotty

228 Rio Terra

1



vnc opns master file 12/5/2009 annualize dy data as of 112409

[Annuallze DY Camera Count to Date
IUpdated DY data as of 11/24/09

Curve Fitting
Raw Data Curve Fit
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forecast for 121009 workshop12/5/2009VNC OPNS MASTER FILE

FORECAST OF ANNUALIZED DY CAMERA COUNT DATA UPDATED TO 11/24/09

BASED ON FAA AEROSPACE FORECASTS, FISCAL YEARS 2008-2025

GA OPERA TlONS ARE FORECAST TO INCREASE BY 1.3% ANNUALLY

ITOTAL OPERATIONS C OPERATIONS

I GROWTH RATE
I

Ii!!:; 45000! 1 I 300 I I I I
20111 I 455851 101.30% 304
~ r 461781 101.30~o_I__ I 3081 101.30%
2013 I 46778 101.30% 312 101.30%
2014 47386 101.30% 316 101.30%

YY' <' ;,;;,;;;;, ;"",':',;2. ,,', 48002 I 48002 101.30% 320 320 101.30% I
20161 1 48626 101.30% 324 101.30%
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1 51870 101.30% 346
20221 525441 101.30%1 3501 1 101.30%
20231 532271 101.30%1 3551 1 101.30%
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Lisa Mastropieri

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

naomi voit [naomi.voit@gmail.coml
Tuesday, December 08, 2009 5:41 PM
Imastropierl@dyconsultants.com
Fwd: Delivery Status Notification (Failure)

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Mail Delivery Subsystem <mailer-daemon@googlemail.com>
Date: Tue, Dec 8, 2009 at 5:27 PM
Subject: Delivery Status Notification (Failure)
To: naomi.voit@gmail.com

Delivery to the following recipient failed permanently:

lmastropieri@ddyconsultants.com

Technical details of permanent failure:
DNS Error: Domain name not found

----- Original message -----

MIME-Version: 1.0
Received: by 10.224.102.194 with SMTP id h2mr4937820qao.96.1260311261068; Tue,

08 Dee 2009 14:27:41 -0800 (PST)
Date: Tue, 8 Dee 2009 17:27:41 -0500
Message-If): <92ae138b091208142717e40e321me5aaelf2d5728f04@,mail.gmail.com>
Subject: airport
From: naomi voit <naomi.voitCiv,gmail.com>
To: council@ci.venice.t1.us
Cc: lmastropieri@ddyconsultants.com, lstelzeCQ),ci.venice.11.us
Content-Type: multipart/alternative; boundary=000feae834e005be0704 7a3fI5c 1

greetings, all:

i am a resident of the city of venice; i live very close to the airport. i
am not a pilot nor do i use the airport except to attend special aviation
events.

my objection to enabling the airport to receive larger jets (or any jets all
all) is simply because i believe that airports next to residential areas
should be limited to small prop planes. i moved to florida from a city
where big airport expansion occurred; it was a horror to nearby residents,
and eventually involved buying close by residential areas for more airport
expansion,

please retain the airport as a B-II facility. ido not buy the argument

1



that bigger is always better. venice can grow its economic base by
attracting some of the many green and non-polluting industries which will
lessen our air pollution and provide the city with jobs and a stronger
economic base.

venice city attracts residents because of its channing downtown and
historical areas. i regret that i do not live in a tine venice neighborhood
because of housing costs in those areas, but ido not want to see my very
modest neighborhood further degraded by an enlarged airport.

ivote for B-1!.

naomi e. voit
920 cockrill street
venice, fl, 34285-3504
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Lisa Mastrop.ie.r.i _

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Chris Jenkins [chrisjenkins@rcn.com]
Tuesday, December 08,20093:41 PM
council@ci.venice.fl.us
Imastropieri@dyconsultants.com; Istelze@ci.venice.fl.us
Venice Airport Workshop Dec 10th 2009

Dee 8th 2009

Mayor and Council,

We are Venice City residents concerned with preserving the character of the community we
cherish.

We commend you for your commitment to protect our neighborhoods and recreational
facilities from disruption by our local airport.

We acknowledge the airport as an asset as well as having an enormous impact on the
adjacent community. The goals of our current Master Plan Update (MPU) are to eliminate as
many of the safety deviations as possible while not expanding the impact on the adjacent
community. With out a doubt, we seek the highest quality and safest airport possible within
the physical limits imposed by the geography and the human use of adjacent lands.

For the first time, thanks to the efforts of our consultant DY, we have irrefutable operations
count data that supports the classification of our airport as a 8-11facility. In addition, you, our
elected representatives, have near unanimous citizen/voter support for classifying our airport
as a 8-11facility.

Please continue to represent us on this critical issue and finalize the MPU with a 8-11
classification for our airport.

We also ask that this request be made a part of the official documentation of public comment
to be included in the records for the current MPU.

Thank you.

Mary and Chris Jenkins
116 Rio Terra, Venice
FI84285
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m~~3 ---3 \
Mayor-Council, fiO:jZ s 0 :!~C! ) ~. .

Under your Council Agenda for 12/8/09, Dr Woodley and Director Watts were requesting ...--ieAV'~
authority to design fence work at the Airport (see attached). U'
As the procurement process may have been tlawed on these two agenda items, staff has advised
that they will be a€cepulled from your agendaa€O.

Being a licensed engineer, Dr Woodley should have known that the professional approach to
hiring airport design services is done through a a€requalification based selection processa€O, not a
ambid basisa€O as was used.

Please note that the fence project promoted by Dr Woodley and Director Watts is to expand
(definition: get bigger, make bigger, enlarge, increase, swell, inflate, spread out) the airfield area to
enclose a C-II RSA for the 31 end of the runway. Such an expansion of the physical airfield is not
appropriate at this time.

DYa£fMs most recent layout for 13-31 (presented at the 11/24/09 workshop) shows a RSA ISO-feet
wide by 300-feet long which does not require any expansion of the physical airfield and therf!..(oreno
need for a change in the existine fence line.

PLEASE ADVISE DR WOODLEY AND DIRECTOR WATTS TO HOW THIS PROJECT. AND
ANY OTHER PROJECT THAT WILL EXPAND THE PHYSICAL AIREIEW UMITS. UNTIL
WE HA VE AN APPROVED ALP WHICH WILL CLEAR UP THE. INCONSISTENCIES WITH
OUR CURRENT ALP.
-
Also,

PLEASE ADVISE DR WOODLEY AND DIRECTOR WA TTS NOT TO USE THEIR ii€ceSHORT
FORM LEGAL ENGINEERING AGREEMENTii€D BASED ON THE ADVISE OF BOB
~NiJERS()N.

Thank you.

http://www.ci.venice.fl.us/gw/webaccJos6pk7Qk5hI2pr 1Dq6/GW APIHREFl?action=Attac... 1217/2009



Lisa Mastropieri

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mike/Peg Tomanio [mtomanio@comcast.net]
Tuesday, December 08,20092:54 PM
council@ci.venicefLus; Imastropieri@dyconsultants.com; Lori Stelzer
Airport Designation

Mayor and Council,

Early this year the council made the very wise decision to procure the technology that would finally identify the true activity
at the Venice airport. The accurate and verifiable results you now have lead to only one logical conclusion. VNC is a 8-2
airport and should be identified as such on the Airport Layout Plan. To do otherwise would contradict the very information
documented by the equipment that cost the city a lot of money.

There is also no logical reason to designate 4-22 as a C-2 runway. Neither its length nor runway protection zones could
meet C-2 standards and would require variances by the FAA. The 10-20 million price tag, due primarily to the disruption
and reconfiguration at the golf course, is absurd and a waste of taxpayers money. We would still have C-2 aircraft using
runway 13-31 when the wind directions demand it so what is gained? Runway 4-22 should be re-built as a 8-2 runway so
that it can be used as the noise abatement runway whenever the winds permit it.

We have the information needed to wrap Lip this long running battle over the airport so you can devote your valuable time
to other important issues facing the city. We know that is your desire so let's make it happen.

Thank You!

Mike and Peg Tomanio
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Lisa Mastropieri

From:
Sent:
To;
Subject:

Lynn Grimes [Iynngoffice@comcast.net]
Tuesday, December 08,2009 1:12 PM
counci/@cLvenicefLus; Imastropieri@dyconsultantscom; Istelze@ci.venice.fLus
Venice Airport

Mayor and Council,

I am a Venice City resident very concerned with preserving the character of the charming
community I love.

I commend you for your commitment to protect our neighborhoods and recreational facilities
from disruption by our local airport.

I acknowledge the airport as an asset as well as having an enormous impact on the adjacent
community. The goals of our current Master Plan Update (MPU) are to eliminate as many of
the safety deviations as possible while not expanding the impact on the adjacent community.
With out a doubt, we seek the highest quality and safest airport possible within the physical
limits imposed by the geography and the human use of adjacent lands.

For the first time, thanks to the efforts of our consultant DY, we have irrefutable operations
count data that supports the classification of our airport as a B-II facility. In addition, you, our
elected representatives, have near unanimous citizen/voter support for classifying our airport
as a 8-11facility.

Please continue to represent us on this critical issue and finalize the MPU with a B-II
classification for our airport.

I also ask that this request be a part of the official documentation of public comment to be
included in the records for the current MPU.

Thank you,
Lynn Grimes
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Lisa Mastropieri

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Bill Newnam [willnew@verizon.net]
Tuesday, December 08,200912:35 PM
council@ci.venice.fl.us, Imastropieri@dyconsultants.com; Lori Stelzer
Airport

Mayor and Council,

We are Venice City residents concerned with preserving the character of the community we
cherish.

We commend you for your commitment to protect our neighborhoods and recreational
facilities from disruption by our local airport.

We acknowledge the airport as an asset as well as having an enormous impact on the
adjacent community. The goals of our current Master Plan Update (MPU) are to eliminate as
many of the safety deviations as possible while not expanding the impact on the adjacent
community. With out a doubt, we seek the highest quality and safest airport possible within
the physical limits imposed by the geography and the human use of adjacent lands.

For the first time, thanks to the efforts of our consultant DY, we have irrefutable operations
count data that supports the classification of our airport as a B-II facility. In addition, you, our
elected representatives, have near unanimous citizen/voter support for classifying our airport
as a B-II facility.

Please continue to represent us on this critical issue and finalize the MPU with a B-II
classification for our airport.

We also ask that this request be a part of the official documentation of public comment to be
included in the records for the current MPU.

Thank you.

Bill & Carol Newnam
906 Golden Beach Blvd.

1
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AGENDA 
SPECIAL MEETING  

VENICE MUNICIPAL AIRPORT 
VENICE CITY COUNCIL 

COUNCIL CHAMBERS – 401 West Venice Avenue 
 

December 10, 2009 – 1:30 P.M. 
 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
ROLL CALL 
 
I. WELCOME AND INTRODUCTIONS 
 
II. MASTER PLAN UPDATE 

• Summary of Comments: November 12 and 24, 2009 Workshops 
• Continuation of Aircraft Counting Program 
• Preliminary Conclusions/Projections from Counting Program 
• Suggested Strategy 

 
III. AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION 
 
IV. COUNCIL DISCUSSION 
 
V. ADJOURNMENT 
 
 

*   *   *   *   *   *   *   * 
 

If you are disabled and need assistance, please contact the City Clerk’s office 
 at least 24 hours prior to the meeting 

NOTE:  
 
The agenda materials can be viewed at www.venicegov.com. Adobe Acrobat Reader will be needed to 
open the file. 
 
No stenographic record by a certified court reporter is made of this meeting. Accordingly, any person who 
may seek to appeal any decision involving the matters noticed herein will be responsible for making a 
verbatim record of the testimony and evidence at this meeting upon which any appeal is based. 
 
CITY OF VENICE CODE OF ORDINANCES Section 2-53(3): Audience Participation 
 
The Council will hear comments, concerns or questions from any citizen present at the meeting on 
matters not on the Agenda, it being understood that any single presentation must be limited to five 
minutes. Citizen’s comments will be permitted on Agenda items at the time the item is under 
consideration by Council if a speaker card has been submitted to the City Clerk prior to Council’s 
consideration of the items. 



 

 
 
 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
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Bringing the The November 12thg g
pieces together… The November 12th

Public Meeting and 
Welcome & Introductions

November 24th

Council workshop

Welcome & Introductions

November 12  & 24 Council workshop 
provided an 

t it t

Workshops – Summary of  
Comments

opportunity to 
discuss which 

Aircraft Counting Program 
Continued

alternative(s) should 
move forward for FAA

Preliminary Conclusions/ 
Counting Program Projections move forward for FAA 

review. Suggested Strategy
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Aircraft Operations Sensors
Eight Months 2009 - Draft Data Count   

March - October 2009
Bringing the
pieces together… March October 2009

Operations

March 
2009

April 
2009

May 
2009

June 
2009

July 
2009

August 
2009

September
2009

October
2009

8-Month 
Total

A-I 2,584 1,282 1,930 1,468 1,634 1,014 1,358 1,974 13,244

A-II 6 2 6 6 4 2 6 6 38

B-I 350 140 226 182 174 112 62 86 1,332

B-II 136 118 76 84 52 40 42 32 580

C-I 26 24 26 8 6 8 8 8 114

C-II 12 18 6 2 6 6 0 6 56

D-I 6 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 10

D-II 0 0 2 0 0 2 2 4 10

H 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 6

Aircraft in Question 6 4 4 0 0 0 0 4 18

Total Departures x 2 3,128 1,590 2,276 1,750 1,878 1,186 1,478 2,122 15,408

Touch and Go’s recorded 1,685 *831 1,477 1,792 1,391 1,463 1,335 1,876 11,850

Total Operations 4 813 2 421 3 753 3 542 3 269 2 649 2 813 3 998 27 258

*System Error – no operations collected 4/3-4/17

Slide 3

Total Operations 4,813 2,421 3,753 3,542 3,269 2,649 2,813 3,998 27,258
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Venice Counting Sensors
Eight Months (Mar-Oct) 2009

Preliminary Data
Bringing the
pieces together… y

0.36% 0.06% 0.06%

0.25%
8.66%

3.77% 0.74%
0.04%

AI OPERATIONSAI OPERATIONS
AII OPERATIONS
BI OPERATIONS
BII OPERATIONSBII OPERATIONS
CI OPERATIONS
CII OPERATIONS

86.05% DI OPERATIONS
DII OPERATIONS
H OPERATIONS
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Bringing the
pieces together…

Touch and Go Activity

•FAA Order JO 7210.3V chg 2, Facility Operations and Administrat
i di i l h d i d i (l diindicates single touch and go is counted as two operations (landing
and departure)

•Vector data counted a T&G as one operation only

V h d d b f h d i i•Vector has compared database of touch and go activity
to database of departures to eliminate any duplications

• Total operations in data must account for two operations 
per touch and go

•Does NOT affect number of C+ operations

Slide 5



Aircraft Operations Sensors
Draft Data Count   

March - October 2009 including total T&Gs
Bringing the
pieces together… March - October 2009 including total T&Gs

Operations

March 
2009

April 
2009

May 
2009

June 
2009

July 
2009

August 
2009

September
2009

October
2009

8-Month 
Total

A-I 2,584 1,282 1,930 1,468 1,634 1,014 1,358 1,974 13,244

A-II 6 2 6 6 4 2 6 6 38

B-I 350 140 226 182 174 112 62 86 1,332

B-II 136 118 76 84 52 40 42 32 580

C-I 26 24 26 8 6 8 8 8 114

C-II 12 18 6 2 6 6 0 6 56

D-I 6 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 10

D-II 0 0 2 0 0 2 2 4 10

H 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 6

Aircraft in Question 6 4 4 0 0 0 0 4 18

Total Departures x 2 3,128 1,590 2,276 1,750 1,878 1,186 1,478 2,122 15,408

Touch and Go’s recorded 1,685 *831 1,477 1,792 1,391 1,463 1,335 1,876 11,850

Touch and Gos x 2 3,370 1,662 2,954 3,584 2,782 2,962 2,670 3,752 23,700

Total Operations 6 498 3 252 5 230 5 334 4 660 4 112 4 148 5 874 39 108

*System Error – no operations collected 4/3-4/17

Slide 6

Total Operations 6,498 3,252 5,230 5,334 4,660 4,112 4,148 5,874 39,108
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Bringing the
pieces together…

Projections and j
Methodologies
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Operations Projections
Estimating the Past using Fuel Sales

Bringing the
pieces together…

Operations may be Estimated by Examining Fuel Sales 

• Correlated Fuel Sales to Operations (gals/op) : 8 
months (AvGas & Jet A)

• Used Ratio & Past Fuel Sales to Estimate Past 
Operations

• Estimated C+ operations for 2008
Based on Total Fuel sales - 378
Based on Jet Fuel sales – 438

• Estimated C+ operations for 2007
Based on Total Fuel sales - 339
Based on Jet Fuel sales - 414
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Bringing the
pieces together…

Forecast Categories

Registered Aircraft (good correlation using 
historic information)

Based Aircraft
Based Aircraft Fleet Mix

Aircraft Operations
Operational Fleet MixOperational Fleet Mix

Slide 9



Bringing the
pieces together…

Registered Aircraft

Registered Aircraft: 
•A registered aircraft is defined as being either fixed or rotary 
wing operated in non-airline service with a currentwing, operated in non-airline service with a current 
registration in Sarasota County.

Venice Forecast Uses 6 Projections:
•Static and Dynamic Market Share

•2 Socioeconomic Projections:
Population, Employment
2 T d A l i P j ti•2 Trend Analysis Projections
Least Squares and Double Exponential Smoothing

Slide 10



Bringing the
pieces together…

Registered Aircraft Forecast

2009 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 R Squared2009 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 R Squared
Population (High) 521 545 607 670 736 803 0.874
Employment 521 536 577 618 659 699 0.875

Market Share (Low)
   Constant 521 526 552 577 607 634
   Dynamic 521 524 554 583 616 647

Trend Analysis (Middle)
   Linear Trend 521 534 585 636 687 738 0.895
   Exp Smoothing 521 533 583 634 685 736

Preferred Forecast
   High/Low Average 521 535 580 624 672 719
M lti A 521 533 577 620 665 710   Multi‐Average 521 533 577 620 665 710

   Selected Forecast 521 533 577 620 665 710
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Bringing the
pieces together…

Based Aircraft & Operations 
MethodologyMethodology

Based Aircraft Assumed to Grow at the Same Rate as 
Registered Aircraft
Static Share of Forecast of Registered AircraftStatic Share of Forecast of Registered Aircraft
Fleet Mix Estimates Used Index of National Growth %s in Each 
Category

Aircraft Operations Forecasts Were Tied to Based Aircraft 
Growth Through Operations-Per-Based-Aircraft (OPBA) Ratio
Static OPBA Ratio Used for Forecast Period

Slide 12



Bringing the
pieces together… Based Aircraft Forecast

Medium Range

Year
Registered

Aircraft Based Aircraft Market Share

2009 521 212 40.7%

2010 533 217 40.7%2010 533 217 40.7%

2015 577 235 40.7%

2020 620 252 40 7%2020 620 252 40.7%

2025 665 271 40.7%

2030 710 289 40.7%
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Bringing the
pieces together… Based Aircraft Fleet Mix Forecast

Year Single Multi Jet Helicopter Other Total
2010 183 29 3 2 0 2172010 183 29 3 2 0 217
2015 198 31 4 2 0 235
2020 213 33 4 2 0 2522020 213 33 4 2 0 252
2025 227 36 5 3 0 271
2030 242 38 6 3 0 289
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Bringing the
pieces together… Aircraft Operations Forecast

Medium Range

Year Based Aircraft Jets (c+) Operations C+ operations

Medium Range

( ) p p
2009 212 3 58,662 285
2010 217 3 60,046 285
2015 235 4 65 026 3802015 235 4 65,026 380
2020 252 4 69,730 380
2025 271 5 74,988 475,
2030 289 6 79,968 570
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Venice Airport Standards as B vs. C DesignationBringing the
pieces together…

B
Runway 4 Runway 22 Runway 13 Runway 31

Runway Width exceeds exceeds exceeds exceeds
RSA meets meets meets meetsRSA meets meets meets meets
ROFA meets meets meets meets
RPZ meets meets meets meets

CC
Runway 4 Runway 22 Runway 13 Runway 31

Runway Width exceeds exceeds exceeds exceeds
RSA * meets meets meets
ROFA * meets meets *
RPZ * meets * meetsRPZ * meets * meets
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Preliminary Conclusions/Projections 
Counting Program

Bringing the
pieces together… g g

Conclusion -

Data Exists to Support B DesignationData Exists to Support B Designation.

St tStrategy -
Meet & Provide Data 
L tt f th Cit t FAA R t E ti Ai t BLetter from the City to FAA: Request Entire Airport = B
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Present the Following to FAA for B Designation Bringing the
pieces together…

Intent of Material – Request B Designationq g

Present Past, Present  and Future Activity
– Camera Count Indicates Old Forecasts Over Estimated 
– C+ Count:  2009 Projected – 300 ops

N T F t O d t t C Th h ld 500– Near-Term Future Ops do not meet C Threshold – 500 ops

Areas not Meeting C : CostsAreas not Meeting C : Costs
Benefits of B :  Cost, Neighbors, & Golf Course

Pledge to Maintain Federal Investment  
– Keep Current Runway Dimensions w/ FAA Support up to B
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A
Approximately $250k
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B
Approximately $400k
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Workshop Proceedings 
 
Clerk-Airport Master Plan Update, January 28, 2010. 
 
Martin-Let me just pull up this presentation, and we will be on business.  Good Afternoon ladies and 
gentlemen.  This is a special meeting of the City Council, and we will be having a presentation by our 
consultants, then we’ll go to audience participation, and then we’ll have council discussion.  We just 
clarified; I thought the audience participation was last.  It’s not.  It will be after the presentation, and 
then the council will be able to have, what I think, will be a very interesting dialogue on options facing 
us and so forth. So, don’t despair you’ll have a chance to speak shortly.   
 
Lang-Mr. Mayor? I’d like to lodge an objection to the printed agenda that I found on the Dias at my 
seat, which I think was placed for each of us for today’s meeting.  The public notice, the online agenda 
that we and the public were provided does not include a specific recommended motion, that I find in 
this printed version in front of me today.  I thought we were here to discuss, and review, various options 
based on prior meetings and responses that we’ve had.  This is a specific motion for one very specific 
action here, in regards to the Airport.  I’m sorry but I really feel that it is tainting our good faith 
deliberation and discussion, and I also feel that it’s irregular to have it on the printed version and not 
online, why wasn’t it on the public version that is online, and that was emailed? 
 
Martin-I think we probably need to call the meeting to order, since we all have enough memory to recall 
what you’ve said, we wont ask you to say it again.  But we can take that after the roll call and before 
the presentation, we can get the council’s view.  Would you call the roll, clerk, Please? 
 
Clerk-Mr. Bennettt, Mr. Carlesimo, Ms. Lang, Mr. McKeon, Mr. Moore, Mr. Zavodnyik, Mayor Martin. 
 
Martin-Let’s just review for a moment what Ms. Lang just said, and I want to ask Mr. Turner, yes? 
 
Clerk-I can address that. This is just a suggested motion that was given to us.  So this is similar to your 
Council instructions.  It’s not a new agenda, this is what you normally get at your meeting, and the 
consultants had given us this language.  You can disregard it completely; it’s just suggested items they 
were going to be proceeding with today. 
 
Martin-Because this is a special meeting actions can be taken, or they don’t have to be.  It’s kind of a 
hybrid between a regular meeting and a Workshop.  In Workshops we usually don’t take actions, but in 
a Special Meeting we can.  As far as the Chair is concerned I would welcome motions, or not motions.  
In other words, if the Council said “Let’s not have any motions,” then we wouldn’t have any motions.  If 
there are alternative motions, but my understanding is, and I have not seen the language before, but I 
knew the Staff was working on, at least, a recommendation.  And I think that’s probably what this is, 
and as we’ve done before, we can either accept or reject the recommendation, or come up with an 
alternative, or none.  So does that seem satisfactory? 
 
Lang-No.  I really feel that this type of method is just really not the type of way that we should be 
proceeding in terms of transparency, and letting the public know if the Staff has a recommendation, 
then the Staff should have made that recommendation in the Agenda Packet, and defended that 
recommendation to us, as opposed to just have it show up as a motion on the printed version, and it’s 
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nowhere in the presentation.  So, again I am lodging an objection.  I feel that it’s prejudicial, the way 
this has been done, and I really hope that things like this to not happen in the future.  It’s been done.  
It’s here. 
 
Mr. Turner-Ms. Lang, I certainly note your objection, and again as the City Clerk said, it was an attempt 
to be consistent with what I believe has past practices with this Council, is to have kind of a sheet.  We 
are here to facilitate your deliberations, and help you to make decisions, and it was an attempt to be 
consistent with the processes I thought the Council had already in place, in practice.  Certainly, you can 
do whatever you want to with these. 
 
Martin-My understanding of it, when I saw it, was in the meetings DY has been having, and certainly 
the one I had with DY on this individually; I asked them if they were going to have a recommendation, 
and they said that they were thinking about working on it.  I assumed this is what your recommendation 
is, so it will be addressed, I expect, in your remarks? 
 

-I just want to point out that I just called up the Public Agenda for our previous council meeting, 
and it is identical in the sense that what is on the Agenda on the city server doesn’t have the 
recommended motions which the City prepares for us. This is consistent with the way the City always 
prepares this for us. I’m looking at it right here. 
 
Martin-My feeling about this, with respect to Ms. Lang, with wanting to be sure that other motions are in 
order, where this motion can be put down, that it is language that was specific enough, so that if we 
tried, as we sometimes do, dictate a motion off the top of our heads, this provides this as we usually 
have motions written out to make sure that we get them.  I personally did not see it as anything undue, 
but I respect your comment, and I think we’ll probably all take it under advisement, but I think it was 
unanticipated response.  Frankly, I didn’t think it was a bad thing to do.  It could have been that we had 
two or three such things.  I know you have alternatives and you’re going to talk about all the 
alternatives, but I expect you are probably trying to respond to Mr. Turner and myself, but I think the 
Council is ready to hear what it is that you think we ought to do.  I think we need to tell you what we 
want you to do, so we are going to have to, we can’t make you do what it is what we want to do, if 
that’s not your recommendation. 
 
Mastropieri-I think there are just so many components to what we thought should be done, and we 
wanted to provide it as one, two, three, four, because you might say “Let’s take one and two, but not 
three,” you know, pieces of it. 
 
Martin-Let’s go forward. Yes, Mr. Bennett? 
 
Bennett-I should add in my own ignorance until today I did not have any awareness of the difference 
between a Special Meeting and a Workshop.  There was some discussion on the Public Server about 
that.  It seems to me it would be helpful to all of us if Council gave us a short one-two-three, on that, so 
that our successors would have something on the difference between a Workshop and a Special 
Meeting, and a regular Council Meeting. 
 
Martin-Actually I am going to have Clerk answer that officially, but I think we can vote at Workshops if 
we wanted to, but maybe not.  In that format its not, but in a Special Meeting conceivably the Council 
can take action if it wants, is that right? 
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Clerk-That’s correct, and we advertise, I should advertise.  We post it as a Special Meeting so that if 
Council desires to take action at that meeting they can.  Workshops are not intended to take action.  
You do consensus, you can give some direction, but Bob and I have had the conversation that if you 
give too much direction in a Workshop you are basically taking action.  So I think the decision was 
made to have this as a Special Meeting so that if Council wanted to take action you had that 
opportunity.  If you don’t want to you don’t need to. 
 
Martin-In a sense it is like what we did at the end of the last meeting, when we set aside time for a 
Shade meeting, which we don’t have to have if the time is no longer relevant or felt to be useful by the 
Council. Did you want to say something? 
 
 -Only a code reference.  Basically, the code provides for three different types of meetings.  
There are the regular meetings of the Venice City Council which run the second and fourth Tuesday of 
each month.  There are Special Meetings which can be called pursuant to section 2-74, and there are 
also Emergency Meetings which can be called pursuant to 2-74-7B, and then we also fashioned 
Workshops.  Since Workshops are not enumerated in the code, we have always taken the position that 
Council action can not be taken at a Workshop.  It is for the purpose of working with Staff or 
Consultants on certain topics.  It is then noticed to the Public, the Public can attend.  It is up to Mayor 
and Council whether you are going to take audience participation at a Workshop.  But really what you 
have here is a Special Meeting, once it’s called forward in compliance with  2-74, is just the same as a 
regular Venice City Council Meeting, and Council can take formal Council action.  And again if you do it 
in the Emergency Meetings you again can take Council action. 
 
Lang-Mr. Mayor?  I just want to clarify that what I was objecting to is that in, not the format itself that is 
placed on the Dias that is similar to our other printed agendas with the format for motions.  What I am 
objecting to, is unlike our Council Agenda, our regular Council Agenda, we have Council action and 
there is nothing proposed here under “Council Action”, because basically it leads the Public to believe 
that we have a consultant that is going to be reviewing history and leading us in a discussion of 
alternatives.  It says right on here “Discussion of alternatives” and then “Next steps”.  Under Council 
action there is nothing.  It is blank.  Unlike our Council Agenda, when we have for something for 
“Council Action” you have an indication of what it is that Council is going to be voting on.  In this case 
Council action, in the Public version is blank, but there is a very specific, when we get here, there is a 
very specific motions being recommended.  Again, I think it’s inappropriate.  It’s not really showing 
transparency and allowing the Public to understand what it is that Staff is recommending specifically, 
that we vote on.  Not that it has to be overly specific either.  Again, the public version, under “Council 
Action” it was blank. 
 
Martin-At the risk of going on, why don’t we call on Mr. Carlesimo? 
 
Carlesimo- Thank you.  Clerk can correct me if I’m wrong, but I believe there is one other distinction 
between a regular Meeting and a Special Meeting.  At a Special Meeting, according to the rules of 
order, you may only discuss business and transact whatever that meeting was called for, very narrow.  
You cannot discuss or act on any other issue, am I correct? 
 
Clerk-Correct, which this was on the Airport Master Plan today. 
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 -Are you reading, Clerk, just to see if Ms. Lang is on the same page that you are one, where it 
said “Council Action” the implication was that having heard the update, having heard the participation, 
and having the discussion that Council would act, and this is one specific recommendation under that 
action.  Other Council actions could be, as I said, other motions are deferred and so forth.  So the 
“Council Action” suggests there will be Council action, but just not specifically what it would be. 
 
Clerk-There could be council action, yes, on this item.  And at the time that we drafted the Agenda we 
didn’t have the direction from the Consultant as to what you are seeing here today. 
 
Martin-I am pleased to take some responsibility for this, not for drafting this particular recommendation, 
I didn’t.  But I have felt very much that a logical outcome of this meeting would be for the Council to 
give the Staff some additional direction following the rejection of the FAA of our thing.  Are we going to 
pursue course A, are we going to pursue course B, the City and what it wants to do.  I think it is 
important that we do have Council action today. I respect Ms. Lang’s point that that Council action may 
be quite different than what is on that piece of paper.  I think it’s time for us to be sure that we can 
move forward.  We’ve hoped to do this early in the year, so whatever we decide to do, I think we ought 
to do it.  If I understand what might happen is that whatever the Council decides today, you might re-
contact FAA with regard to the Council’s desires in this matter, and have another meeting.  Do you 
have that scheduled already? 
 
Mastropieri-No 
 

-And then come back to use with an ‘agreed’, ‘disagreed’, or whatever, a modification position 
which we will discuss and adopt or reject.  Let’s try and move ahead, okay?  Very good.  Ms. 
Mastropieri and Mr. DeGraaff are with us today.   
 
Mastropieri-Can you folks hear me?  I’m trying to place this in the right spot.  Just for review for those 
of you who were here at the last meeting in December, we were directed to go visit the FAA with the 
alternative that showed the Airport maintaining all B standards.  What we did was we me with the FAA 
with that alternative.  We presented them a letter at the same time that had back up materials that we 
thought would justify them saying “Okay, you folks can move forward with that B alternative on the 
Airport Layout Plan and here’s the Airport Master Plan for you.”  As a result of that meeting FAA took 
the information in, the City was present at that meeting.  They took the information in, they had a lot of 
questions, and they said “Okay, we’ll review this.  We’ll take your letter; we’ll take your backup 
information and see what we think.”  Basically, the letter came back and I believe you were able to 
download off the internet-that letter.  What they said in the letter is basically that they would not agree 
to downgrade the Airport from a C standard to a B standard or the primary runway.  The Primary 
Runway at Venice is 13-31, which is the one runway where we have the homes in the RPZ.  We 
believed at the time, that because of the aircraft counts that we were doing out at the Airport, we found 
that there were not 500 yearly operations of the C jet aircraft, and in the FAA planning manuals 
basically it says “If an airport has 500 C operation then it becomes a C airport”.  Well, what they 
indicated was “Yes that is true if you are planning up, if you are going from a B to a C.  But if you are 
downgrading an airport we don’t look at that.  What we look at is if you have any C aircraft operating at 
your airport.  It doesn’t really even matter if the C aircraft is based at your airport.  Your counts tell us 
that you have C aircraft operating in and out of this airport, so it’s a C airport.”  That was their answer to 
us.  They also indicated that there are grant assurances on 13-31 because the City took money to 
rehabilitate that runway.  There grant assurances are indicating that runway will remain a C until 20 
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years from when the grant was taken.  They also suggested that we needed to continue to do the 
counts for the Master Plan, and obtain a full 12-months worth of data.  That’s fine, the City bought the 
cameras and the system, the 12 months end at the end of February, so we’ll have all that information, 
and we’ll put it into the Master Plan.  They said as far as the Runway Protection Zone, the area where 
the homes are located off the end, the north end of 13-31, that it meets C runway standards, which 
they are saying 13-31 is a C.  The homes have pre-existed, that they are there, and they consider them 
to be okay within the Runway Protection Zone, and that acquisition on their part, they are not saying 
that the City has to buy those homes.  They’re giving the City the leeway to say “It’s okay, you can 
have homes in the RPZ”, according to their standards.  We’ll get to more of this as we go on, I’m just 
trying to tell you what they told us.  As far as modifications to standards go, they indicated that there 
would be no modification to standards allowed for any Runway Safety Area.  We could ask modification 
to standards to the Runway Object Free Areas at the Airport.  Now remember that the Runway Safety 
Area, the Airport meets Runway Safety Areas for the most part, with the exception of runway 04-22 at 
the Golf Course end.  So, basically once we got that letter, we said “Okay, we need to go back to the 
drawing board a little bit.  Let’s think about this, and focus again what are the critical issues to the City.”  
Remember when we first started with this, what you folks were concerned about are the two elements; 
the homes that are in the Runway Protection Zone on the north end of 13-31, and the Golf Course at 
the end of 04-22.  Those were the two critical issues, and then of course the Runway Object Free Area, 
the green area you see along side of 13-31 that impacts the Golf Course holes.  Those are the areas 
we were trying to focus on to help you modify, that weren’t really addressed in the last Master Plan.  
Let’s say they were addressed, but there was not another step further taken.  There was also, when we 
get through this, we would like to be able to ask the airport for modifications on Taxiway C because it 
does not meet the separation criteria, and if they require that we meet separation criteria then that 
would impact the Golf Course holes some more.  We are trying to eliminate, as much as we can, 
impact to the Golf Course, and try to get the homes out of the Runway Protection Zone.  Those are still 
our goals today. Critical issues to the FAA, now, what they are saying is “Okay you guys can go back to 
your drawing board and come back to us with some more alternatives, but you need to consider the 
following…”  Any alternative provides what they call ‘equal or better safety and utility of the runway’, 
and utility, you will hear us say that over and over, what that means is that the aircraft can operate the 
same way they operate today, as far as runway length and safety standards.  They want you to meet 
the design standards as much as possible for runway length and width.  The type of approach to the 
runways, the South end of Runway 13-31 has a non-precision instrument approach to it, so we have to 
be able to provide that on Runway 04-22 if possible, if we were going to do something there.  And the 
approach minimums need to be similar as well, and of course the safety area, there will be no changes 
to the Runway Safety Area, on any modifications.  DY has tried to look at this, and how can we resolve 
these issues in a way that satisfies you folks and satisfies the FAA.  My recollection is, on the outset of 
this study, when we were given a contract, the City Council desired that we come out of this process 
with an FAA approved Airport Layout Plan, so we’re still striving for that as well as satisfy what’s 
happening outside of the airport.  So what we did was we wanted to take another look at the 
alternatives that we’ve looked at before, as well as perhaps some new things, and provide the best 
solution on both sides as a compromise.  Unless City Council directs us otherwise, we’ve been trying to 
work toward a compromise that satisfies both.  I think that, I cannot promise anything at this point, but I 
think that if we return to the FAA with some of the items that we are going to present to you today, that 
they might work with us still on resolving that RPZ issue and some of the Golf Course issue.  That’s 
outside the original alternative that we presented to them that they rejected.  If you remember, for those 
of you who have been following this, we said we were going to go to the FAA with the B Alternative, 
with the whole Airport as a B, and see what happens.  Our next step was to go to the FAA with what we 
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had called at the time the Hybrid Alternative, and that was, if you remember, it was where we show 13-
31 as a B Runway, because that got the Runway Protection Zone onto the Airport, and allow 04-22 to 
become the primary Runway at the Airport, and that would be your noise abatement runway, for the 
most part, all the time.  Aircraft could still land on 13-31 with the instrument approach.  It doesn’t restrict 
them being a B on 13-31.  But FAA in their wisdom, in their letter, indicated that we would not be able 
to downgrade the primary runway 13-31.  So, I’m not saying that we still can’t go back to them with this 
alternative, because we can.  But the chances are that they are going to say “We just said we are not 
going to allow you to downgrade 13-31.”  So we still have this alternative, but what we’d like to do is 
move forward with a compromise, based on what FAA has indicated in their letter, is to move forward 
with a compromise.  That alternative is basically we’re calling it ‘Modified Airport Alternative’ at this 
point, and I think I’m going to let Bill discuss this in detail-the requirements of this alternative, but try to 
keep in mind the goals of what we’re trying to work towards; getting an RPZ off of the homes, bringing 
it onto the Airport, and also keeping utility here at the Airport for the people using it, the aircraft coming 
in and out of the Airport still need to have adequate utility to use the Airport.  Try and keep that in mind 
as we go through today, and Bill why don’t you discuss the Alternative? 
 
DeGraaff-I just wanted to reiterate the four points that are most important; the homes that are in the 
RPZ, the second one is the Runway 4 Safety Area, that’s the one that now overlies the driving range, 
there is the ROFA standard on the sides of the runways as well as on the approach to 4, although the 
FAA has already said they would consider modifications to standard for it, so I don’t consider that to be 
insurmountable, and Taxiway Charlie is a little bit too close.  Again I think they would entertain a 
modification to standard.  So really the two most important ones are the homes in the RPZ and the 
Driving Range in the Runway Safety Area for Runway 4, and the constraint that we have, is that in their 
letter they said they would not allow us to take both runways down to a B, and they would not allow 13-
31 to go down to a B also.  So within those constraints we looked at what could be done and one of 
them would be to take the 13 end of the runway and move it on the airport, and thereby drag the 
Runway Protection Zone out of the homes.  That’s one alternative, and use declared distances.  The 
bad part about that is that it would shorten the runway length and the FAA would not consider it in a 
great light, and a way to make that more palatable to the FAA is to add pavement on the other end.  
And we looked at how much pavement you could add on the other end and it was about 515 feet.  You 
wouldn’t be able to use it for all operations, but it would increase what Lisa talked about the ‘utility’.  
This is one of the conditions that the FAA is very concerned with, which is the ‘safety’ and the ‘utility’ of 
the runway, by adding the pavement you would increase the utility of the pavement.  Not exactly equal 
to what it is now, but close to it. 
 
 -So declared distance would be how far from the end of the runway, 700 feet? 
 
DeGraaff- We would move the threshold.  You’d have to move the threshold 756 feet in to bring the 
Runway Protection Zone out of the homes. 
 
 -And you would add on the other end? 
 
DeGraaff- 515 feet. 
 
 -Is that possible? 
 
DeGraaff- Yes 
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 -So it would reduce, in a sense, that particular runway by 200 feet? 
 
DeGraaff- That’s correct, that’s overall.  What happens is, right now you have 13-31 that has a 
beginning point and an end point and all four operations use the same beginning and end point-landing 
and take-off in one direction, landing and take-off in the other direction.  Right now they all use the 
same beginning and end point.  When you use declared distances, they do not us the same beginning 
and end point.  You can shift them, depending upon which operation that you take.  For instance, the 
greatest example is, if you are taking off on the runway you do not need anything behind you.  You do 
not need any Runway Safety Area behind you.  So in that case we could shift the point where they 
take-off I can shift it back as far as I want.  Depending upon which operation you are taking I have to 
shift it certain distances.  Overall, yes, if you looked at if from an overall picture, you would be reducing 
by 756 feet on one end and increasing it 515 feet on the other end, although each operation would be 
slightly different. 
 
Lang-I have a question.  It’s not necessary to add 500 feet to the other end.  We could have declared 
distances without adding that.  The Plan that was stamped conditionally approved in 1999/2000 shows 
the runway 13 North West end as a B, both for future and existing, exiting and FUTURE.  So there is 
no downgrade happening whatsoever in regards to the runway 13 end to keep it exactly the way it is 
both for existing and future. 
 
 -And when the FAA looks at that document, Council woman Lang, when you look at the chart it 
says that both runways were C’s.  All the other depictions were correct, that one depiction was 
incorrect. 
 
Lang-I think the chart is incorrect.  I think the drawing is correct.  It’s very clear, it says “existing and 
future” and it was drawn, you see the other ends are larger, and they have a B and a future C.  The 
error here was labeling it a CII, and I think the people that are speaking on this are far more 
knowledgeable than I am, but there is absolutely no downgrade happening whatsoever to keep this the 
way it currently is both for existing and future. 
 
Bennett-What is a ball park estimate on the cost 515 feet of runway? 
 
 -About $3 million. 
 
Bennett-For 500 feet of pavement? I can build a highway for less than that.  500 feet for $3 million. 
 
DeGraaff- But again 95% of that, if the FAA agrees to this alternative, then 95% of that would be 
funded by the FAA.  You’d have to build a parallel taxiway to get out to it also.  And again it is 150 feet 
wide, its lighting etc.   
 
Martin-Make note of the questions you have. Lets let them finish the thing and then let have our 
questions, except for clarification, I’m just saying for example asking how long it is a clarification, 
arguing the merits, and I think they are meritorious, but I think that is a different state of the discussion 
and one that we were planning to have after we heard from you and after we heard from the Public. 
 



 

                         8 
 

DeGraaff- And on the approach to 31 there is an OMNI-directional approach lighting system, it currently 
does not meet standards.  They have what they call its similar to a modification of standards, because 
it’s not put in exactly.  If the pavement was extended we’d have to do that also because it would go 
over the waterway, but there is a distinct possibility, right now it does not meet standards, but there is a 
possibility it could be put back in not meeting standards.  On 04-22 they’re looking for a 1,000 foot 
safety area would require the relocation of the Driving Range to do that, then we could meet the ROFA 
standards with modifications to standards. 
 
 -On Runway 04-22 you mentioned relocating the Driving Range and I agree that obviously 
needs to be done because it’s in the Runway Safety Area, and it needs to be moved.  But if it’s a C 
runway, the Runway Protection Zone on 04-22 overlaps both the Cart House and the Clubhouse, so 
what about that? 
 
DeGraaff- That I don’t believe would be an issue, because it basically goes out over undeveloped 
areas.  There is not a congregation of people.  The Cart House is definitely not a congregation of 
people.  The Clubhouse, if I’m not mistaken it catches a corner of it, and I think they’d be willing to 
entertain a modification of standards to allow it to remain there. 
 
 -It cuts it right in half.  I am looking at your drawings here, and it pretty much obliterated the 
Clubhouse and the Cart House, it seems to me.  Are they saying they would let that stay? 
 
DeGraaff- If you look at the standards for a Runway Protection Zone there are actually two portions of 
it.  One is called the ‘central zone’ which they are a little bit more particular about, and there are the 
sides which they are a little less particular about, and this is way one the side.  As a matter of fact the 
edge cuts through the building, so we believe they would entertain a modification of standards.  As a 
matter of fact they’ve told us that that’s not an area of particular concern for them.  The Runway Safety 
Area is big. 
 
 -I have no problem with the Runway Safety Area, but you’ve talked about modifications to 
standards to extend possible.  The Object Free Area is taking; it looks like, a 100 feet into the Golf 
Course all the way down the runway.  Do you really think they’re going to modify standards to pull the 
Runway Object Free all the way back to where it is basically now with maybe some minor  little 
configurations in order to allow the Golf Course remain in that condition? 
 
DeGraaff- It’s a great question. We’ve discussed this with them.  They would like to get Full Runway 
Object Free Area.  They said “How far can you push that fence and not affect the Golf Course?  And 
even not push the fence, we’d be willing to entertain a modification of standards at its current position.”  
If you look at the hierarchy of their concerns, the Runway Safety Area is way up there, and below that 
is the Runway Object Free Area.  They will not accept modifications of standards of Runway Safety 
Areas, they will accept modifications of standards for Runway Object Free Areas.  And even below that 
is the Runway Protection Zone, which your saying is a recommendation, you don’t even have to do 
anything if you don’t want to, so they are willing to issue modifications of standards for Runway Object 
Free Area. 
 
 -Well, the problem I have had for two and a half years, since June of 2007, when MEA Hanson 
originally proposed this is not only do we have 24 homes in the Runway Protection Zone in Gulf 
Shores, but they are saying they are going to modify the standards of the Runway Protection Zone 
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which is going to take basically half the Clubhouse and Cart House and all the people in that area too.  
I think I have the same problem with that as I had with the homes in the Runway Protection Zone. 
 
Lang-The FAA loves to say that they are going to agree to modifications of standards, the fact of the 
matter is, at such time, if we were to go for a grant to rehab 04-22 they could turn right around and 
decide that in order to give us that grant, they are not going to allow the modifications.  They are going 
to want major changes there, which just happens to work out into the hidden agenda with redeveloping 
the Golf Course into a whole resort, so there is a lot more to this than… 
 
DeGraaff- They do try, when they are offering a grant, to bring it up to standards.  And they will not give 
you the grant if you do not have the Runway Safety Area.  Again, that is the most important one, and 
they will hold it up. I’ll agree with you. 
 
Lang-Even in regards to the RPZ, they could say now that they’re going to agree to the modification, 
but when it comes time to get that grant… 
 
Martin-Let’s come back to this.  I think your arguments are definitely ones that we need to hear today, 
and we anticipate, and they have to be part of our equation.  I would just say that I think what we’re 
talking about here is coming up with something that we would agree to submit to them.  If in the 
conversations they don’t agree to do it, then we don’t go forward, and we do whatever we want to do, 
whatever that is. 
 
Bennett-I would like some understanding of FAA’s perspective on, I’m going to call them generally 
‘safety zones’, whether they are object fee or runway protection or whatever.  If next week or next year 
a pilot who is looking at his computer and playing video games or something goes off the runway at 
LaGuardia and takes out an apartment building, I’m shrinking distances, but thank you, this is what 
happens, and the FAA is given a lot of heat by the public and the press about how the runway was too 
short, and the zones weren’t right, and the highway was in the wrong place, and you name it, and they 
change their standards again.  What do we do limited by houses, and the Gulf of Mexico, and the 
inland waterway, and publicly preserved land.  We have no more room, what do we do, sit and allow 
gliders only?  What happens? 
 
DeGraaff- We’ve had that happen in the past where standards change and they get larger, and what 
the FAA does is grandfather those airports as they are now.  So LaGuardia does not meet Runway 
Safety Areas, but they are grandfathered.  They allow them to continue to operate and they try with 
different techniques such as arresting systems at the end of the runways, declared distances, etc. to try 
to achieve it, but basically they grandfathered that. 
 
Bennett-So then why can’t they grandfather this 2000 Plan? 
 
DeGraaff- I would have to go back in history to see the sequence of when these standards were put in 
place and what the conditions were in Venice at that time to really answer that question. 
 
Bennett-Obviously these standards here were in effect and met on the 2000 Plan. 
 
Martin-You’re doing the same thing I asked Ms. Lang not to do, which is to argue the case at this point 
in the process.  I think those are good points, as I do Ms. Lang’s points, they’re ones we need to all 
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stand up on this Dias before we make a decision, so please come back, but let’s let them finish their 
presentation. 
 
Mastropieri-One other thing, just so you know, we are talking about standards, and I just want to be 
upfront, recently, and I just learned this last week when I was around some aviation professionals, is 
that in the future the FAA is going to start imposing the Runway Object Free Area, the ROFA, in a 
similar fashion as they are the Runway Safety Area.  So it is incumbent, really, at this point, on the City 
to try and get a plan approved as soon as possible with these modifications to standards to the ROFA 
onto their Airport Layout Plan, because these standards do change, and they do get more restrictive as 
the years go on.  I want to be upfront about that now because it is changing and they’re going to start 
that more with the air carrier airports, probably first, then it trickles down to the smaller airports.  But it is 
coming, and the sooner we can get an Airport Layout Plan approved and modification to standards 
accepted, because you are land constrained that is the reason the FAA is looking to provide 
modifications to standards.  They know you’ve go constraints here.  It’s not possible to go any further 
outside the Airport property line for development, and they know that.  I know you don’t think so, but 
they really have been very cooperative in listening, although at times they may say things to me that I 
don’t like to hear, but they do continue to listen and try to work with us.  Bill, why don’t you finish up 
describing the components of some of the alternatives that we are going to move forward with?   
 
DeGraaff-The only one that I didn’t cover was, and I believe maybe I did, was the Driving Range on 04-
22.  This is a big issue for the FAA because it’s a Runway Safety Area.  It would require the Driving 
Range to be relocated, and we get modification of standards for all of the other ones; the Runway 
Object Free Area, and the RPZ on that end.  One of the things that we looked at was a way to solve 
this was to relocate this threshold to pull the entire threshold for runway 13,756 feet onto the airport, 
and then add 515 feet on the other end.  But you can see from the table there what happens, you see it 
says TORA, TODA, ASDA, LDA.  TORA is take-off run available, that’s really the first and last one are 
really the important ones; take-off run available and the landing distance available. Currently, there are 
5,000 feet for all of your operations, and they get reduced, some of them, to 4,244, 4,700.  So it’s a 
reduction in the utility of the Airport, so we looked at another alternative, instead of relocating the 
threshold we displace the threshold to use the declared distances.  And what that does is that it 
separates every operation on that runway, and I say where it’s going to start and where it’s going to 
end.  In other words, somebody is taking off on 13 they can use the beginning of the runway as it is 
right now, because they don’t need anything behind them when they take off. 
 
Martin-May I ask you just to clarify to the audience, when you say 13 you mean they are heading 
South?   
 
DeGraaff- They are heading Southeast.  They are taking off on Runway 13. 
Martin- From Gulf Shores?  They would use the whole runway before they take off? 
 
DeGraaff- That’s right.  There is no RPZ behind them; there is no Runway Safety Area behind them 
etc.  They don’t need anything.  Somebody who’s landing though, when you’re landing there is an RPZ 
and there is a Runway Safety Area.  Don’t worry about the safety area, we meet that quite well.  The 
RPZ though, we’d have to pull that in 756 feet so they wouldn’t be able to land right at the beginning of 
the runway.  They would have to land at least 756 feet from the beginning of that pavement.  If you are 
landing from the other direction, we extended the pavement 515 feet.  We currently have about 1,000 
feet there now, which meets the Runway Safety Area requirements.  If you are landing on 31 you only 
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need 600 feet.  I need 600 feet when I’m landing, I need the Runway Safety Area and I need 1,000 feet 
on the other end.  When you add that up you actually end up with 5,400 feet.  That’s the only 
dimension that gets grater than the 5,000 existing.  
 
Martin-That’s only when you are landing from the Southeast? 
 
DeGraaff- If you are landing from the Southeast only on 31, that’s correct.  All the other of the, again 
there are four operations, only one of them increases to 5,400 the others are less than 5,000.  This is, 
as far as the FAA is concerned, is better, because it’s  better utility of the runway than the previous 
example I talked about where we just relocate the threshold.  This would be more palatable to the FAA 
and it solves, it continues to solve that Runway Protection Zone problem, of the homes in there.  So 
that’s the best alternative that we think that could be done on 13-31 to solve the RPZ problem.  We 
solve the RPZ problem and we would maximize the utility of that runway, so the FAA would be more 
likely to approve it.  And again on the approach to 4 you’d have to relocate the Driving Range to 
achieve the Runway Safety Area, everything else we think we could get a modification to standards for.  
 
Lang-Doesn’t that effectively make the runway about 5,500 feet in terms of somebody taking off going 
towards the Northwest. 
 
DeGraaff- Of the four operations you increase one and you decrease three. 
 
Lang-And that’s the one that’s coming over a whole lot of homes on the island, and we already have a 
problem with the planes turning before they get out over the Gulf.  This problem has been going on, 
and there’s been little done about it.  There is even a new sign about doing the little side step-they 
don’t.  They turn to the North way before the Gulf, now they’re going to be turning with 5,500 and 
starting even further back.  They are going to be turning sooner, which means those aircraft are going 
to be coming over more homes, and directly over the homes as they have them, as we know is a real 
noise problem. 
 
DeGraaff- They will be slightly higher also. 
 
Lang-Well, slightly. 
 
Mastropieri-Also keep in mind that what we want to do is to improve 04-22 so that you can maintain 
that as your noise abatement runway.  If the FAA, or you folks kept it at a lower category the chances 
are your jets that are using the airport won’t use 04-22 as much, I mean they would prefer to use a full 
strength and rehabilitated runway.  So if we can improve 04-22 so that the jets can also use that 
Runway, the chances are if it’s published that that is your noise abatement runway, and I believe it is 
now. It’s not in such great shape right now either.  So the jets, if it’s published we would encourage 
them, the City should encourage all of your operators to use 04-22 when possible, and as much as 
possible, versus using 13-31.   
 
DeGraaff- And actually it makes 04-22 slightly more attractive. 
 
Lang-Can you explain to me how? 
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DeGraaff- Because three of the distances that are available to the pilots are reduced, and 04-22 is not.  
And they are identical lengths, so it actually makes it slightly more attractive to pilots to use 04-22, than 
13-31 in this scenario. 
 
Lang-But 04-22 has the bridge displacement.  We’ve had that displacement there, and we didn’t add 
anything on the other end, and it was even a discussion at some point back about putting in a road to 
facilitate some access to the airport, which would have further increased that displacement down to 
4,200 and MEA stood right in this room and said that there wouldn’t be any problem with that, and that 
all the aircraft that are coming in here now could live with the 4,200, the jets that come in and out could 
live with the 4,200.  So if we could live with the 4,200 on 04-22 then we could live with the 4,200 on 13-
31, and not have to spend $3 million, or create a 5,500 primary runway which that is going to be in the 
notice, and that’s the runway they are going to use.  They are not using the noise abatement; they only 
somewhat use the noise abatement now, only when the wind is out of the Southwest.   
 
Mastropieri-This is why we’ve actually shown you this alternative two, with relocating the threshold, 
because it is another alternative. It reduces the runway length of 13-31, just as you indicated.  We 
would still have to add that pavement on the end, but the runway’s not available for use at the North 
end for take-offs or for landing.  It’s Chevroned, so they are not allowed to land on that runway with 756 
feet.   So, that is also another alternative we could bring to the FAA, but what Bill has said is that we’ve 
reduced the utility of that runway length.  We are looking at, based on our data collection, we’ve got 
such great data collection, we’ve identified what the C aircraft are that operate in and out of this airport, 
that the FAA says we have to accommodate.  And we are looking at the runway length that is required 
for those aircraft; specific.  The runway length analysis that we did according to the advisory circular 
5325B, I believe is the name of it.  What it does is a general overview of C aircraft all over the country, 
the different types.  You right now, have specific C aircraft that are coming in and out using this airport, 
and we have those documented.  So we are looking at those specific aircraft.  They would not be able 
to operate on that runway length at a full load.  They would have to take weight penalties, and whether 
or not that’s acceptable to the FAA, that’s what we need to find out.  They could operate some of them 
at 60% at what is called their useful load.  So that is another component that comes into this 
alternative, and that’s what we have to provide to the FAA, is the aircraft types, what the restrictions 
would be on their weight to use that length of runway. 
 
Martin-Can I ask to clarify, we have two concepts, one is relocating the threshold and the other is 
declared distance.  I’m not sure that I personally have differentiated those except the other day you told 
me it would actually change the runway markings, so do you mind repeating for us and for the 
audience, what those two differences are? 
 
DeGraaff- As I said, on most runways, and 13-31 currently exists this way, they have one beginning 
point and one end point and all of the operations use, it’s the difference between those points, and in 
this case it is 5,000 feet.  Every one of your four operations the length is 4,000 feet.  If I displace the 
threshold, in effect, that’s the beginning of using declared distances.  And what you are doing is 
changing one of those operations.  You are changing landing with the displaced threshold.  Everything 
else stays the same; you are just telling the pilot “You cannot land at the beginning of the pavement.  
You have to land on the displaced threshold.”  And that’s what you have a 04-22 currently.  You 
basically have the beginning of declared distances. 
 
Martin-That would be marked on the runway? 
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DeGraaff- That’s correct, it’s marked.  If you take declared distances even further, instead of just 
affecting one of them through displaced threshold you actually now can define the beginning and end 
points for each one of the four operations.  So if we used declared distances on 13-31, if you took a 
photograph of the Airport, and you had declared distances, you could not tell where the end of the 
runway is for a particular operation. You’d have to go to the book; the Airport Facility Directory, and 
look it up.  You would start at the beginning of the pavement if you are taking off.  Where the runway 
would end, you wouldn’t be able to tell.  You would only be able to tell by looking at the Book. It would 
tell you what the take-off distance available to you is. When you have a regular runway, it’s marked 
regularly, then you can get to a displaced threshold.  You will see that marking, after that you will not 
see the markings-where they end. 
 
Martin-Now this relocating the threshold is less something than reducing? 
 
DeGraaff- If you look at the four lengths, if you relocate the thresholds it’s more severe.  You are 
restricting the lengths even more than if you just displaced the threshold, and used declared distances. 
 
Martin-That’s the concept that I think we’re going to have to understand. 
 
DeGraaff- So if you relocated it, you are reducing the utility.   
 
 -Bill?  We have a displacement on 04-22 do we not? 
 
DeGraaff- Yes 
 
 -I believe on your chart 12, which is up on my computer screen, I think you can see that if you 
can blow it up, if you want to visually show it? 
 
DeGraaff- Here is the end of the runway, can everyone see this?  Here is the beginning of the runway, 
and here is your threshold, and there is a displacement of 294 feet, and you can see that the Runway 
Protection Zone associated with the approach is 200 feet away from the displaced threshold, and the 
departure RPZ is 200 feet from the end of the pavement.  That’s why you have overlapping RPZ’s.  
One is an approach RPZ, and one is a departure RPZ.  So if you get over to Runway 4, when I talk 
about that we would displace the threshold, because we would pull the approach RPZ at 756 feet. 
 
 -You mean 13-31. 
 
DeGraaff- On 13-31, at 756 feet the approach RPZ would come on the Airport.  I would also have to 
shorten the runway for somebody operating in the other direction.  It would end for them right at that 
displaced threshold, so that the departure RPZ also gets pulled onto the Airport.  But somebody taking 
off on 13 can still use 
 
 
 -To go the other way, to go to the Southeast? 
 
DeGraaff- Yes, departing to the Southeast.  He doesn’t need anything behind him; he can go all the 
way back. It depends on which of these operations you’re considering.  Some of these standards are 
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there, some of them are not, and some have changed.  For instance, if you are departing on runway, 
there is no Runway Safety Area behind you.  If you are arriving on that runway, the Runway Safety 
Area is 600 feet.  If you are departing from the other direction you need 1,000 feet on that end.  So it 
depends on which on of the operations that you have, how much that you need. 
 
Lang-But when they did the displacement because of the bridge for 04-22, which you are showing here 
makes that about 4,700 feet, they didn’t add 300 at the end down there by the Driving Range. 
 
DeGraaff- No. 
 
Lang-No they did not.  So there is no need to add 500 to the other end of 13-31 
 
DeGraaff- There was a distinct safety reason that they displaced that-because of the bridge. In the FAA 
mind, there is not a distinct safety reason to displace 13.   
 
Lang-Homes in the RPZ, that’s not considered a good reason? 
 
Martin-Do you have other options for us or other things? 
 
Mastropieri- I would just like to say one of the reasons this displacing, and relocating, is very confusing, 
even to us.  And the reason that we’re showing both is the FAA will ask us to see both.  So I don’t want 
to provide anything to FAA that you folks haven’t seen.  They will, they’ll want to see both, and how it 
works.  They do not like declared distances, but in this case declared distances help maintain the utility 
of the runway.  And they are very concerned about that utility and safety.  So relocated the threshold is 
more restrictive and that’s why we want to show both.  We want to try to reach a compromise to get 
that RPZ onto the Airport.   
 
Martin-Mr. Zavodnyik has a question. 
 
Zavodnyik-Bill, in real life in aeronautical practice, pilots coming in on 13 and he sees the markings 
down there, most of the time is the pilot, he wants to land his plane safely, that’s the primary thing.  Is 
he really going to follow the signs there, in terms of this displaced threshold?  I’m not a pilot so I don’t 
know. 
 
DeGraaff- Yes, well it moves the markings.  If you can see on this overhead here, here’s the way that it 
is.  Here is the threshold right here, you see this marking here?  This is what he aims for, and that’s 
1,000 feet away.  That’s what he is aiming for when he brings his aircraft in.  What happens when you 
displace this threshold, his aiming point moves forward also.  So the markings all move forward for 
somebody landing.  I don’t know if that answers your question? 
 
Zavodnyik - As I understand it as he/she comes in they see the markings on the runway, and they are 
focusing on that.  It is not getting the plane down as early as possible on the runway. 
 
DeGraaff- I think there PAPI is a on that runway so there are lights that he is watching that he has to 
come at it at a certain angle.  There is a light shining up at him, if he is too low it’s red, if he’s too high 
it’s white.  He wants to get it pink, if he follows the pink line, he is exactly on course to land exactly at 
that point.  The PAPI is located adjacent to that marking.  
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Zavodnyik-So what I am getting at here is that the practice coincides with the theory? 
 
DeGraaff- Yes.   
 
Bennett-If I can get away from the markings just a minute for my own understanding?  If I am landing 
my plane on 31, which means I am coming from the Southeast, is that correct? 
 
DeGraaff- That’s correct 
 
Zavodnyik-And if I land at the beginning at the pavement, if I am good enough to be able to do that, 
that runway as it exists now, is long enough if I know how to land my plane to allow me not to go into 
houses?  If I land my plane at a marking point on the runway, I am doing the same thing-going in the 
same direction, the marking point that is now on the runway presently, is that one way long enough if I 
know what I am doing, to keep me from going into homes? 
 
DeGraaff- Yes 
 
 -In order to land without going into homes, forget the FAA for a minute, as a practical matter 
the runway is adequate as it is? 
 
DeGraaff- That’s correct. 
 
Lang-And so is 04-22, with the displacement it’s adequate.  We’ve been told it was adequate if the 
displacement is 4,200. 
 
Mastropieri- I might just add, too, I understand exactly what you are saying.  On 04-22 at the time the 
reason they didn’t ask the City to add additional pavement, was because they were not considering 04-
22 as the primary runway.  They considered 13-31 as the primary runway.  So that way the’re, I’m sure, 
or at least in my thinking, that’s probably why they didn’t have you add additional pavement. 
 
 -Also there was the existing Golf Course, and they probably made an exception at that point.  
And as Ms. Lang said, they have times when they make exceptions and times when they don’t.  I think 
we understand that.  However, that may be the reality. 
 
Mastropieri-Lets just move on quickly, then we’ll get back to the discussion and hear from you folks on 
the data.  We have data now all the way through December accounted for, and we reached a grand 
total, this is 10 months of close to 50,000 operations.  We have that data available, and you can get it 
from the City if you want it electronically, and in excel format.  You are welcome to take it and go 
through it.  We will be continuing the counts.  The City owns the equipment now, so we’ll continue it on 
until whenever you would like us to stop, as far as accumulating these counts.  But as far as the Master 
Plan, the written portion of the document, we do want to get a full 12 months of data.  I do want to note 
that in December, Camera-4 went down.  There was a mechanical problem on it.  I was not aware of it 
until Vector let us know, and let the Airport know that the camera went down.  It was down from the 23rd 
of December until the 31st, so your counts in December for departures, you can see are a little bit lower 
than they were in November, and that’s the reason for that.  I do want to point out again, as the pie 
chart here shows, the majority of your operations are the little guys-the A aircraft.  That is what’s 
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happening; the majorities are the smaller aircraft-87%.  I’m going to hand the next task over to Bill.  We 
did receive an additional little task to look at within the Master Plan, which was the weight-bearing 
capacity of runway 04-22.  We heard everybody talking about how the runway needs to be repaired so 
that everybody can use it.  We did do a task with a company called Roy D. McQueen.  They had done 
a full pavement analysis on the runway a few years ago.  We had them go back to their data to do an 
analysis to find out exactly what that weight-bearing capacity is in terms.  Bill can explain that a little bit 
better. 
 
DeGraaff- You can see on #2, that’s what’s published on the FAA documents-the Airport Facility 
Directory, what the weight-bearing capacity of runway 04-22 is.  At 15,000lbs for a single wheel, and a 
dual wheel is 24,000lbs.  There are no tandem wheels.  Your pavement is weak enough that they won’t 
even put one in there.  When Roy McQueen did it, they did non-destructive testing as well as 
destructive testing, and their numbers correlate fairly well with the numbers that were put in the Airport 
Facility Directory.  So I have pretty good confidence that these numbers are correct for 04-22, and they 
are rather low.  This just reiterates the fact that 04-22 is in very poor condition and needs to be 
rehabilitated. 
 
Lang-Most of the aircraft, and the jets coming in and out of here, they are less than 30,000lbs aren’t 
they. 
 
Mastropieri-There are a few D aircraft that are heavier than that. 
 
DeGraaff- You are correct, Councilwoman Lang, as she said almost 90% of your aircraft are very, very 
light aircraft, maybe 12,500lbs. 
 
Lang-But even most of the jets are less than 30,000lbs dual wing? 
 
Mastropieri-Most of them are, but there are a few that are coming in, but I would say the majority of 
them are 25,000lbs. 
 
Martin-I’ve been noticing, because of the wind conditions, a number of the jets are taking off into the 
Northeast, and they look like smaller jets to me, I’m not an expert.  I’m interested, they are still using 
the runways right, maybe not everybody, but there is jet traffic going up that runway. 
 
Carlesimo- Are these numbers for the whole runway? 
 
DeGraaff- Yes, so you have to get statistics to get to it, so there may be some numbers that are greater 
than others, but they use a statistical method to arrive at a number that I believe is one standard 
deviation away from what the average might be.  That’s typical of the statistics that they are using. 
 
Carlesimo-I drove the runway when I was taken on a tour, and it seemed like the first half was in better 
condition than the second half.  So these weight-bearing figures don’t necessarily address, or do they, 
the condition of the surface itself? 
 
DeGraaff- Sometimes when you visually look at a runway, if you go out there you’ll see visually, the big 
problem is the sun; its oxidation of the pavement/asphalt. You’ll notice that it is very gray.  There are 
many stones that are coming loose from the oxidation of the pavement, and there are some cracks.  
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They are not very severe though.  What happens is that when you look below the surface, there is a 
lime rock base that they use which is very, very susceptible to water.  It loses its strength when it gets 
wet.  Just by looking at the runway you can make certain observations, but you really need to look 
underneath the pavement.  They will actually, what we call exercise the pavement; they’ll put weights 
on the pavement.  Actually they’ll vibrate it to see what its strength really is underneath the pavement.  
And they do this for many, many points along the runway, and then they have to use the statistical 
analysis.  They are not going to use the average because then 50% of it would be worse and 50% 
above.  They actually use a number that is one standard deviation away from the average to get to 
these numbers here. 
 
Bennett-If I look at both runways, the way they are cracks and all, leaks whatever, and I eliminate the 
things that are not supposed to be there-that is I get rid of the weeds, I get rid of the cracks.  If there is 
a hole I fill the hole.  I make the surfaces smooth but not slippery.  I do not change the sub base, I do 
not change the base, I do not change the surface. I just fix everything so that it is as perfect as we can 
make it for landing and takeoff.  If I do that do I change any of these zones? 
 
DeGraaff- The answer is no.  Because most of the strength is derived by what’s underneath the 
pavement itself.  You could fix the top of the pavement, and fill in the cracks etc, but most of the 
strength is derived from what’s underneath it.  This pavement surprisingly is only about three inches 
thick.  It is very, very small pavement.  The thing that is really driving the strength is the material that is 
beneath that asphalt-that lime rock base, which over time loses its strength to moisture.  It’s a Coral 
lime stone basically.  It dissolves in the water and loses its strength.  So what happens is that we have 
aircraft that use it that are more than these weights that are shown here, they begin to shorten the life 
of the pavement drastically.  The more weight, more operations, it will drastically reduce the life of the 
pavement over time. 
 
Martin-I think that in the interest of people who are interested in the safety of the runway, and that 
obviously is of great concern to the City, and it was why we asked you to do an additional test to the 
tests we had already.  What it shows is that we have a margin there of safety in our current 
announcement to people, which is a couple of thousand pounds less which it probably tested to be able 
to take.  That to me is a good thing. It means we are erring on the side of saying to people “Lighter 
planes are better for this runway.”  We could stretch it to those new numbers, but it doesn’t seem to be 
a good idea.  It is better to be conservative on that, and say a little bit less weight that it’s measured, 
gives us a margin of the fact, depending on how long it takes to prepare the runways, there is no 
reason to think they wouldn’t deteriorate a little bit anyhow, so I think we are ahead of that curve.  Is 
that the end of your presentation? 
 
Mastropieri-I would just like to finish with what we would like to do once this meeting is over. Basically 
we are going to continue on with collecting the data through the end of February for the Master Plan 
Book and collecting it.  We can compare months that have already been collected.  We want to revise 
the forecast, the draft forecast that we did in November/December with the full 12 months of data.  The 
FAA asked us to do that.  So we have not touched those forecasts that were presented before, 
because we don’t want to redo work, so we are going to wait until we get the full 12 months worth of 
data.  We would like to get some Council direction today with what we move forward with in talking with 
the FAA.  We would like to meet with them to get something that they can live with, and that you folks 
can live with, and move forward and finish this study. If we are able to do that we would like to have 
another Public Workshop in April.  It’ll take us that long to get the end of February data into our system 
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and sorted.  Final FAA comments would then come on the preferred alternative and the final Workshop 
by the end of June.  That would be our outlook for now, and then once we get your approval on the 
ALP, it can go to FAA for their signature, because we will have gotten their approval before the 
drawings go in to them.  We’ve got their approval on the concept. It goes into them after we get your 
Okay.  Now we would just like to hear from you folks, and then from Council. 
 
Carlesimo-You’ve guys couldn’t be sniffin’ brown right?  Which of the alternatives that you presented, 
that satisfies the City’s requirements and the Citizens requirements is the one you recommend that you 
think that the FAA would be amenable to? 
 
Mastropieri-My sense, and Bill’s sense, is displacing the threshold the one with 13 end. 
 
Carlesimo-And that is safe for pilots? 
 
Mastropieri-It is. 
 
Lang-That is adding the 500 feet, just to clarify. 
 
Martin-Ms. Lang, you’ll have time.   
 
Lang-Well you have to say the whole thing. It’s not just displacing.  It’s displacing and adding. 
 
DeGraaff- It is using declared distances on 13-31 to bring the Runway Protection Zone onto the airport, 
it would be adding the 515 ft on the 31 end, and it would also be relocating the Driving Range so that 
you could get the 1,000 ft safety area and the rest of it we would be requesting modification of 
standards for the ROFA etc, and Taxiway Charlie.   
 
 -Let me suggest a procedure that I was going to follow, which I think will give you a chance to 
do this.  After we hear from the Public I want to then go back and go over it line by line, and at that time 
Council members can argue, discuss back and forth, “well I like this too, but what about that?”  I think 
that is going to be an extensive discussion.  I really do.  I know from my own experience that I have 
mixed views on this, and I’m looking forward, not only to today’s presentations, but with discussion with 
my colleagues, but to see where we might have consensus to go from.  But I think we are going to 
have to go through each part of that.  Obviously if Council doesn’t want to do that, if they want to go a 
different direction, we can.  I would feel comfortable going back, for example the kind of question Ms. 
Lang just asked, “Alright, here’s what we’re saying you’ve got thresholds, but you are adding 500ft.”  
Ms. Lang, I know, is against adding that 500ft because she is concerned that it might add to the length 
eventually, and make it more useful for larger planes so forth and so on.  I think we have to speak to 
that.  The answer may or may not satisfy me, it may not satisfy anybody, or it may not satisfy Ms. Lang, 
but basically I think we have to do that sort of step by step and decide.  Probably this is one of those 
Solomon-like decisions, it seems to be, that anything we do is not going to be the last thing that’s done 
on this, is my guess.  First of all we are at the mercy of the FAA. Anyhow that’s the process; everybody 
will get a chance to talk about any single factor of this plan, and to argue for or against it.  I was trying 
to keep the argument for that part so that we could get done and make sure we heard everything you 
had to say and just clarify points.  Now we’ll get into, in a sense, I think we’ll probably be arguing with 
not only with you, but with each other from time to time-hopefully in a civil manner. 
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Zavodnyik-Please stay because I want to introduce a major new element.  It has come to my attention 
that the National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) has directfulness on this, and truthfully, unless I 
am losing it, I don’t recall any discussion in the last couple years, that we’ve talked about any kind of 
environmental assessment (EA).  There are regulations, as I understand it, FAA regulations, NEPA 
requirements and responsibilities for airport actions.  In fact our 2000 Master Plan for the Airport makes 
direct reference to it, but to my knowledge we’ve never had an environmental assessment.  Seeing this 
going on, if we don’t have that, what are we doing? 
 
Mastropieri-I am really glad you brought that up because I meant to make it as part of the alternative.  If 
you were to add 515 ft at the end of that runway, it will trigger an environmental assessment.  So we 
would have to go through a full environmental assessment process to add that 515 ft.  That takes care 
of itself, it doesn’t take care of itself, environmentally it might not pass, but you would be required to do 
that. 
 
 -It seems very late in the game to have a major piece of Federal Legislation introducing this. 
 
Mastropieri-Actually it is part of the process, and what FAA does, if it’s shown on the Airport Layout 
Plan when they approve the ALP it will be stamped ‘conditionally approved’.  So when you go to, when 
you decide you want to implement and place that 515 ft, if you so choose, you would have to then 
comply with the environmental regulations which would include doing an environmental assessment.  
It’s never part of the Master Plan, and environmental assessment.  It’s always the next step, but the 
FAA would approve in concept the 515 ft subject to environmental approval, which is the next step.  It’s 
a completely separate study according to the National Environmental Policy Act.   
 
 -But it seems that this whole question of whether there was a Scribner’s error with the 2000 
Plan in conjunction with this I think really it colors those actions, to me, in a very dubious fashion.  If 
you focus on a Scribner’s error, I would take that to be maybe they got the year wrong, there may have 
been some grammatical errors, but there were substantial things that were different on the Master Plan 
between the BII and the CII.  And then when you get into, and read some of the text, from the 
document of 2000, and I quote here, “Consideration be given however to increasing the pavement 
strength of runway 13-31 to that of 04-22 to allow operations at full capacity should the larger business 
jets regularly use the Airport.  However, it is noted that in the environmental assessment would be 
required to increase the pavement strength of 13-31 greater than its existing strength capabilities.” 
 
Mastropieri-And that’s where I’m confused.  Maybe Bill can answer that. 
 
DeGraaff- Typically what will happen when an environmental is triggered is that you’re doing something 
different.  So when the runway was originally constructed it may have been constructed to handle a 
100,000 lb aircraft.  And over time it’s deteriorated and now the book says 80,000 lbs and then it says 
60,000 lbs, like we’re doing to 04-22.  If you go back and reconstruct that runway so that you go back 
to 100,000 lbs, and you keep it exactly the same size, my interpretation is that an environmental is not 
needed.  If you go above the 100,000 lbs, which was its original design or you increase it geometrically 
length or widthwise then there is an environmental requirement to satisfy NEPA.  So 13-31 was, in fact, 
rehabilitated to exactly the same size that it was, and it was strengthened, but not above what it was 
originally designed for, there was not environmental statement needed.  That’s what I believe is the 
case.  In this case on the 31 end, if you increase the geometry, by increasing it by 515 ft. you would 
trigger an environmental impact. 
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Martin-This is a question I asked two years ago when I went to Washington because I wondered about 
it then.  There had been some discussion, and people had raised the issue about it, and I never fully 
understood the rationale for their decisions, but they simply told me none was needed, that 13-31 was 
approved, that the City had approved, they had approved it, and that it simply legally did not require.  I 
read that, it’s been brought to our attention again. It seems like many things in this debate, to be 
somewhat open to argument, but did you guys talk to the FAA about this, or is this just your 
understanding based on the usual practice? 
 
DeGraaff- It’s based on my experience within the FAA. 
 
Mastropieri-And also when we were there at our meeting in December they did indicate that it was a 
categorical exclusion because of that.  Because they did not increase the weight-bearing capacity 
above what it originally was. 
 
Martin-That is essentially what they told us either in Washington or Orlando.  Some of the folks in the 
audience were there, and they might recall.  I thought that was a big goof up but they felt that they were 
within their rules. Bob Anderson wanted to ask a question or two. 
 
Anderson-Thank you.  I want to get back to the Driving Range relocation.  Have you prepared any cost 
estimate? 
 
Mastropieri-we did.  In fact I have a couple of drawings being able to relocate that Driving Range to the 
area that’s next to Harbor Drive.  There is an open area there, and I believe the cost; we have two 
alternatives that the architect did.  One was I believe $4 million depending on the amenities of it, and 
you can go as low as $250,000. 
 
Anderson-And those are just hard costs?  Have those factored in any condemnation expenses? 
 
Mastropieri-No. 
 
Anderson-So that’s not been factored in? 
 
Mastropieri-No, we only based it on relocating the Driving Range. 
 
Anderson-Are the hard costs of the Driving Range relocation and the condemnation costs, are they 
eligible for FAA funding? 
 
Mastropieri-I don’t know about the condemnation? 
 
Anderson-If I were in your shoes I would petition the FAA for that.  This is all town property so I cannot 
say it would depend on; number one is it eligible and I believe that it would be because you’re 
increasing the safety of the Airport, you also control all of these lands… 
 
 -I take exception to that.  It’s subject to a long-term lease, so we do not have full control.  This 
is not vacant Airport property that we have sole control over.  So we are going to have to deal with a 
tenant and that is going to trigger the possibility of condemnation expenses.   
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Anderson-And I am trying to get, is that on the City’s nickel or is that going to be eligible for FAA 
funding because it is a requirement they are imposing on us to come into compliance with new 
standards? 
 
DeGraaff -I believe it’s the second one that you just mentioned.  You are meeting their standards, and 
in order to do this you have to acquire these costs, and that they would be eligible.  I believe it would 
be. 
 
Mastropieri-And we would clarify that with them 
 
Anderson-The second one I had was if we assume at some point in time the Venice Municipal Airport 
operated in compliance with all FAA standards; the RPZ, RSA, ROFA, all of them, and then at some 
point in time FAA revises those standards and they now bring the Venice Municipal Airport into non-
compliance you talked about grandfathering.  Now is that a blanket grandfathering for every time that 
they change the standards that impacts the City’s ability to comply because it is now off-site.  If so then 
aren’t we really talking about grandfathering us to all of those standards. 
 
DeGraaff- The difference is that they realize that when they make those changes like that they cannot 
expect everybody to make all the changes that they’re asking for.  So they say “We’ll let you operate 
the way that you are, but the minute you touch that runway, the minute we give you money to 
reconstruct that runway, that is when we are going to expect you to meet the standards, unless we give 
you a modification to standards.”  So 13-31 did not meet the ROFA standards, and yet they gave you 
money to redo it.  It’s unusual that they didn’t give you a modification to standards, because they must 
have considered the fact that it didn’t meet standards.  In our discussions with them they have already 
said that they would be amenable to giving a modification to standards to the ROFA associated with 
Golf Course being a little bit too close to the runways. 
 
Anderson-But not to our RSA? 
 
DeGraaff- No, RSA there are no modifications to standards.   
 
Anderson-Do you know of any operator who have ever taken the position that we were in compliance 
at one point in time, you changed to the standards, we are unable to come into compliance because of 
physical constraints.  Therefore if you are going to hold us to those standards, that’s a regulatory 
taking. 
 
DeGraaff- No, but what will happen is the FAA will not give them money to rehabilitate that runway 
again.  That’s the weapon that they use.  
 
Anderson-I also asked the question which is just for information purposes at to whether you  were 
familiar with any instances where the FAA actually claimed back money, for example in a scenario 
where the City decides not to go forward, they want $36 million for 13-31? 
 
DeGraaff- There is only one case that I know of, and that was a case where they were going to extend 
their runway and the FAA began the construction.  The first phase was to clear the land and to put the 
base in, and the FAA gave them a grant for that money.  Then the politicians were changed, the 
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elected officials changed, and the new officials said “We didn’t want this.”  And then they paid them 
their money back for that.  And eventually the politicians changed again, and they put it back in again.  
But that is the only case.  I have never seen the FAA take money back. 
 
Martin-That may come up later as we have this discussion. 
 
Lang-Can I ask a quick question on the strengthening of the runway?  Right now 13-31 is 100,000 lbs 
dual tandem.  Do you know what the original design strength of that runway was when it was built?  
Nobody knows, so we don’t know in fact if it was strengthened.  Some people believe it was 
strengthened. 
 
DeGraaff- We do know that there were large military aircraft here.  There were very large aircraft. 
 
Mastropieri-The only thing that the FAA, I believe, has and that we’ve seen in their offices are the prior 
ALP’s are from way back indicates the pavement strength of them. 
 
 -So there is a history? 
 
Mastropieri-There is a history and it leads… 
 
 -To be greater to this or equal to. 
 
Lang-The War Birds came in, and I understand they came in on 04-22, and they’ve gone out on 04-22, 
and this isn’t the first time.  I don’t know that this runway was designed originally for the 100,000 lbs. 
 
Martin-That’s a question.  Thanks 
 
Carlesimo-This is a laymen’s question, I am not a pilot.  If they rehabilitate 04-22, and I’m a pilot, and I 
get a choice on which one to land on, and wind is not a factor; we have normal winds. If I’m a pilot I 
would pick the new runway.  Is that a safe assumption?  Would traffic shift over to the new runway, and 
you’d have less traffic on 31, is that a safe assumption? 
 
DeGraaff- Many times when I’ve seen pilots making decisions on which runway they are going to use, if 
there is calm wind conditions it’s where they are going after they land.  If their hanger happens to be at 
the end of one runway, they’ll land on that runway because it’s shorter distance for them to taxi.  It’s a 
major consideration for them. 
 
Martin-There is also more instrumentation on 13-31, so that would tend, depending on the 
circumstances.  For example, if they were coming down under control from Tampa, they would be 
dropped off at the end of 13-31, that doesn’t mean they couldn’t go on.  I think the pilots have explained 
that to us before, and perhaps during the discussion they will.  I think it would certainly be a plus.  
We’ve wanted to do it all along, and several of us on the Dias have suggested it before 13-31 was 
paved.  So, the best I think we could do now, from my point of view, is make it as fully useful as 
possible and try to implement the standards and the educational program and so forth to get people to 
use that.  I think right now they have an excuse not to, but I think if we make it less of an excuse, and I 
think that’s really the jest of the gentleman’s point. 
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Bennett-What is, in your outline in the beginning, what grant assurance for runway 13-31 is involved 
here?  What’s the problem? 
 
DeGraaff- When there’s an assurance that said they built this to a certain size and standards they 
expect the sponsor, and mainly the City of Venice, to maintain what they put in for either 20 years or for 
the useful life of the pavement.  That’s what they expect, and that’s why when we first went to the FAA 
we said to them “We will keep everything that we have.”  Because if you didn’t say that to them, and 
they said to you “Okay you can become a B.”  You could make the runway less wide, you can do a lot 
of things, reduce the standards, reduce the safety area etc.  But we knew they were interested in 
maintaining everything and that’s why we said to them “Even if you let us go to a B we will maintain all 
of those standards that are associated with what’s currently available.”  So that’s what they’re trying to 
do with the grant assurances.  They’re saying “If I put this in, I want you to maintain that now for either 
20 years, or the useful life of the pavement.” 
 
Bennett-I had question earlier about repairing what was there and making it nice.  Doesn’t change any 
of the zones, so the grant assurance issue here is just maintenance. 
 
DeGraaff- It’s maintenance for the 20 years.  That’s my understanding. 
 
Mastropieri-And utility. 
 
Martin-That’s going to be one of the concessions if the Council would be to do this, and I am not 
confident the FAA would do that, and I know you don’t either, but you think it has a chance.  There 
would be a concession on their point to displacing the threshold because it would arguably cut a couple 
of hundred feet off which could be taken as affecting negative the usability.  They may feel it’s in their 
tolerance range.  I think that’s what you’re counting on. 
 
Mastropieri-I’m also counting on, or hoping on, the fact that the City will continue to improve 04-22, just 
as you’ve stated.  And I think they will look at that favorably as “You are trying to work with us.” 
 
 -They said “You can go to a B.  You can go to 4,000 ft wide if you want.”  In fact you are going 
to have to convince us to pay more than that, and I think our argument to that is; it’s in the City’s 
interest.  It’s in the Aviation Community’s interests, and it’s in the citizen’s interest to make 04-22 
attractive as possible 
 
Mastropieri-They do want to work with you as far as 04-22 being your noise abatement runway for all 
aircraft. 
 
Martin-That makes sense anyhow.  I am going to call a five minute recess now and then we’ll start with 
the questions.  
 
Martin-Friends, thank you.  I’m very hopeful of trying to move this to a decision point before we have to 
break today.  We’ll see how things go, and if the Council wants to continue the discussion over another 
time I’m sure we can arrange that.  I would just say to you know that we have eight people signed up to 
speak. 
 
Lang-Eleven 
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Martin-Eleven people signed up to speak which, if you can multiply by five, you can tell that’s an hour at 
least, given a little time for people to ask some questions.  So that’s going to take us to 4:30, but the 
reason I’m mentioning that is it’s very important to us to hear from you, and I want you all to feel very 
free to speak.  On the other hand if you find that your remarks are redundant to some that have been 
said.  You may be able to just say “Well, I agree with Chris or I agree with John or whoever, and I think 
it’s very important that you think this way or that way.”  So, let’s see how we can do and then Council 
will move on to do our discussion and we’ll see whether we feel we need more time or not.  I’ll take the 
guidance from the Council on that.  Clerk will you call… 
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Venice Municipal Airport Workshop 

Public Comments   
 
 
Clerk-Jim Marble.  Paul Hallowell if you want to come on down we can maybe speed it up a little bit. 
 
Marble-Good Afternoon.  Considering 13-31 and the change of putting some asphalt on one end of that 
runway you could consider also doing the same thing on 04-22, and that would not affect the Driving 
Range and it might, in fact, enhance what you call your ‘noise abatement runway’.  So what you would 
do up near on the bridge end since the Runway Safety Area right now at the Golf Course end is 400 ft, 
you need another 600 ft. there, taking off over the Gulf.  The take-off runway is a critical distance, and 
you could put asphalt toward the bridge 600 ft, and you’d have the same effect you’re talking about 
doing on 13-31.  So that a plane at the bridge end taking off toward the Gulf would have 5,000 ft of 
runway. 
 
Martin-Reduce this? When you said take-off I thought you meant.  But you actually mean shorten the 
end at the Driving Range and extend it at the bridge end? 
 
Marble-No 
 
Martin-Say it again please? 
 
Marble-You have here, now at the end of the Driving Range 400 ft of safety area.  So what you do to 
get a 1,000 ft here is to add 600 ft of pavement up here by the bridge.  Then the plane takes off here, 
comes down and has the whole 1,000 ft RSA which would satisfy Orlando. 
 
Martin-And you don’t have to move the Driving Range. 
 
Marble-That’s a critical runway.  Coming back in the other way, landing over the Gulf, you only need, 
as they say, 600 ft of RSA, and you have 400 there, so you’d have a displaced threshold here of 200 ft.  
You have one that’s 300 ft on the other end.  And you recognize that airplanes need more runway to 
take-off than they do to land.  It’s just a Citation X, which is a CII airplane, fully loaded, manufacturer 
specs, needs 6,100 ft to take-off at our temperature in July.  And it needs 4,000 ft to land, so that’s a 
significant difference.  You can design these runways that way, in different ways. 
 
Martin-Jim, what would be the affect, as you see it, on the Airport from the suggestion you just made? 
You think it would increase the usability of 04-22? 
 
Marble-I don’t think it would affect air traffic at all. It might improve and have more pilots use the noise 
abatement runway going out over the Gulf. 
 
Martin-And you wouldn’t have to move the Driving Range, if I’m understanding you? 
 
Marble-The Driving Range, if you haven’t been there, you should go there.  There are two holes for to 
start, the 1-10, and the third hole on 19.  There’s a starter shack.  There are people every afternoon 



 

                         26 
 

lined up waiting to go.  There putting to the Driving Range kind of like a playpen activity, and the starter 
can call them over, and they come over and jump in their carts and go to play golf.  If you move their 
Driving Range down the road there’s no direct access to it.  There is no way to get people, you can’t 
call to them.  You’d have to have another worker down there.  It’s a more complicated thing, and I think 
that would have a real impact on the operation of the Golf Course.  Because now when all of these 
people are waiting out there in the afternoon, they have something to do while they’re waiting and it’s 
convenient.  It’s right there, there’s a snack bar and everything else. 
 
Bennett-Would that 600 ft ever be actually used by a pilot.  He’s got to clear the bridge, what’s he 
gonna go? 
 
Bennett-No, 600 ft is only used when you are taking off out to the Gulf.  Otherwise, it isn’t. 
 
Bennett-Okay 
 
Martin-That’s that whole issue that we’re looking at today. 
 
Marble-Same concept as 13-31.  Put a little asphalt on one end to take off sooner. 
 
Martin-I think that’s definitely a point I’d like to ask the Consultants to make note of because it may 
actually provide additional attractiveness to some of our proposals.   
 
Marble-I would ask the FAA to buy the whole pie not half of it. 
 
Martin-Mr. Carlesimo, did you want to ask Jim a question?  
 
Carlesimo-Yes I do 
 
Martin- Jim, would you please answer Mr. Carlesimo’s question? 
 
Carlesimo-Mr. Marble, in regards to your comments about the Golf Course, are you speaking on behalf 
of the Golf Course owners or investors, or are you just telling us what you think. 
 
Marble-No, I play golf out there three or four days a week. 
 
Carlesimo-So this is what you think? 
 
Marble-It’s just an observation. 
 
Martin-Next. 
 
Hallowell- Mr. Mayor, Council.  My name is Paul Hallowell, I am a resident of Venice, and I am 
speaking on behave of VASI.  I’ll be fairly brief and straight-forward.  We urge the Council to focus on 
completing a Master Plan that will lead to a prompt and vigorous to rehabilitate Runway 04-22.  If that 
runway is properly rehabilitated it can become a runway that is preferred, not only by the community-
the people that live around the airport, but also preferred by pilots to use it.  Several years ago we 
encouraged pilots to use 04-22, but as it continued to deteriorate we could no longer encourage them 
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to use it.  They can do it, and many do if they want, but we don’t encourage that.  I think we should 
address the issues the FAA has identified in their recent correspondence in such a manner that we can 
get that runway rehabilitation begun soon.  Mr. Mayor you commented about the letter you had 
received from the FAA with respect to their willingness to rebuild the runway to a lower standard.  I 
believe the FAA is willing to be convinced that we can rebuild that runway so that it is an attractive 
runway for all airport users.  I think they’re willing to be convinced. 
 
Martin-I think that’s DY’s feeling too 
 
Hallowell-The point in time is not distant when 04-22 will be unacceptable to turbo jet aircraft.  More, 
and more, large and small are using 13-31 because 04-22 is increasingly recognized as unsafe.  04-22 
has a poor surface and drainage conditions, and pilots have experienced control, aircraft tire problems, 
as well as damage to struts and landing gear.  Now I have no doubt that someone will tell you the 
runway is just fine, put a little top coat on it and we can move on.  The facts don’t support that.  In fact 
the letter that’s included in the Council’s packet this time from the same runway analysis that DY just 
cited points out clearly how they consider the standard of the base of that runway.  Additionally, DY just 
said they also believe the runway is in poor condition.  
 
Martin-There’s really an argument, Mr. Hallowell, I know you’re familiar with that.  I’m not aware of that 
any of the Council members don’t want to fix 04-22, and don’t want it done soon. 
 
Hallowell-We need to move forward to get that runway fixed as soon as we can so that it does not 
continue to deteriorate. 
 
Martin-It sounded like you were arguing the case, but is sounds like to everyone up here, as far as I 
know, wants that runway to be done; no matter what their feeling is on the general solution.  Thank 
you. 
 
Hallowell-I would like to address two quick questions.  Number one, I think Mr. Zavodnyik asked if pilots 
respect displaced thresholds?  I can assure you they do.  When they’re marked and you know they’re 
there, you don’t know why it’s marked.  It could be a reason such as, which is being discussed here, or 
it could be because the pavement is in poor condition.  Quite frequently they’ll take a long runway and 
put a displaced threshold on it because the pavement is in poor condition.  The pilot doesn’t 
necessarily know that so he pays close attention to that.  And we also pay close attention to preferred 
runways, and that’s particularly to transients.  If they know about it.  If a runway is identified in the 
AWOS announcement, or if they see it in the AFD-if they use the AFD, and it’s a preferred runway they 
will routinely try to use it if the traffic is not on another runway, or if the winds, or other environmental 
conditions that cause them to do otherwise.  Thank you. 
 
Martin-Thank you sir.  Mr Schmeeler? 
 
Schmeeler-Chuck Schmeeler, president of Venice Airport Business Association.  At a recent Council 
Meeting I presented comments with respect to VABA’s position that it is, as Mr. Hallowell said, time to 
move on, so I won’t go over that yet again.  I did have just a couple of little comments on things that 
have come up.  With respect to the issue of standards today, and standards when grants are required, 
or indicated; we’re under the impression the reason we’re doing this ALP is so that we can have a grant 
to rehabilitate Runway 04-22, and perhaps some other issues related to the Airport.  I think this is the 
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time for, if you’ll permit me, to cut that deal with the modification to standards.  None of us can really 
say what the conditions are going to be 20 years from now.  There is a good chance none of us might 
be here 20 years from now; someone else will sit in these seats.  We need to make the best deal that 
we can for the City today.  I couldn’t help but comment on the 13-31 weight rehab.  In Mr. Vernace’s 
letter that he wrote to the City after the December meeting he spoke about a 1969 ALP that they have 
in their possession up there.  I’ve requested a copy of that under Freedom of Information because I 
believe that I have the ’67 rough draft of that, and I want to see what the City signed off on.  I didn’t 
bring it here today because I wasn’t prepared to address this.  My recollection is that that 1969 ALP 
has an indicated weight-bearing capacity of 190,000 lbs for runway 13-31.  Now they have, I think, 28 
days to respond, it’s in their file.  When they send it I’ll be happy to share it with you.  But hopefully that 
will help lay to rest, once and for all, this theory that that runway was strengthened inappropriately.  
With respect to Mr. Anderson’s comments in about condemnation costs, I respectfully submit we are 
missing a party at the table here. To the best of my knowledge the Golf Course owners-not the players, 
not VABA, not VASI, or any other folks-have never engaged in this dialogue and have never been 
invited to engage in this dialogue.  And have in fact never been pressed to engage in this dialogue, and 
that’s an important issue here.  There very well may be no condemnation costs.  You may find some 
folks; they are more civic minded than you think and they want to get this over with.  I appreciate the 
opportunity to speak here today, and just like the last time that Mr. DeGraaff was here, he generally 
comes up with some interesting ideas that need to be ferreted out more.  I must tell you that I really 
think that at least the commercial end users down there; we need to hear more about what they have to 
say.  We need to hear more about what you folks have to say before we can really come here and say 
“We object to this”, or “We don’t object to that.”  I’m not trying to slow the process down, but a point of 
fact from our perspective we sort of have the cart before the horse here.  We have to see which way 
Council is leaning.  His concept, while novel, right away brings six or seven questions to my mind, 
which I think the FAA will be glad to comment on.  And the sooner they can go up, just as I said about 
the call it a BII, but keep it a CII concept that we heard here some time ago, lets get up there, lets hear 
what they have to say about it.  Just right off the bat put 500 ft. of pavement on the Southeast end of 
13-31 and it’s up against the ditch. Somebody comes in there at night, instrument approach, is the FAA 
going to be concerned about them impaling themselves on the edge of the ditch.  I guess in closing, the 
only thing I have to say is until we know more, that is the commercial end users understand more about 
this proposal, and Council’s attitude about it, I think we must respectfully reserve our right to protest, 
and don’t want to do that.  We want to be part of the constructive process to solving it, but at this point 
it’s just too new and we don’t know enough about it.  
 
Martin-Thank you, sir.   
 
Clerk-Bill Nunam, and then Claudia Eaton. 
 
Nunam-Hi, my name is Bill Nunam, a long time resident of your city.  All of this talk is very interesting 
but somewhat confusing about all the different types of runways, and all these lines in the runways.  
You know when I first fly a P47 back in the Civil War, we came in on echelon, and zipped right over, 
and hoped to hell we got on the runway okay.  So it was quite an education.  I will say one thing about 
the runway, only one thing, and that is I remember when I was a little more active in this City in terms of 
protesting what we wanted to get done, and the Airport was always big, and I remember us begging 
them, Fred Ward, and other Council people, I cant recall frankly “Why don’t you do 02-22 first?”  They 
said “Well, we’ve got it lined up there, and the FHA will take their money away if we switch now.”  And 
that was the one designated as the preferred noise one everybody should use, but they went and did 
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the other damn thing.  Now if it was the FHA who had some party to that, this is maybe a bargaining 
“You guys made it, now lets get 2-22 fixed like it should have been a long, long time ago, and that was 
designated the principal runway.”  But I’d like to take a minute of your time, or two, to put this big 
clientele; the houses in the zone, and there’s the Golf Course, but there is this big mass of people out 
there that are really disturbed and worried about where the Airport goes to on this sort of thing.  When I 
bought my place down on Golden Beach Blvd., it was a good size condo there 25 years ago; the City 
was all around us.  So how did this noisy airport get people living next to it?  Well I’ll tell you how.  I 
heard a little plane go over once in awhile, and I went and checked it out.  I don’t want to move on the 
noisy airport, like it’s getting to be.  People said, with no sense of War, “Its just people with their little 
planes flying around.”  I just heard to today it’s only 87%, it’s still that, and our problems are pretty 
minor with them.  We tried to have some sessions once in a while, back in the 1990’s, “Can you be a 
good neighbor and not fly over us so much” as we tried to do.  But now, and I never heard of ‘B’ ‘C’,  
whatever it was it was a B or maybe an A, it was a little plane just bothering people a little bit.  Now it’s 
become a big thing with the jets, and what we’re petrified about is extending the length of runways, for 
example, we don’t want bigger and bigger jets.  I know some of the people here in the past have had 
dreams of delusions of this Airport.  I hope they’ve disappeared completely on this wonderful new 
Council we have now.  I’ve heard them talk about we have scheduled service and all that now, and I’m 
right next to that 31 coming out.  Yeah, get the 02-22 as soon as you can, and let’s not have it 
extended.  I’d like to see it be a B if that’s what it takes to keep it what it’s been.  Let’s have our petty 
little problems.  Maybe at my age I shouldn’t worry about it, but I got a young good-looking wife I’m 
worried about too.  And she’s got a lot more years to hand around here, and I don’t want that place to 
be a, what I call in my email “a monster amidst us”, that horrible mess we’re going to have.  How dare 
the FAA tell the City how it’s got to live with its 20,000 people around here putting up with this 
nonsense.  It shouldn’t be allowed. The City must prevail in some way on this.  I’m trusting Barack up 
there to do all the things he said last night.  I am trusting you guys, and I worked hard to get some of 
you elected by the way, because I admire you all, and think this is a great Council.  Do the best you 
can, but don’t extend runways.  Don’t allow anything bigger than we’re getting now, and get that 02-22 
as soon as we can, and push their arms down. After all if somebody said “we might get a change of 
officials, gee we would have done this.”  How dare they tell us how we should live in our nice little city?  
This relic of the Civil War, I’ll call it, should not threaten us like it does, and that’s what I am here to say.  
I’m not speaking just for me; I know a lot of people are worried about these planes, and specifically 
those jets.  Boy, do they give you a fit. You can live with some of it.  It’s the future we’re worried about, 
keep it kind of down like it is, and we can live with it.  What worries me to death is if that breaks loose, 
and some of the people awhile ago had, in their tension, that’s where we are headed.  And I think 
we’ve headed it off, and thanks to you all.  Do the best you can to save it for us, will you? 
 
Martin-We certainly will.  Thank you, Bill 
 
Eaton-Good Afternoon, I’m Claudia Eaton. I live down there on Shore Rd. by the beach.  I have a 
couple of questions I wanted to ask, or clarify.  You mentioned that we have no choice in lowering the 
rating of the Airport from C down to B.  Is there a cap then on how much increased C plane 
traffic/noise/pollution that we’re going to have here?  Unlike the gentleman a couple before me, I’m not 
interested in just right now.  I am going to be interested in what it’s going to be like when my 
grandchildren have my house. I want the house to still be here.  I worry about the water, and the dead 
fish, and the red tide, and the other things that all this increased pollution if we’re allowed to have these 
C planes.  Is there a cap?  Is there somebody that says “Oh no, we can only get to so much”? 
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Martin-I don’t think there is. I’ll ask the Consultants, but basically the FAA is in the airport business, and 
that’s what they care about.  They want this to be an airport, and they think it’s a C, and we could not 
discriminate against them.  There may be certain things we can do that are legal and legitimate, and 
we can not make it more attractive deliberately and so forth, but we have to allow it to operate under 
the Federal Governments rules.  We’ve been trying to reason with them, but so far we haven’t gotten 
very far. 
 
Eaton-At a certain point, doesn’t also come into effect, as you were saying, the EPA as well as the 
protected land that is south of the Airport with the Nature Preserve.  If it starts affecting things like that, 
it’s just a concern of mine.  As well as you had mentioned in the counts the percentage of B planes, but 
how many actual C planes have landed and taken off in the ten-month period that you have data so 
far? 
 
Martin-C and D is about 300, if I’m not mistaken, combined in ten months. 
 
Eaton-Thank you. 
 
Martin-Thank you for your thoughts. 
 
Clerk-Bob Dennis, and then Alex Clemens, you’re next.   
 
Dennis-Good Afternoon Mayor, Council.  Thanks for letting me speak.  The last two speakers, I don’t 
think I could have said it better than they did.  How dare the FAA tell us how live in our city, our 
wonderful city?  The 500 ft plus addition, I think, is a bad idea.  That is going to put more airplanes over 
my house.  I live in Golden Beach.  I don’t like that idea.  There are a lot of people; I think public opinion 
is to keep the Airport like it is. I think that modification to FAA standards in making the safety zones, 
changing them so that they’re acceptable to FAA yet our houses are still there, I think that’s completely 
unacceptable if it was a C airport.  I don’t see how people can rationalize that in their mind. Safety is 
what it is all about.  To me it’s all about safety.  Let’s face it, I think most of us here in this room, are 
here to protect ourselves and our community, and I think that’s what all of you are interested in doing-in 
saving our community.  I think there are a few people who have vested interest in this program of theirs 
to get the Airport classified as a C. I think this is a few people, not many at all, and I don’t know why 
we’re spending so much time on this if we have to reason with the FAA, and we’re not getting 
anywhere, let’s say the heck with the FAA.  We have money to support the runways, and have it run by 
ourselves.  That may be naïve, but why don’t we try it?  Venice has resources, like I said.  The 
configuration; leave it alone.  Make 02-22 a wonderful runway, and do what has to be done to make the 
rest of the Airport wonderful, but let’s not change our community for the sake of a few people that want 
to make it a C airport.  That’s not what the public wants.  Leave the Airport as it is and walk away from 
the FAA. Those are my thoughts, thanks so much. 
 
Martin-Thanks.  That’s what it means by the way.  That’s the issue, as I wrote not long ago, that 
basically you’re getting down to having to make some decisions-that is the Council is.  If the FAA won’t 
go with what we all think, or most of us thought; 67% thought was a good idea.  We can’t make them 
change their mind, but we can conceivably, and should consider, other alternatives.  We’ve had some 
presented to us today, that are presented on the opinion that they might work out in such a way that the 
FAA would continue to fund our Airport, but it would solve the problems of the Golf Course and Gulf 
Shores.  It would not solve whether we call it a C or a B, but to do what you said would mean that we 
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would have to take on that future, and I think the Council needs to think about that. Can we do it?  
What are the pluses, what are the minuses?  It’s not an easy decision, that’s why I think we’re not 
going to have an easy time making that decision.  I think we expect the runway would cost about $4 
million.  We have about $4 million now.  If we spent every penny we had, then we would have no 
reserve if there was a storm or this, that, and the other thing.  The FAA wouldn’t come in and help us 
rebuild it.  It’s a tough issue, as everyone is saying, but that is definitely one of the alternatives the 
Council will have to decide, whether it wants to go that route. 
 
Dennis-Thank you, Mayor.  I appreciate what you say, and it is a tough issue.  First to say that, but you 
are up against changing our community by doing the other. 
 
Martin-I do understand your point, and that’s why we are where we are today.  So far, however, we are 
not winning that argument, but maybe we still can. 
 
Dennis-Thank you very much. 
 
Clerk-Walter Hake you are up after him. 
 
Clemens-I think the gentleman before me pretty much summarized my position.  I was just saying that 
it’s all money, if we are just looking for funding or are we looking at the quality of our community.  I 
could have gone into more detail but basically he said it, and the Airport Business Association said it 
too.  We are looking for funding, everything else doesn’t make sense.  We lose some money, but we 
gain our souls, basically. 
 
Martin-Who comes after Mr. Hake? 
 
Clerk-Walter Hake, and then Chris Davis. 
 
Martin-Chris, would you come down too please?  Who else? 
 
Clerk-Marshall Happer is following Chris. 
 
Martin-Why don’t you folks come down too, if you will, and sit in that front row? 
 
Hake-Good Afternoon, I am Walter Hake.  Listening to all these ideas, I think Jim Marble’s idea was a 
good idea; extending the East end of runway 22, and save the Golf Course.  I had some visitors here 
from up North yesterday, and I drove down the Beach which everyone does, and look at the parks, it’s 
really nice down there.  But anyway, that parking lot in the Golf Course was full.  There wasn’t one 
space left.  I’m surprised the businesses aren’t here defending that Golf Course to the limit, because 
that’s a real attraction to this city.   
 
Martin-Someone argued to me that it was a bigger economic engine than the Airport itself. 
 
Hake-Don’t take any of our time. 
 
Martin-You get 30 seconds extra. 
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Hake-I didn’t really mean to talk about that.  I live on the Northeast corner.  I don’t know why I worry 
about the houses that are on the bottom of the island and everything, or the Golf Course.  I go to this 
Golf Course once in a while; I’m not really a golfer.  Aviation has been my field; I just play around with 
that.  A couple of things that came up, questions I’d like to answer.  The question about the engineering 
work that was done on the Runway; it’s 25 core drillings that were done, and they were done all the 
way into the runway, just to help you out on that.  The runway, 22, has three and half inches of asphalt 
on it, and eight inches of lime shell type.  I think it’s a pretty good base underneath it, and it has four 
and a half of sand under that.  The water level is five feet below the surface of that runway.  I had part 
interest in an airport for 20 years, and I know what it takes to do runways.  You don’t have to dig up the 
whole thing.  There’s a way of repairing it, but the FAA will never go along with it.  Put that item behind 
you, and do whatever they want.  The proposal that I like, the displaced threshold idea.  I think I even 
mentioned it at the last meeting.  I said you ought to consider displaced thresholds on all our runways.  
It’s not a good idea to have planes touching down in your parking area with your airplane waiting for the 
guy to have an accident on landing. That’s when he has an accident.  Anyway, from the standpoint of 
that displaced threshold idea of moving it 700 ft, I don’t like the idea of it on that end of runway.  I’d like 
you to add the 500 ft on the one end of the runway, and bulldoze the 700 ft off of the North end of the 
runway.  Then you put this thing to bed forever.  I think they’ll come back in and say “Well we want to 
change the RPZ, and we want to utilize that full 5,500 ft you’re going to have then.”  I think you’ll let the 
door open with more problems with the FAA.  The FAA is not my favorite organization, but I think that’s 
pretty good idea to move it down 700 ft like they suggested.  But I would take a good hard look at 
bulldozing off that 700 ft.  Make it unusable. 
 
Martin-What would you do if they wouldn’t allow that, but they would go with a declared threshold?   
 
Hake-I didn’t understand what you said? 
 
Martin-Suppose they said “We won’t let you dig it up because we just paid for it, but we’ll let you put the 
threshold on it.”  Would that be an option?  
 
Hake-You know those guys sit up there in Orlando and call the shots.  We’ve got to put up a fight; 
you’ve got to argue a little bit.  I’ve dealt with the FAA in Chicago area a lot, and they bent over 
backwards really to help us out.  We were under a Class B airspace; they carved a notch in the Class B 
airspace for us, but we had to argue for it.  They were checking out our instrument approach system 
with jets, we said “We don’t even have any jets coming in here.”  They checked us out, and charging us 
for jet time, and they backed off.  I think you have to come after them pretty strong.  I think you had a 
good argument.  If you could put this whole incident in front of the voters in the City of Venice, they 
would come close to voting the Airport down the shoot, man get rid of it.  They are happy with this 
Airport as it is-the people I know anyway, and I know quite a few people in my neighborhood, what their 
attitudes are, including retired pilots, and neighbors. They’d like to keep it status quo.  I’ve had people 
say to me “Gee, changing that Airport to a B would be an upgrade.”  When they went to school a C to a 
B was up.  So I go along with that. I say yeah I think that’s a pretty good idea. I think it’s a good idea, 
because now the FAA can only operate within the fence lines of the Airport. They can’t get outside that.   
They cannot operate outside the fence line of the Airport, and the City of Venice would support it as it 
is.  Not a bad idea; pave the runway, and keep a couple of people around here who want a nice 
smooth runway.  As far as I am concerned a grass runway is good enough for me.  And talk about 
pounding airplanes down, the P47 guy I think that’s a 13,000 or 14,000.  I landed a 18,000 lb on carrier 
decks, and we hit a wood deck, and for a good purpose.  There was steel under it, but a lot of times we 
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didn’t do a good landing, and we’d chew up the wood deck with the propeller.  It would ruin propeller 
but sometimes you could save the engine.  That asphalt will take quite a bit. 
 
Martin-Thanks a lot.  I appreciate your perspective. 
 
Clerk-Mayor, I’m going to have Mashall Happer, if he’ll go first, and then I’m going to set Chris up with 
the projector.  Is that alright? 
 
Happer- Mr. Mayor, members of the Council, I hadn’t plan to speak today, but I sit here and get 
agitated a little bit.  One of the biggest problems, I think, has been the misstatement, or 
misunderstanding of facts about this and a whole lot of issues.  I’ve got a couple of things; they are 
really just questions, because I don’t have any idea what the solution to this problem is.  And I don’t 
much have an opinion about whether it ought to be a B or C, but I know it makes a big difference is 
whether you start out with the premise it was already a C, and your asking for it to be downgraded, as 
opposed to you having an inquiry about which it ought to be, which is what I thought when Mr. Turner’s 
December 10th letter, which was very carefully written, went to the FAA.  It didn’t say there had been a 
C designation.  It said “these are the reasons we think it ought to be classified as a B, period.”  The 
FAA letter came back with three very damaging statements, and it’s important to know whether they’re 
true or not.  I noticed that the Consultants didn’t mention it in their opening thing.  Probably they, and 
the members of the Council, have to dig into this and find out, but what they said is that the 1969 City 
Council made the case for a C designation for this Airport, and further that the 2000 made the case for 
a C designation for this Airport, and that the 2006 City Council made the case for a C designation, and 
therefore the FAA went along with it, and therefore the FAA doesn’t want to downgrade the Airport to a 
B.  Now, I had never heard this until I saw this letter, and it may have been Bennett, and a few people 
have mentioned it.  But the facts are floating around this City of Venice.  So what I would like to ask is 
that we get those facts. What exactly, what did the City of Venice do, and what did it ask for, and did 
we make the case for C designation, and are we now really asking for them to downgrade, or not?  I 
think that that might change the posture of the conversation as we move forward. 
 
Martin-We’ll get an answer for you. 
 
Happer-The last thing is with respect to the possibility of having a number of homes in a Runway 
Protection Zone, I’d like to suggest to you that you get some sort of legal advice as to what the liability 
of the City might be. If the City, first of all agrees to that, assuming the City didn’t already agree to it in 
1969, 2000, and 2006, and what impact it might have on your risk management issues.  I think it might 
be a problem. 
 
Martin-It’s an issue that Judge Moore and I, among other Council members-I can’t speak for them 
because they might not have spoke about it in my hearing, but I have felt, and I know Judge Moore 
articulated it the first time I heard it.  We don’t feel good asking the FAA to waive its safety 
requirements over homeowners.  That’s basically what we’re doing.  It’s true that they are no more 
likely to have an airplane fall on them then there has been ever since they’ve lived there.  But on the 
other hand we are essentially saying to the FAA “Waive your requirements for safety.”  The FAA has, if 
you noticed in that letter, marked that they ‘recommended’ that we get the people out of there.  Which 
is certainly a way to shift the burden to us if we ignore their recommendation. 
 



 

                         34 
 

Happer-I don’t think they’re waiving their safety regulations.  They are waiving the requirement of 
making you condemn it.   
 
Martin-That’s right. 
 
Happer-They’re saying, as far as we’re concerned, that’s a runway clear safety zone. 
 
Martin-Right, from our point of view we have to send them a plan saying “That’s okay with us, for the 
safety zone to be over those houses.  Several of us are not at that point yet, which is why I’ve been 
looking at alternatives that get them out of there.  Or at some point, if everything goes the wrong way, 
we’ll have to give the residents a choice; do they want to stay or do they want to be bought out. 
 
Happer-It would certainly help me, and other people in the community, if we knew exactly what we did 
in 1969 and in 2000, and in 2006. 
 
Martin-I may not be able to answer that definitely, but the 2000 Plan was sent back, and it had a C 
notification on it.  The assumption that I’ve had, and will ask the experts do it, was that the City knew 
that, and accepted it at the very least, and sent in the plan and the FAA said it was a C and nobody 
objected.  They may have gone before the 2000 Plan. 
 
Happer-This letter January 8th was sitting here unchallenged at the moment, so I just suggest to you 
they’re very important. 
 
Martin-Good point, thank you very much. 
 
` -Are we discussing any of these points?  You bring up a good point about the 1969 Airport 
Layout Plan, I believe I’ve seen that, but its been a long time, but I do seem to recall there may have 
been some markings designating a clear zone going out off the end of runway 31.  I’m not sure I know 
what the definition of ‘clear zone’ is, and what the requirements of building in a clear zone are, but my 
feeling is that was not necessarily incompatible in 1969 with people and homes.  Again, I don’t know 
the details of that, but there was never any kind of designation of CII for this airport until the 2000 
Airport Layout Plan was submitted.  And when it was submitted the designation, or the depiction, of the 
runway protections zone for Runway 13, but it’s at the end of Runway 31-the Northwest corner was 
designed to be a 1,000 ft long, and that’s a BII Runway Protection Zone.  And they refer to that as a 
proposed and future Runway Protection Zone, and it was entirely on the Airport.  It didn’t extend out of 
24 homes, like the proposed Runway Protection Zone does not.  My suspicion is, because nobody here 
was on the Council back in 2000 when that was approved, or was submitted to the FAA for approval, it 
didn’t catch anybody’s attention because there was nothing on there to give you any indication that 
there might be a problem.  They didn’t even designate Runway Protection Zones, I think, until the late 
90’s so that was the first time one ever got put on our ALP.  When you go into the FAA circulars and 
look at definitions of what you are trying to accomplish with a Runway Protection Zone, it’s supposed to 
be free of human habitation and occupation-people.  It’s supposed to be there, and it’s supposed to be 
accessible to emergency and fire vehicles and that sort of thing.  I have said since 2007 that I cannot 
vote for an Airport Layout Plan that has a Runway Protection Zone overlaid on homes, or any place 
where people gather.  I simply cannot vote for that.  It’s absurd, so my position there is consistent.  
How we resolve that I don’t know.  Coming forward from 2006, I don’t know the answer to that question 
because in 2006 that’s when we applied for the $4.9 or $5 million dollars to rehabilitate 13-31, and we 
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wanted to rehabilitate it to the full length of 5,000 ft the full width of 150 ft because that’s the kind of 
runway it was.  We didn’t want to reduce the size of the runway.  I don’t think anybody wants to reduce 
the size of 04-22. We want to rehabilitate it exactly to the dimensions it is today.  The whole purpose 
and everybody has told us in these meetings over the years, they want to maintain the functionality of 
the existing runways, and we want to do that too, as long as we preserve safety.  Safety’s become 
even before utility in my mind, and that’s a brief history of those three dates for you, and maybe that’s 
not very good.  I agree with you and maybe we need to go back and find out whether a clear zone in 
1969 had any significant meeting. 
 
Martin-I’ve asked the question and the DY people have some information on it. There are also some 
people in the audience that are knowledgeable about it.  In my understanding of it is it dealt with the air 
over the houses, but I think a more sophisticated answer than that can come from someone else. 
 
 -I guess what I’m saying is that I don’t think the reasons Mr. Vernace articulated in that respect 
in his letter are very persuasive to me. 
 
 -Unfortunately they were very persuasive to him. 
 
Martin-That’s exactly right Marshall, that’s why we are batting our heads against the wall here. 
 
Davis-Hello Council, Mayor Martin.  What a rollercoaster this has been.  We think that we have an 
Airport that’s a BII then we find out no, it’s probably a CII.  Last meeting DY comes to us and says “You 
know what, it is a BII.  It was a BII in 2000.  It was a BII airport in 2006, it’s still a BII.”  But the FAA 
doesn’t want to agree with us on that.  I have to say that Gulf Shores certainly is concerned about the 
RPZ, but we’re also concerned about the environmental factors in changing this as what we see as BII 
to a CII.  The FAA wants the community to play by the rules, but they’re not playing by their own rules.  
We’ve had a count done now, and actual count.  We know we don’t have the threshold to call this a CII 
airport, so what is the FAA doing? They’re pointing to a Plan that was done in 2000.  I didn’t want to 
project this up because I don’t think a lot of my neighbors have been able to see this document.   
 
Clerk-Look right to your left. 
 
Davis-On the screen? 
 
Clerk-No on your screen.  That’s what they’re seeing.  Is that all right? 
 
Davis-Can I focus it a little? 
 
Clerk-Not really 
 
Davis- I was trying to get what it says right here.  It basically says “existing and future RPZ”.  This is the 
dimensions of a BII RPZ.  That is shown that same dimension is shown on three runway ends, the 
circus bridge, the end by Gulf Shores, and the end down by the Golf Course.   Now the way I 
understand it is this is the Plan that was approved.  If you’re going to change the Plan that was 
approved you go to the FAA and you request to change it.  In 2000 they denoted on this runway that 
this would be the potential future RPZ.  Doesn’t say that that’s what they have there now, it says what 
the future may be based on what we think our airplane traffic is going to grow to.  This end, towards the 
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Southeast, is a little bit different because it’s the instrument approach.  When you look at a chart on this 
same plan it shows the dimensions of a BII.  It doesn’t show the dimensions of CII, but where the FAA 
seems to think this makes a case for them that it is a CII is these charts that are up at the tope.  There 
is one that actually says CII over here. 
 
Martin-That’s the one I was talking about. 
 
Davis-And there’s actually, I’ve kind of folding this a little bit, running along the top there’s also a 
category that’s called ‘design category: CII”.  The funny thing here on this is that runway 13, which says 
“existing and future RPZ” is still called out to be a CII.  So what I’m saying is that there are some real 
faults.  There are some conflicts in this Plan and this is the time we need to get it corrected.  We don’t 
want to call this a CII unless we’ve gone through every effort to look at the environmental conditions 
that it’s going to affect by changing this Airport to a CII.  When you look at the FAA’s documents that 
they have, hold on.  I do want to show one more thing because I think that for people that are visual like 
me, and I would hope that for the FAA staff, when you see a plan that’s submitted like this, and you 
realize that that’s the size of the safety zone that they have, it kind of blows my mind that the CII is 
almost twice that size, and yet nobody picked up on that.  The Orlando, actually the Atlanta office, 
which is the Southern region for airports, has an airport layout review and approval.  This document 
has a couple of places that it says the ALP review and approval and process is primary for the means 
for the Airport District Office to provide leadership and planning.  What does it say about the Airport 
Layout Plan?  It says very clearly it should be a scaled drawing- a scaled drawing of existing and 
proposed facilities.  What else does it say?  It says that the Airport Layout Plan is the owners plan.  It’s 
our plan.  It’s to develop our Airport.  Although the FAA has significant interest in it, the FAA does not 
own the Airport.  And the Airport District Office Program Manager should not attempt to dictate the 
development shown on the ALP.  Now when you talk about conditions that exist in the contracts that 
we might have gotten for grants, I thought this was interesting.  For obligated airports, under grant 
assurance 29, it says “keep up to date at all times on an Airport Layout Plan.”  If we weren’t up to date 
in 2006 when we did the paving on 13-31, someone should have called that to our attention. 
 
Martin-I’m gong to ask you to wrap up. 
 
Davis-I just want to say again, in our Master Plan document that went along with out ALP, it says that 
the drawing graphically presents the existing, and the ultimate layout for the Airport.  I think it’s pretty 
obvious that the graphics presented are BII.  Thank you. 
 
Martin-Thank you very much.  
 
Clerk-Dan Boone, and then I have Wayne Cosich. 
 
Boone-I’m here today as the attorney for the Venice Golf Association.  I’ve had that representation for 
50 years I guess, and up until today no one from the Golf Course has come before you at any one of 
these DY meetings, nor have I come before you, although I’ve been at every one of the meetings.  But 
the time is now come that the Golf Course feels that it’s time for us to speak up.  That’s why I’m here 
today.  The direct impact on the Golf Course could be severe.  Literally shut it down.  About a year and 
a half ago, this was after MEA finished and before the Council hired DY. Because the Golf Course 
Officers and Directors had been hearing and reading about the fences would have to be moved back, 
that the Driving Range would be gone.  Moving of the fences along the sides of the runways would of 
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course take away as many as six holes.  The parking lot would be cut in half; the entrance road would 
have to be rerouted, the Cart Barn would be lost, half of the one end of the Golf Course Clubhouse 
would have to be torn down.  With those kinds of ominous possibilities I met with the FAA, twice.  And 
found out that they are people who want to get along.  They don’t want to destroy the Golf Course.  
They don’t want to do all these things that we’ve been hearing about.  But they did have two things 
positively in mind. Now we are a year and half later and we are dealing with those two things, still.  One 
thing they had in mind was that because changes had been made due to the Jet Blue that slid off the 
runway at Midway Airport in Chicago, ran out into the main four-land road, hit the car, that the time has 
come that the Driving Range is going to have to be relocated.  They made it very clear to me that it’s 
been there for all these years-been left alone, there’s never been a problem, and never been a crash.  
Nobody got hurt, but safety declares now that it should be moved, and they were willing to pay for the 
cost of moving the Driving Range.  The other thing they made very clear to me, for the same reasons, 
was that the Gulf Shores and Golden Beach, that the RPZ reaches out off the end of 13-31 reaches out 
into Gulf Shores to where there’s some 22 houses inside that RPZ.  Their idea was to pull back the 
RPZ onto the Airport; get it off of all the Gulf Shores houses; bring it back onto the Airport. To do that 
they would propose, although it now turns out the 515 ft, when they talked to me it was 500 ft, and 500 
ft to the Southerly end of 13-31.  This then brings the RPZ onto the Airport totally.  By the airplanes 
taking off 500 ft further away from Gulf Shores and Golden Beach, those airplanes are that much 
higher in the air when they pass over that subdivision, or those two subdivisions, as result the noise 
abatement would be obviously considerably less, alright.  I then said “What about the fences, because 
we are really concerned about losing some six holes?”  And the answer there was that “Those fences 
have been there for 50 years. We’ve allowed you to play golf for 50 years on this Golf Course with 
those fences there.”  There is the, and you’ve heard this talked enough today, the modification of 
standards, there is permission for them to modify the standards.  That is to say, leave the fences where 
they are, and that would then pick up not moving the holes, not losing the parking lot, not losing the 
Clubhouse, all these things.  But the one thing that would have to be done is the Driving Range would 
have to be relocated some where, and they certainly indicated it would be where the Golf Course 
people wanted it, not where someone else says it ought to go. And they would be willing to pay that 
expense.  Now let’s fast-forward a year and half.  DY was hired, DY is doing the work, and the motion 
to Sue Lang referred to earlier today interestingly enough, now contain those very things that were 
discussed a year and a half ago.  But you remember when that was floated by to Venice-it died, 
because there was serious objection from at least one of the City Council members to adding 500 ft to 
the end of the runway because more jets would then be using that runway.  I am here on behalf of the 
Golf Course saying the Golf Course is willing to be work with the City.  The Golf Course wants to work 
it out just as much as you want to work it out.  It would just seem to me that we’re there. The one thing 
that I think needs to be added to proposed motion is that the FAA would, when the agreement is 
reached, would agree to pay for these things and that they would agree to move forward now to 
repave, rehab runway 04-22, because that’s part of this as well.  I’ll be glad to work with DY 
Consultants.  Thank you very much. 
 
Martin-Thank you. We have mentioned several times that at some point we might have to do that, we’d 
have to work with you, and it sounds like that, relative to Mr. Anderson’s question earlier, that we could 
work out something agreeable without having to get into condemnation, and things of that kind.  
Thanks 
 
Moore-Mayor, can I ask Mr. Boone a question? 
 



 

                         38 
 

Martin-Sure 
 
Moore-First of all let me just tell you I’m really glad you came forward today.  This is the first time we’ve 
heard from the Golf Association, and we obviously have a vested interest in what happens down there, 
and what could happen if the Golf Course had to be closed down and so forth, and I thank you for your 
comments.  But in your discussions with the FAA did they discuss the fact that the CII RPZ overlays the 
Cart house and half the Clubhouse, and whether or not how that could be resolves? 
 
Boone-Well, not only the Cart house and the Clubhouse and the parking lot, all of that was just 
discussed as a package of concerns that VGA had these concerns. And when they would agree to a 
modification of standards then what they’re agreeing to, of course, is to waive that standard, as it would 
apply to all of the things we’re talking about. 
 
Moore-One other question, does the Golf Association have a preference as to where to relocate the 
Driving Range or the potential cost to do that might be? 
 
Boone-That is yet to be worked out.  Thank you for asking me that question.  DY picked, according to 
the Golf Course Officers and Directors, DY picked a first-class Golf Course 
Consultant/Builder/Designer/Architect-whatever they’re called, and they have drawn a couple, in fact I 
think you saw them, they had drawn a couple of ideas.  They have talked to the VGA people and 
nothing has been worked out, but where I’m coming from is that something surely can be worked out 
and as long as the FAA is willing to pay that cost of moving the Driving Range it just seems like a green 
light. 
 
Martin-Good.  Mr. Bennett? 
 
Bennett-Mr. Boone I too, like Judge Moore is, pleased to hear from a competent lawyer.  I have one 
question and that is as far as you know, does the Golf group care who pays as long as the payment is 
made and the activity is completed?   
 
Boone-In answer to that question, I would guess not.  The one thing that the Golf Course would not 
want to do would be involved in paying anything that they’re forced to do. 
 
Bennett-Okay, I can understand that.  But if there were revenue bonds, or Airport funds were used, that 
is of no concern as long as the matter is completed. 
 
Boone-And I would say yes because again, the Golf Course’s instructions to me in going forward, those 
instructions were that they don’t want to move the Driving Range.  That’s the last thing in the world they 
want to do-move the Driving Range.  But if they’re going to have to that then they don’t want to pay 
anything of cost to do it. 
 
Martin-That makes some sense.  Mr. McKeon did you want to ask Mr. Boone a question? 
 
McKeon- Mr. Boone, I’d just be curious, you may be just be able to answer this emotionally at the 
moment, but I was intrigued when Mr. Marble said if we would consider adding some length to 13-31 to 
bring the RPZ back onto the Airport to do the same thing with 04-22 toward the bridge; such that we 
pull the RPZ off of the Driving Range.  I’ve got the picture of the Airport here, and I did a sort of 
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thumbnail.  It appears to me at face value there’s plenty of room to do that.  Would that be a possible 
item of interest, you think, from the VGA if we could do that. 
 
Boone-That is certainly something to be explored, something to look into, but the answer to that 
question was not so much the Golf Course what the FAA was telling me was that they want to solve the 
Golden Beach/Gulf Shores problem and to do that they’d move the RPZ back onto the Airport.  That 
was what that was.  That’s new, that’s different, and I heard that today for the first time. 
 
McKeon-Intriguing I thought. 
 
Lang-I have a question.  As you know, Mr. Boone, we spend a considerable amount of time and effort 
developing and hiring that Consultant to have an actual count done, developing material, presentation, 
the letter that went to FAA, the meeting, all in support of a BII.  The Consultants have stated on the 
record the Airport really is a B airport etc.  And clearly all of that, without a doubt, would be in the 
interest of the Golf Course because it, if the Airport were a B the Golf Course wouldn’t have to do 
hardly anything.  I think even the Driving Range could stay if it were a B.  So my question is, since you 
speak to the FAA, I guess you’ve spoke to them in the past, maybe over the past couple of years.  Did 
you support the City’s effort to make this a B airport? There would be no cost for the Venice Lakes Golf 
Association, no cost for the taxpayers, and would be better for everybody in the community; the 
homeowners etc. 
 
Boone-Well first of all, do I agree with everything you’ve said and the answer is “No,” but the VGA just 
isn’t involved with whether the Airport is a B or a C classification.  My job is to try for the least possible 
impact, and what’s happened is that the FAA has made it as clear as any person can read that this is a 
C airport, and going to stay a C airport.  I’d like to not be involved in that. I’m involved in trying to work 
as best I can on behalf of the VGA.   
 
Martin-Okay, thank you.  Is there someone waiting? Yes sir? 
 
Cosich-Good Afternoon Mr. Mayor, and Council members, I’d like to thank you for the opportunity to 
speak.  My name is Wayne Cosich and I live at the North end of 13-31, right on Beach Rd.  Probably 
nobody here other than my wife and I is more affected, and knows more about the noise that comes 
from the planes taking off.  I can tell you without a doubt they do not go out over the Gulf.  They are 
consistently turning and flying directly over our house.  When we bought the house we knew the planes 
were there, but the planes are getting bigger, and they’re getting larger, and I’ll tell you on one occasion 
there was a plane taking off; it probably wasn’t a C because it wasn’t one of the Citations, but I have a 
large oak tree in my backyard.  I didn’t think the plane was going to clear it. I was sure it was going to 
crash right into it.  They’re not turning.  This is a Municipal airport, not a commercial airport.  If they 
want a commercial airport there’s one in Sarasota. It’s not as convenient for them, but there’s a safety 
issue here. The bigger the planes, the more the problems were going to have, and like I said nobody 
knows more about it than my wife and I, because most of the houses around us are not occupied year-
round. We are year-round residents so we see it all year-round and what’s going on here right now with 
this airport is affecting our decisions as homeowners for improvement.  We don’t know what to do, 
because we don’t know where this is going.  But I can tell you right now, larger is not going to be better. 
BII is where it’s got to be. The area is constricted; it does not allow for these larger jets, and something 
has to give.  They’re going to have to see it for what it is; a municipal airport, not a commercial airport, 
or they’re going to have to change something because there is, I truly believe there is a safety issue.  
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Every time those planes take off and they turn to fly over my house I am extremely concerned that 
they’re going to clear that tree in my backyard.  That’s about pretty much all I’ve got to say. Thank you 
very much. 
 
Martin-Thank you very much. Thanks for coming down. 
 
Clerk-John Mokel, and that’s the last one Mayor. 
 
Mokel-Good Afternoon Mayor and Council.  Thanks for allowing us to speak this afternoon.  My name 
is John Mokel I’m a pilot, lived here in Venice for about five and a half years, and a Florida resident 
forever, and my first flight to this Airport was 1976; my first cross-country flights, been flying in and out 
ever since.  I have been living here now in this city, again about five and a half years, and I’ll be short 
because we’re cutting into Miller Time here.  I think Paul Hallowell had talked previously about this.  
Time is really of the essence.  The FAA, it sounds like, according to DY that the standards are going to 
be changing sometime in the not to distant future so we want to be sure the decisions that are being 
made here are made in a time of essence type thing so we can get on and get moving with it before 
those standards come out and really affect us in a very negative way.  The 04-22 runway is an, as you 
know, terrible shape. I fly in and off of it routinely, it’s a real safety issue, and it continues to get worse 
every day. The more rains that we have-we’re into rainy seasons now with El Nino and that sort of 
thing, the runway is going to continue to disintegrate even quicker.  Really I’ve got some questions here 
about the timeline for doing 04-22.  It seems like everyone is in agreement that should be pushed up to 
the top of what we do so we can get that done for all the reasons we already talked about; safety 
issues, and then for the noise abatement runway so on and so forth.  In looking at the timeline that DY 
has come up with it looks like we are going to go through these sessions until June.  And in June we’ll 
have the last Council Meeting according to the schedule that they had published here.  If that’s true, 
then when will the ALP and Master Plan be submitted to the FAA? That’s my question number one.  
Based on if we are able to get this last Council Meeting done in June, based on all of this discussion.  
That’s my first questions; when do we think we can get it to the FAA? 
 
Martin-There is a timeline in the materials 
 
Mokel-So it’s really just that quick in June if that’s the way the timeline really holds out that. 
 
Martin-It strikes me it may even be quicker depending on what the Council wants to do. 
 
Mokel-That would be wonderful for everybody involved; citizens, the Airport community, and of course 
the City Council.  The next question is how long would it take to get that funding and the start of that 
work to actually take place, if it were to happen in June? 
 
Martin-That one we can’t say because the FAA is dependent on congressional appropriations, and we 
would have our application to them.  I would think they would give it reasonable priority, but everything 
is dependant on what comes out in the appropriation bill and so forth.  It wouldn’t be a matter of months 
though. 
 
Mokel-And that’s what my question is. We need to have some kind of basic understanding of what that 
is if possible. So what you’re saying is that it could be months or it could be longer? 
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Martin-I don’t think it would be a matter of months.  It would almost surely be in the next fiscal year 
which starts October 1st.   
 
Mokel-Of 2010? 
 
Martin-Yea 
 
Mokel-If  that were to take place and we were to get funding, then based on the experience level here, 
when would we actually get that money, and when would that construction take place, and when will 
that runway be up and redone.  When can we expect the finished product? 
 
Martin-Subject to these things, and DY may do better; we are in a fiscal year now for the Federal 
Government-chances are there is not money in there slated for this because they don’t have an ALP 
from us and a Plan.  So let’s assume that they like our Plan and we put it in this year, it would be in 
their works for the next fiscal year, which would begin October 1st 2010 and end September 30th, 2011.  
They might, or they might not, I don’t know, DY doesn’t know, FAA Orlando doesn’t know when that 
Plan might surface.  So I think the soonest would be in the time period I just mentioned; October 1st, 
2010 to September 2011.  I see Dr. Woodley there; my guess is from past experience it would take a 
year to gear up.  If we do have a plan in place maybe less for 04-22, so we don’t have to start from 
scratch.  How long do you think it would take if the FAA approved it?  Do you guys know, DY? 
 
DeGraaff- Typically the FAA would give you a grant to do the design first, but you’ve already got the 
design.  Then after that they would give you another grant to do the construction because it’s such an 
important project to Venice. 
 
Martin-Okay, can’t give you more than that, but that’s what it is.  We’re not talking six months.  We’re 
probably talking a year before it actually we dig ground. 
 
Mokel-So the best case scenario is to have the up and finished product done in 2012 perhaps, or 
2013?   
 
Martin-I think at least a year.  Thanks 
 
Mokel-Time is of the essence, and thank you so much, and thank you for all your hard work you’ve 
done with this thing. It really is meaningful to everyone involved. 
 
Martin-Alright then, is that it? 
 
Clerk-Yes. 
 
Martin-Now Council what I thought we’d do is ask DY to come back, and let’s take a look at their plans.  
There are arguments for and against most of these.  If you want to, I certainly think we should, if 
Council wants to examine their feelings and their questions to the extent that the Council is 
comfortable.  It‘ll allow us to consider a vote for this or any other proposition I’d think it’d be great to go 
ahead and do it, because I think it will move things along.  If however it turns out that our experience is 
that people don’t feel we have enough time and want to do something else, then obviously we’ll take a 
vote on whether we want to hold over this discussion, or whether we want to end it.  I just want to say 
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to the audience that this Council voted six to one to ask for a B, alright.  We’ve heard some very good 
arguments today about why some of you at least, would like a B.  My own personal feeling is that it 
makes more sense for it to have a B.  We’ve made that case; it doesn’t cost anything, you don’t have to 
move anything, it doesn’t require any modifications on the Golf Course.  The problem is that I’ve been 
in two meetings and you’ve been in a third since then, and they never let us get off the ground with this 
B thing.  I think it’s wrong; conceptually. I think it is a B, and I think their argument has simply been “It’s 
a C.  And a C is a C, and it was wrong on the Plan-too bad we made a mistake, it’s still a C.”  That’s 
basically right isn’t it?  That’s what they said.  They could have taken a different position; they could 
have said “Yeah, it never should have been a C in the first place, and so we’re satisfied for it being a 
B.”  So far they haven’t even entertained that.  In the first ten minutes I was in Washington they said to 
me “That Plan is no good. It’s a B plan.”  I said “I’m not asking to approve the plan; I’m just asking to 
show the plan and talk about the problems with it.”  Even then we showed them Gulf Shores, and we 
showed them the problems that the MEA gave to us, because the MEA Plan did have-and that’s where 
all that came from, Mr. Boone was talking about, wasn’t made up by members of the Council or 
anywhere else. It came out of the MEA Plan, and the Council was concerned about it.  Judge Moore 
raised the same question that he raised today.  That’s where I first heard it; I agree with him.  It’s not 
something I feel comfortable with.  I just want to say to you that if you’re idea is that we can somehow 
get a B out of the FAA, I honestly don’t know how to do that.  I don’t know even if we went to court and 
tried to sue the FAA if we’d win-and obviously there are downsides to that.   
 
Lang-Mr. Mayor, we don’t have to sue the FAA to be a B.  If you read the guidance here, the FAA, as 
far as I’m concerned, FAA Orlando has gone completely off the reservation in regards to their own regs 
and guidance they’ve published. 
 
Martin-So that they might overturn it at Washington or somewhere? 
 
Lang-They don’t overturn anything.  They provide guidance to us.  If we submit a B plan that meets all 
the safety, utility, and efficiency requirements-which it clearly does, and there’s no cost to the Federal 
Government-which is one of the things that they’re supposed to be on the look out for. When they 
review these plans according to their regs they’re looking for plans that are too ambitious that would 
cost the Federal Government money.  It’s very clear in here, and for them to decide that they don’t 
want to approve a B plan that meets all the safety, utility, and efficiency and is clearly equal to, and 
better, than the conditionally approved plan that we currently plan where there should have been an 
environmental assessment, and there wasn’t.  And we’re going to have a law suit over that.  It’s coming 
like Christmas.  The only thing that the FAA can say if we submit our B Plan is that they are going to 
hold up funds from us.  They’re not going to put that stamp.  We don’t need that stamp. The only one 
that needs that stamp is the FAA when they make a decision to provide a grant to a grantee, to an 
applicant.  We can fight that battle if, and when, the time comes when they actually refuse to make a 
grant to us.  
 
Martin-We understand.  As I said it was the sense of Mr. Turner’s letter to them we said just that.  “It’s a 
B; it doesn’t cost any money, it doesn’t cause any problems.”  And they said “No.”  We can do it again 
and maybe they’ll change their mind-that’s what you’re saying. Or we can we say, after they say “No”… 
 
Lang-I’m saying we probably shouldn’t have even done a letter.  We should have just done our Plan, 
and submitted it to them.  And as Mr. Hake said, whose been involved in owning airports, and been a 
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pilot for many years etc, we should stick to our guns.  And in many cases you have to argue with the 
FAA, and you have to fight for what you believe is the right thing for your airport and your community. 
 
Martin-Let’s assume that that’s position A.  All of us understand it.  It’s a route the Council can take.  
What I would like to do is if anybody has a different position, I think we ought to look at it- I see four 
hands who wanted to speak about that-and we’ll make whatever you guys come up with up; positions 
B, C, D, E or whatever, and then we’ll look at them and we’ll even vote on them, or we’ll say we are not 
ready to vote on them, or we’ll instruct the Staff to do this that or the other thing, okay? So let’s start at 
that end.  Mr. Carlesimo? 
 
Carlesimo-Thank you Mr Mayor. First of all I want to thank everybody that spoke today, and at the 
previous meetings.  I know that everybody is well intentioned and has done a lot of hard work, and I 
appreciate that.  But I have heard from the public several phrases; one of them is “irrefutable”, I’ve 
heard “special interests”, I’ve heard “consensus”, I’ve heard “speaking on behalf of business”.  I’ve 
heard those statements made from individuals, and I have to question their methodology on how they 
make those claims.  As you know, and I’m making no special claim, but in the last two elections I 
knocked on a lot of doors, and most of them were off the island.  Most of our residents don’t live on the 
island. So my consensus comes, not from what I think, and a few neighbors, it comes from out there.  
The people out there want to see the Airport issue put behind us.  Part of being a Council Member, and 
I’ll think you’ll agree with me, we have to look to the future and we have to be sort of a visionary; a little 
bit. You can’t be a visionary and ignore the lessons of the past.  I hope many of you, I hope every one 
of you have read Greg Giles continuing series regarding the shade meetings that took place.  And I 
hope you got an insight on how things go sometimes in the shade.  I learned from that.  I want to call 
your attention to some of the expenses the City has spent, has faced, in the last two years.  There are 
dollar figures attached to all of these, and there is a reason I’m doing this.  First of all we look at the 
Peer Group settlement… 
 
Martin-Mr Carlesimo, I am going to ask you to stick to the subject today. 
 
Carlesimo-This is the subject. 
 
Martin-The Peer Group is not the Airport business. 
 
Carlesimo-It is not but I am preparing to make a motion. 
 
Martin-Okay, but make a motion if you want to, that’s fine.  But I don’t want you to argue things that are 
not about the Airport.  
 
Carlesimo-I’m not arguing anything Mr. Mayor.  I’m just drawing attention to things; expenses. 
 
Martin-Yeah, expenses about the Airport is what I am saying to you, because you don’t want to start a 
debate over the Peer Group. 
 
Carlesimo-This is no debate, these are factual. 
 
Martin-But just stay to the point, which is the Airport.  We have had costs for the Consultants. 
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Carlesimo-Mr. Mayor, if I was standing there I would have five minutes to speak whatever I wanted to 
speak to.  I think these are relevant, and they’re indisputable.   
 
Martin-You understand the logic of what I’m trying to say to you.  You’re going to raise issues that 
haven’t got anything to do with this 
 
Carlesimo-I’m not raising any issues, I’m just reciting some of the events. 
 
Martin-Whether you realize it or not you are raising an issue because someone either has to accept it 
or argue about it.  And I don’t want to argue about Peer Group; whether we did the right thing, the 
wrong thing, how much it cost-its over, and it isn’t relevant to today’s discussion.  I’m not going to gag 
you and I’m not going to find you out of order, but I think you could do us all a favor and talk about the 
Airport.  If you have a motion to make, fine. 
 
Carlesimo-Yes I do. In looking at the past, and looking at all of the fees we’ve paid out, they come to 
$3,169,000 on issues that we had to pay out, in my opinion, uneccesarily.  With that in mind, plus 
taking into consideration what the future holds for us in regards to taxes, the citizens of Venice are 
facing a possible one cent continuation of the sales tax.  Last year, when we looked at the budget, 
when the Council looked at the budget, there was a loss of revenue from decreased property values, 
caused them to go into the Reserve Fund to the tune of approximately $2 million-the Emergency 
Reserve Fund.  This year property values have continued to drop. I’m sure that when we get into the 
budget process we’ll have a greater shortfall. We’ll be looking for other sources of money, and of 
course for our citizens we want to continue the good services that we receive in our fair city.  We just 
had a Workshop on the water department utilities, and the recommendation there-it’s only a 
recommendation, nothing has been adopted, but we will be facing this decision too; a 6% increase in 
those fees the first year, and a possible 6% increase in the fees the second year.  Those were only the 
recommendations. It was also brought forward the conditions of our water plant, our sewers, and our 
water mains.  They need attention, and to me the overriding consideration is the last letter that we 
received from the FAA.  When you look at where you’re allocating your funds, you have to gauge your 
chances of success.  And that letter, to me, says very clearly that we’re not going to have a lot more 
concessions than what they’ve already given us.  And for those reasons I make the following motion, 
and I have it in writing to submit; I move that the Venice City Council vote to approve the CII 
designation for the Venice Airport and to request the FAA to allow the Venice Golf Association fences 
to remain where they are.  I also move that the City Council immediately seek funding from the FAA for 
rehabilitation of Runway 04-22 in it’s present configuration of 5,000 ft long by 150 ft wide, and adopt 
DY’s recommended plan regarding runway 13-the displacement plan, if possible.   
 
Martin-Are there other comments that people would like to make? 
 
Lang-That was a motion, was there a second. 
 
Martin-I didn’t hear any second. 
 
 -Mr. Mayor? 
 
Martin-Yes? 
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Clerk-Before you proceed on if the motion is failed you did not announce that.  
 
Martin-Alright, the motion failed by virtue of getting a second.  I think we probably want to have the 
discussion before we get to the motions, and that may be why the gentleman’s motion didn’t succeed.  
Also I think the gentleman may understand that funding for the Airport comes from the Airport Fund.  It 
doesn’t come from the General Fund; the Reserve Fund, so as I suspected his comment was 
irrelevant.   
 
 -I’d like to rise up to the 30,000 ft level for a second, and I want everybody to remember that 
whether the Airport is a B designation or a C designation or an XYZ designation it has a certain 
physical size to it.  And by law any aircraft that can physically land, or take off, safely on that piece of 
land is allowed to do so.  That’s whether it’s an A, B, C, or D aircraft.  That is a given.  So whether we 
fight to call it a BII, a CII, or again an XYZ it is not going to change the functionality of that Airport or 
what is going to happen to it today and in the future.  So what are we talking about?   We’re talking 
about if we could do a BII it would not cost, I don’t think anybody any money, and we’d all be happy 
and we could keep the Driving Range as a point of interest.  If we call it a CII by FAA standards, again 
realizing what happens out there; the planes flying in and out, they do that independent of this 
designation.  It can possibly require funding to make some modifications to where currently fence lines 
are.  So, that’s one point in my mind.  The second point is, about two and a half years ago for the first 
time in my life, started getting involved in politics.  You know my dad living here for 40 years played at 
that Golf Course.  I went out to the day they had the press conference and the goal was protect the 
Golf Course.  Today, interestingly, I heard a really good option to protect the Golf Course, to include 
possibly leaving the Driving Range where it is.  Would it cost more money that if it were a BII?  Yes, but 
it does seem to be a viable option especially with consideration that the FAA has had discussions with 
us, and you’ve presented it today, a similar concept of the displaced threshold and of the addition of 
some runway length on the 31 side of 13-31. And what I see today is a most excellent opportunity to 
not worry about whether it’s a BII or a CII, to do what we can for the 20,000 citizens of Venice to move 
forward-one, two: propose to the FAA, and I won’t want to make motion at this point, I want to hear 
what everybody has to say.  But to propose to the FAA that we are being consistent with that which we 
have had in our hearts from the beginning; which is safety, protection of the Golf Course, and then 
later, as we came to understand, and Judge Moore is the one that articulated it clearly for me the first 
time, the concern of the RPZ over Gulf Shores.  I see now there is a way, it appears to me, that we can 
work with the FAA.  They’ve sort of opened a door to us, and we can satisfy the desires that we’ve had 
all along, albeit.  And the FAA, if they go along with us, would have to pay more money than they do a 
BII.  But if, in fact that is the path forward, worthy of consideration in my view. 
 
Martin-Okay, Mr. Zavodnyik 
 
Zavodnyik-I was going to raise a procedural suggestion.  We’ve been here three and a half hours and 
moving on, and I had a meeting at Fort Myers this morning at 9:00.  If this is doable, we have a shade 
session Monday morning at 9:00, let’s say it doesn’t go past 10:30, of continuing this meeting on 
Monday morning at 10:30? 
 
Martin-I agree that is an idea, and I mentioned earlier that we might want to do that, but we’ll need 
direction….Jim. 
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 -I am very much in favor of Kit’s approach.  In fact, with a semi-serious perspective I would be 
happy to call this a ‘Scarlet Letter’ airport rather than the A airport, or the B airport, or the BII airport, or 
CII. I don’t think the label should matter at this point.  I think we should submit where we want to go. I 
think that is essentially submitting a B Plan, but we don’t have to call it a B Plan. We call it a Plan that 
states what it states on the paper with runway dimensions and runway strengths.  I understand what 
RPZs are for. I understand that they can change.  I also understand that this Airport is very limited by 
its physical constraints, and I have a great deal of difficulty in seeing why even a Driving Range needs 
to be moved because it has people on it.  There are people in watercraft that go through the 
intercoastal waterway.  There are people in cars that go over the circus bridge, and these RPZ’s that 
are over on the 2000 map as future RP zones go over people in both places, just the way they go over 
people on the Driving Range, and just the way they go over people, if they’re there, in our residences.  
That’s why I do not think there is a Scribner’s error in the 2000 map.  It does not have a future RP zone 
going over homes.  And there’s a reason for that; there’s no need for it because the runway, as 
designed and constructed and as proposed in the future, is adequate for what it is supposed to do, as 
is the other runway-if they are both repaired and kept in shape.  Therefore, I think we should go forward 
with submitting a plan now without a designation and see what happens.   
 
Moore-Well, my comments are going to be pretty simple.  Maybe I make this whole issue too simple, 
but in the seven years I’ve been on Council everybody, I think, has agreed the major issues regarding 
the Airport are safety, the utility of the Airport for the people who use it, and I know now that’s 
concerned the FAA; the safety/utility. It’s a concern of the City and the people in this community as well 
but I think I’d add to those two criteria; compatibility, not only with Airport operations in the Airport, but 
compatibility with the surrounding area.  I don’t care whether this is a B airport, C airport, makes 
absolutely no difference to me at all.  At this point in time, though I agree with Mr. Carlesimo that 
money is always a consideration, I think it really pales by comparison to compatibility, safety and utility.  
So I have to look at those, rather than the money, at this point.  We have spent a lot of money on this.  
The issues are simple; we need to get the RPZ off those 24 homes in the Gulf Shores District, and 
when you look at the definitions of the RPZ, it is imminently clear that for the FAA to say that we can 
modify that is absurd.  Reading the FAA circulars themselves make it very clear that the RPZ should be 
clear of all, it’s to protect people and property, and you just can have them in a home.  Aside from the 
fact it’s probably diminishing the value of these homes as bad as Chinese drywall is.  I would think 
homes would be practically unmarketable once they come in and lay an RPZ over top of them.  So 
we’ve got to get rid of that.  The Golf Course and the Airport have co-existed for 50 years, and there’s 
never been a problem.  I presume the Golf Driving Range has been there as well.  I want to protect the 
Golf Course.  I don’t want to spend $5 million or $8 million having to renovate it. I don’t want to shut it 
down.  I don’t want to rebuild it, so it makes absolutely no sense to me why we’re going to a CII 
designation there.  And the modifications that you’ve come up with in order to sort of jerry-rig this B 
Airport into a C envelope require reducing the utility of the Airport.  You are talking about declared 
distances that are going to shorten the runway.  VASI, VABA, and pilots have all told us in the past that 
they don’t really care what the letter designation is, what they care about is that they want the full 
utilization of those runways.  And I think everybody up here wants to see 04-22 rehabilitated to 5,000 ft, 
150 ft wide, just like it is right now.  The only solution to this, in my mind, and it’s pretty simple, is a B 
designation; the only way we get there, so I just do not understand the FAA’s position, which seems to 
be inconsistent with their regulations. It’s inconsistent with their own document about Airport Layout 
Plans.  It makes absolutely no sense to me.  But one thing I do know, I was disturbed when I heard you 
say that we may not get to this till June, or something like that.  I think we need to get something done 
now.  I think going back to the FAA and trying to come up with all these modifications and 
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compromises, and maybe come back in April and talk about it, and maybe get there in June.  I think 
we’re just wasting another four, five, six months.  I’d almost like to see us just go ahead and ask for the 
BII, document the reasons for it, and document the reasons for it.  Get on with it, and say “By the way, 
maybe we’ll agree to moving the Golf Course Driving Range if you absolutely insist upon that, as long 
as you pay for it.  And you need to know upfront that we do want to rehabilitate 04-22.”  It’s 
incomprehensible to me why everybody wants that to happen, and the FAA is holding up funds on it.  
Basically they are holding a gun to our head because they want us to give in to an Airport Layout Plan 
that they want, not one that we want.  And I find that very, very difficult to accept. 
 
Martin- Thank you sir.  Mr. Zavodnyik, you want to speak? 
 
Zavodnyik- Yes.  I agree with Mr. McKeon and Mr. Moore.  We don’t want this to become an albatross.  
We need to get it done.  I think June is too far out. I agree with Mr. Bennett, but not to put a designation 
on what we submit is, to my mind, a Scriber’s error.  I’ve had enough of Scribner’s errors, no more 
Scribner’s errors. I do think, as I said before, there are some major questions regarding the matter of 
the environmental assessment, which has not been made, and which the City’s own documents said 
we should have looked into.  I think at this point let’s submit the BII.  I have a question to our 
Consultants; if we do that can they give us some indication of what their responses might be what I 
understand what we’ve gotten so far from FAA, but I think we need to complete the job? 
 
 -Mr. Mayor? 
 
Martin-Wait just a second.  I think that was a question to the Consultants. 
 
Mastropieri-My initial response is that you’ll stand up without a signed ALP again. 
 
Zavodnyik-You indicated, I think, when the last gentleman spoke, that it would be received and signed 
by FAA.  And I didn’t understand this to be a pro form exercise. 
 
Mastropieri-I guess what I meant was, scheduling wise, if we moved forward with an acceptable 
alternative to them, they review it ahead of time, and I bring it back to you folks in June for you to say 
“We’re good with it,” and then it goes to them for their signature.  But they have to approve it ahead of 
time.  If you do submit a B right now, they will send it back with another letter that says they do not 
approve of this. 
 
Martin-wait just a second. Please go ahead 
 
 -Assuming that the City of Venice prepares an ALP and a Master Plan with a BII designation, 
and we submit it to FAA, and they reject it, deny it, whatever, they would be in a formal administrative 
action at that point in time.  That would be final agency action and they would have to tell us why they 
are rejecting it, and the legal authority for their position, correct? 
 
Mastropieri-Yea 
 
 -Right now we’ve been in negotiations.  We offer a proposal and they say “We don’t like that, 
so no.”  If we submit an ALP that meets all of the requirements of the FAA regarding a Master Plan and 
an ALP and they choose to reject it, they must tell us, as final agency action, why it’s unacceptable to 



 

                         48 
 

them, and what their legal authority for the rejection is.  And then I would imagine there is an 
administrative appellate proceeding. 
 
DeGraaff- I’m not that sure about the legal.  They would write back saying that they reject it.  I don’t 
know if they would just automatically include the legal reasons or sections and codes as to where they 
get their authority to do that.  That I don’t know, but they would write back and reject it. 
 
 -I think we ought to find that out, because I would think that if they are rejecting our ALP they 
have to have a basis for that rejection.  It would have to be based on their circulars, their directives, the 
rules and regulations, and tell us how it is deficient.  Not just that they don’t like it.   
 
Mastropieri-My first thought is that they’ll just go back in history to the previous plans and use those.  
That’s my first thought.   
 
Martin-I haven’t had a chance to talk on the substance of this, but I’ve certainly had to time talk 
otherwise.  Do you want to make another comment? 
 
 -It appears that maybe people didn’t understand what I said because I was not saying submit a 
BII plan.  What I was saying was that whether we call it, again emphasize, the aircraft the operations 
are going to do what they’re going to do regardless of what we do here.  So what I was saying is that 
remembering that the goal was to protect the Golf Course, 100% if we could, and we had an interesting 
thought today by Mr. Marble, that by increasing the bridge side length of 04-22 we could do the same 
thing there and protect the Driving Range, as to that we would propose, and apparently the FAA has 
been amicable to pulling some more land and pulling the RPZ back off of Gulf Shores. What I was 
proposing was basically to provide a plan that we think would be supported by the FAA requesting the 
displaced thresholds and the extension of the runways on those two sides respectively; asking for the 
fences not to be moved.  And then to me what would be logical is in conclusion “we feel that this meets 
the criteria that you have been laying out for us, but this can also be achieved without cost in this 
alternative way.”  Either way, if we can get something approved, and we’ve protected Gulf Shores and 
the Golf Course, we have achieved the goal albeit, (3:32:10)   to spend the money.  
But I was basically proposing that we move forward with, and I’m not worried about whether we call it a 
CII or a BII, but with runways that have the displaced thresholds to protect the Golf Course and Gulf 
Shores and we request modifications to standards, if at all possible to leave the fences where they are; 
or absolutely minimal distance. 
 
Martin-I’ve had to go… 
 
Lang-Can I just ask Mr. McKeon if he is including in the displaced threshold plan the additional 500 ft? 
 
McKeon-Yes that was the only it was achieved. 
 
Lang-That would be a huge problem for me. 
 
McKeon-And there would be some distance on 04-22; I don’t know what the distance would be. 
 
Lang-The 04-22 addition might be something to be explored, an extension that is absolutely brand new.  
Adding the 500 ft is exactly what happened in Stuart, and the ultimate result was that all of those 
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homes ended up being condemned and sold.  People got to the point where they were so fed up that 
they just said “Take my house.  I’m moving.”  Do we want that in our community? 
 
Martin-The situation is very much relevant, and on the other hand it is very much different. The County 
itself initiated the extension of the runway and did that as the elected officials.  The FAA didn’t require 
it.  And then after they did it the problems with removing housing came about.  If we don’t get a plan 
approved that pulls the RPZ back off Gulf Shores, whether it’s by B, which all of have expressed a 
preference for-well not all of us-then we are going to be in that position. Mr. Moore has made clear, and 
I think I’ve made clear, I don’t feel I can vote for asking for a Plan that has them in there.  Mr. Bennett is 
nodding his head as well.  So what that means is, at the very least we would have to say to Chris and 
the other residents “The FAA is cramming this down our throat. They’re putting an RPZ over you.  We 
are either going to withdraw from the Federal Program,” and I think we ought to think through the 
consequences of that together, or “If you want to move out of there, we will support your effort.  But we 
want you to make the choice.  We don’t want the City to tell you, you have to live in an RPZ.” I think 
that’s the only ethical thing that we can do; the only moral thing we can do.  I don’t think we can gamble 
with these peoples lives by saying “Hey FAA, it’s a safety zone, we know it’s a safety zone, but we 
want it for the airport so whatever.  Let them worry about it.” I can’t do that.  I can do a lot of things; I 
can give them a chance to get out and buy it from them with FAA funds. I can give them a chance to 
stay, if they so choose, knowing what’s involved.  I can fight and consider with the Board where we go; 
if we send in a B Plan, and that’s what I would like to do next.  I can support the proposal that DY 
developed to pull the runway back.  I understand, and I think one of the things we need to talk about, I 
understand Ms. Lang’s concern, and it’s one others have had for a long time.  I don’t know there is any 
guarantee.  I got a feeling from you that if they went all the way to the line drawing stage it would be a 
big deal for them to come back later and say “Well we’ve decided it’s a 5,500 ft runway after all and 
we’re going to put the RPZ back.”  I don’t know.  Precedent-wise, you told me the other day, they don’t 
do that normally.  On the other hand that’s a leap of faith for us to take for some years, and we all know 
that things change.  I also am concerned about the Golf Course.  There are two ways we can save the 
Golf Course; one is the way you’ve proposed, the other is keeping it a B.  I don’t care about either of 
those two.  I would prefer the B, I am on record as preferring the B, but I also don’t feel we need to 
make that decision without this.  So, what I would suggest to you is this; let’s talk about the B Plan.  As 
I counted noses it seemed there were three or four people felt comfortable with the B Plan. What 
happens if we send it?  It’s going to take how long for them to review it? 
 
DeGraaff- We would have to get that together.  
 
Mastropieri-We have to pull all the drawings together, create those, and a record of all these meetings, 
and create a Plan for you.  And then have you sign-off on it, and we would submit it.  And then their 
review time-I don’t know what it would take, probably 30 days minimum. 
 
Martin-I can’t see any sense in sending you up there to Orlando telling them we want to submit a B 
Plan, and what do they think, because they’ve already made very clear, and with regard to the, they 
may be wrong. I’m not saying their not wrong, I think they are wrong.  But I also have some familiarity 
with Federal agencies when they dig their heels in, and contrary to the guidelines that Ms. Lang read, 
they’re basic job is like used car salesmen. They’re interested in selling airports, they want the money 
from Congress, they want to spend the money. They don’t want to save it.  They want to have more 
money that the road people, as a matter of fact, so they compete with the road people in the 
appropriation process.  They simply don’t do it that way, but that doesn’t mean we shouldn’t follow our 
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own instincts. What I would ask for the Council to do now, is let’s talk about this B Plan.  We know the 
history; we don’t have to repeat it.  Suppose we send in the B Plan, let’s spell out what’s happening 
next.  Go ahead Mr. Bennett 
 
Bennett-I have a question because I want to make sure I understand the displaced threshold, which I 
think I like, if I understand it.  Am I hearing that it goes along with a 500 ft extension of the surface of 
the runway?  
 
Mastropieri-Yes.  
 
Bennett- Then I don’t like it. It seems to me contradictory. 
 
Mastropieri- We can submit it with the relocated threshold and the 500 ft where the 765 ft at the other 
end is no longer usable for take-offs or landings. 
 
Bennett-That’s because you’ve extended 500 in the opposite direction. 
 
Mastropieri-And we’ve actually physically relocated the threshold so that the runway behind the 
threshold isn’t usable for take-offs or landings. 
 
Bennett-You’ve in effect then chopped off 500 ft at the other end without physically moving the surface.   
 
Martin- 700 ft 
 
Bennett-Well, whatever. 
 
 -without changing the surface which part of the concern. 
 
Bennett-So you take off further away? 
 
Mastropieri-Correct. 
 
Bennett-But in effect you are chopping of more than an equivalent on the other end; legally but not 
physically? 
 
Mastropieri-Yes. 
 
Martin-And the follow-up on that is what I mentioned before.  That is, it opens up the possibility in some 
people’s mind that we’ll now have a 5,500 ft runway including the 700 ft, if it’s not removed even though 
there is a restriction that pilots would obviously have to agree to, except in emergency conditions.  But 
things could change, and I think that’s what Ms. Lang’s concern is, and it’s other peoples concern.  
Going back two years people have expressed that concern to me. 
 
Lang- Mr. Mayor, as you know for every additional foot of runway that aircraft-heavier aircraft can take 
off, there’s the weight on the aircraft, and the temperature of the air dictate how much runway they 
need.  So right now they’ve got 5,000 ft, give them another 500 and we are going to get bigger and 
heavier aircraft coming in and being able to take off from here than currently do. 
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Martin-I do understand your point.  Where I’m going with this is, if they don’t give us a B; if we spend a 
couple of months that are involved and we send them a B and they send it back, then what.  That’s 
really where I want to go. 
 
 -This is kind of a bad analogy, but we have just spent three years documenting our airport, and 
we’ve done a pretty good job with the help of our Consultants.  We’ve found out that we don’t have 186 
airport operations, we have something closer to 50,000/year airport operations, and we feel pretty 
comfortable with that.  We’ve looked at all the problems, we’ve identified the issues here, and it’s just 
time for us to move forward.  It’s kind of like a real estate contract. If you’re selling your house and I’m 
coming over and saying “I like your house, but would you take $100,000 less than your asking?” That 
just doesn’t work.  It’s just not the process. The process is; I have to put it in writing, sign my name, and 
then give it to you.  You can either make a counter offer or reject it.  We have to look at the process at 
some point.  We’ve done all our due diligence; it’s time to put forth an Airport Layout Plan.   
 
Martin-You’ve had a lot experience with things that are relevant to this; what I’m trying to operate in a 
Workshop fashion, others please do the same if you want. Play it out, suppose that we do that, and I 
think there’s some spirit that would like to do that, and they turn it down, then what?  Where do you 
come back?  What would you do instead?  Is it better to give them another alternative?  Is it better to 
play it out even if it means a few more months?  
 
 -I’m like you; “Are you going to tell me where I’m deficient?” And I’m going to say “Well, I’m not 
deficient on the airport count.  I’m not deficient on operations count.”  Mr. Bennett articulated the other 
day we’re trying to put 10 lbs of potatoes in a 5 lb bag here.   
 
Martin-I think you’re right, I’m just let’s assume they’re irrational, that’s what they’ve shown us so far.  
They’re going to say “No.” I just feel we owe it to the Public how else are we going to achieve it.  
There’s a way to achieve what we want that they gave us an answer to.  If we could get the FAA to 
agree to a displaced threshold without the 500 ft at the other end, they would, on 13-31, a runway they 
clearly see as a C, they say it’s a C, they don’t give a damn what’s on the Plans.  They’ve made that 
clear.  They said it’s a C, and the reason it’s a C now, is not because it has 500 things.  No, that only 
counts if we want to make it a C, then they wouldn’t let us is what it amounts to.  But to make it a B is 
one C flying here, theoretically, right? That’s what they told us.  It’s nonsense, but how do we deal with 
it?  That’s what I’m saying to you. Go ahead Kit 
 
 -I guess I’m falling maybe into minority, even though emotionally I might like to be because I 
think it achieves our goals with virtually no expense.  But I also feel like I’m back in High School and 
I’ve asked the girl that I was in love with out three times and finally I figure “She doesn’t want to go out 
with me.”  Hopefully that’s a bit humorous, and I won’t tell you whether it was true or not. I think we’ve 
had enough dialogue… 
 
Martin-Well whether it was or not you certainly lucked out. 
 
 -In the end, you’re right. I just feel that we’ve had enough dialogue with the FAA.  I don’t need 
to get hit on the forehead with something coming out of the wind. I think it’s time to move forward, and 
that’s why I would say I think we need to move forward and propose a Plan that we think will be 
acceptable albeit at some cost, and in that submittal I would also just like to reiterate “We here in 
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Venice feel that these goals can be achieved for both the FAA and ourselves at no cost, if we did this 
other.”  But to submit the B, I think, is a mute point.  I just think we’re costing ourselves time and 
potential aggravation on the FAA-I’m not particularly worried about it.  We’ve been there.  I’ve asked 
this girl out three times. 
 
Martin-I will come back to Mr. Moore. I actually would go with you on that suggestion if I could meet the 
two things that are most important to me; saving Gulf Shores and saving the Driving Range. 
 
 -And that’s what we hope that does. 
 
Martin-I think we can do that under their plan.  I’m not at all sure we can do that by submitting another 
B, on the other hand if that’s really the will of the Council I would certainly support that. I supported it 
the last time it came up; I’ve been supporting it for two and a half years.  I went to Washington with it.  I 
went to Orlando with it.  I am in favor of it, but as a realist I think we are pelting at windmills, to speak 
about something I’m good at. 
 
 -I just wanted to clarify, at least in my mind, Mr. McKeon’s statement that ‘we’ve already been 
there’, and maybe this is overly technical but I don’t think we have ‘been there’, because we’ve never 
submitted the Plan. We’ve gone and negotiated, and yes they’ve told us, but until they actually have 
the Plan they can officially, either conditionally accept, or conditionally unaccept, or whatever they want 
to do. I think that’s the next step in the process. Now, am I unwilling to negotiate at all?  No, of course 
not.  I’m not going to put it out on the table right now that I’m going to pay a little bit more money for 
your house if you come back, but that’s my first offer. 
 
Martin-Bill we need to go through that.  I hear you. 
 
 -I don’t want to wait till June to do this, I say go ahead and do it now.  I just think it’s a waste of 
time, and then we can move forward. I don’t know whether they’ll make us a counter offer or not.  Am I 
willing to say “We’ll work with you to move the Driving Range”, or would I be interested in declared 
distances down the road as a compromise to Gulf Shores?  I’m open to those things, obviously, but the 
process needs to start somewhere. And I think we have to submit the plan; we’ve never done that. 
 
Martin-We’ve got two more people, go ahead Mr. Bennett? 
 
Bennett-Suppose we submitted a B Plan like 2000 with the addition of showing a pull back of the future 
RPZ to shorten the RPZ that was already there… 
 
 -Mr. Bennett? 
 
Bennett-And, designate it a CII airport.  Just like it is in the 2000 Plan. 
 
Martin-I see Mr. Marrow, and Mr. Rafferty and a few others, and they drew up such a Plan for us. It’s 
the one I took to Washington… 
 
Bennett-But it was never submitted. 
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Martin-No, and I think, frankly, that if this Council want to do that I will vote with the majority in that way.  
I actually want to debate with you that I think you are adding a couple of months of wasted effort. There 
are some pluses on it.  It is, in fact, there.  It might force, as Bob said, a reconsideration at some level.  
I don’t see it as all bad, I just think you’ve got to expect that you’re pushing back the ultimate resolution 
of the situation…probably.  Are you willing to go to court and fight them on it if they say no? 
 
 -You know me. That doesn’t bother me. 
 
Martin-Now we get relevant. 
 
Lang-Court in the innuendo. 
 
 -Again we’re submitting a plan that satisfies safety, that satisfies utility, compatibility, and it’s 
not costing the taxpayers anything. 
 
Martin-That’s what we said in our letter. We said that very clearly in our letter. 
 
 -Then let’s formalize it. 
 
Lang-And the pilots have said they prefer to keep the runways at 5,000 ft with a B Plan, than to have a 
displaced threshold Plan. We’ve heard that, so the B is superior to what you’re suggesting, because it 
creates other problems and other issues, albeit, with enlarging the runway. 
 
Marti-I think it’s a strategy question.  I’ll agree with you… 
 
Lang-I’ll just also mentioned that Mr. Bennett’s suggestion would be internally inconsistent if we had 
done that.  So we don’t want to perpetuate the mistake on the Lake that they did the last time.  I agree 
with Mr. Moore 100% that we have not submitted our Plan.  And Mr. Mayor you asked what would 
happen.  I worked in Government, and so did you.  I reviewed applications and what not, and 
negotiated with contractors/consultants up the yin yang.  What happens here with the FAA as Mr. 
Anderson indicated; we officially submit our Plan.  They have to formally give a response, and they 
have to tell us.  If they don’t like it, they have to tell us why.  The regs on Airport Layout Plans say, and 
I’m reading right off this piece of paper “…Airport sponsors may seek FAA approval for changes to their 
plans.”  So an Airport Layout Plan approval is not required.  It is only a requirement of the FAA when 
you’re asking them for money.  Or you have to submit it to them, you are supposed to submit it them, in 
the event you might be doing something unsafe, or that’s going to cost the Federal Government 
money; they want to know about it ahead of time.  In our case we are contemplating seeking a grant, 
although we haven’t 100% made a decision about that.  But let’s just hypothetically say we would 
perhaps like a grant for 04-22.  If the FAA comes back and says “Well, we don’t like this B Plan, and 
here are our reasons…”  That’s where, now, we’re at the table and we’re going to negotiate, and that’s 
where we are going to make a couple of decisions here.  What are we going to bend on, and we feel 
we can live with or not.  Or we can also say “You know what FAA, you’ve only given us $5.5 million 
dollars over 25 years…”which is only a couple hundred thousand dollars a year, and our Airport is 
running a surplus right now of half a million dollars a year. We’re up to $4 million.  We go there 
because we’ve been running a surplus of half a million a year.  That’s twice what the average of what 
they’ve given us.  At that point we might say we’re going to self-fund. There are a number of things we 
could do to increase revenue of the Airport that we’ve talked about as well.  I’m not saying we’re there 
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yet, but to get there we need to submit a formal Plan, and I’d like to make a motion that we have DY 
draft the actual BII Airport Layout Plan for submission to the FAA. 
 
 -Second 
 
 -Third 
 
Martin-Is there further discussion? 
 
 -Yes. 
 
 -Per our Consultants, here it is near the end of January, if we approve this motion, can you 
have it prepared for us to look at it, if that’s required, say by the end of February, i.e. can we submit this 
to FAA by March 1st? 
 
Mastropieri-we would have to submit a summary report along with that-with the drawings. And I would 
say you’re looking more at the second week of March that we could probably have all of those-there’s 
17 drawings that would have to be changed from the MEA Plan as well as a summary report to put 
together in draft form.   
 
 -Alright, so early in March sometime 
 
Mastropieri-Yeah, second week in March. 
 
 -And then a month for FAA to review.  So by the middle of April/ May 1st we will know.  Well to 
follow up on that, Mr. Mayor, I think we need to show the community, and I think we are; that we are 
trying to do the best that we can on the behalf of the Greater Venice Community.  I think if we submit 
this, they come back and they say “No” middle of April/May 1st then following on what Mr. Moore had to 
say, we can see what the other options are, including some of the alternatives that Mr. McKeon had 
suggested. 
 
 -I strongly, I emphasize strongly, disagree with this approach.  Emotionally I like it, but I truly 
believe that we’re getting caught up in ourselves and some of the concerns when in fact I think we have 
seen here today a path forward which achieves our goals and I believe will not cost us time and I think 
we could be moving forward today, and by the way today is January 28th which I said some months ago 
“By God I want this sucker out by January 28th” I might be eating humble pie here tonight.  It makes me 
feel good; it doesn’t pass the reasonable-man test of where we’ve been.  We’ve hired people that are 
expert.  They’re giving us their best recommendations and we are going against it.  So I would say, you 
know where I’m going to vote on this one.  Enough said. 
 
Martin-Do you have any doubt that they are going to turn this down. 
 
Mastropieri-Yes.  I mean no.  They will.   
 
Martin-And they will probably use the same wording they used in the letter.  They’ll say “It’s a C.  It’s 
always been a C. As far as we’re concerned it’s a C.   
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Mastropieri-It’s your option to take it to, or they will submit it to the Region.  The Region will say… 
 
Martin-I have reason to believe, and no facts, just from conversations with you and others in the 
community, that they already ran this past; the letter past, the Layout on Washington.  Is that your 
belief? 
 
Mastropieri-I believe they probably did. I could be wrong, but that’s just my sense because they know 
how passionate you are about it, and they did not want to make a mistake as far as their response with 
calling it a C, and getting Washington support. 
 
Martin-You’ve lived in that Agency.  What do you think they’re going to do?  I think they’re going to 
circle the wagons. 
 
 -I believe that they at least it was reviewed at the Regional level, which is in Atlanta, and it is a 
distinct possibility that it even went the Washington for them to review it also.  I believe that they will 
just reject it and use the same reasons that they did in their most recent letter. 
 
 -Another question of clarification. If we do a displaced threshold plan I presume I cannot put a 
barrier at the opposite end to make sure that 700 ft give or take either way cannot be used because 
that’s unsafe? 
 
Mastropieri-That’s correct, but you could put markings on it, so that it would not be utilized. 
 
DeGraaff -Under that scenario, someone who’s departing on runway 13 would use the pavement.  
They would use that 756 ft. 
 
Bennett-Going the other direction. 
 
DeGraaff- Because they don’t need anything behind them.  But somebody who is landing would land at 
the 756 ft, and somebody from the other end it would end at that displaced threshold.  There is a 
departure RPZ that would be pulled back the 756 so it would coincide with the displaced threshold. 
 
Martin-This is a point that we’ve been in contention about.  Ms. Lang thinks they would use the whole 
area through the 700 ft, there by adding the 5,500 ft. 
 
DeGraaff- No, somebody departing off of 31 or landing on 31 the runway would end at the displaced 
threshold which would be 756 ft back. 
 
Mastropieri-And they’d have to be up in the air before they get to that point. 
 
Lang-You are talking about departures from the Southeast starting 500 ft back from where they are, 
they’re going to have 5,500 right? 
 
Mastropieri- Not to calculate, legally. 
 
Martin-What they’re saying is, and this was important to me, and I think if it’s right it might make a 
difference and the Council ought to think about it, they’re saying if that were agree to, and there’s no 
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guarantee that the FAA would agree to it because they really don’t like declared distances, but in any 
event if they did, as far as operations are concerned it ends 700 ft short.  There’s a marking there.  
They have to take off by then.  In fact obviously they have to take off before then, so it’s not like they’ll 
run all the way to the end toward Gulf Shores and take off. 
 
Lang-But they’re going to be turning sooner, which is worse than what’s happening now. 
 
Martin-Well, we still have the same option to try and get them to turn left.  I know there are planes 
contrary… 
 
Lang-You have no leverage. 
 
Martin-Well, I’m not sure we don’t have some leverage.  I’m not sure that we’ve maximized the 
effectiveness of our efforts.  There are airports that do a better job of keeping up with people and 
persuading, or seem to do a better job.  I think that in the future we have to assume we will do a better 
job.   
 
 -I just wanted to make sure I did understand the dialogue. Right now for arguments sake 
because we do have a declared distance and the hash marks on 4, the 4 end of the 04-22, so if an 
aircraft were taking off of 04-0, so he’s at the Driving Range end of the runway taking off, he has to be 
off the ground by the time he hits those hash marks. He can’t use the full length of the runway?  
Although quite frankly he’d want to be off before then? 
 
DeGraaff- This is somebody departing on 04?  The displaced threshold only affects one operation, and 
that’s landing on 22.  All three other operations can use the full length of the runway. 
 
Martin-So he could go to the end because there isn’t a displaced threshold on 04, is what you’re 
saying.  We thought that maybe because they had to get over the bridge it might be shorter. 
 
DeGraaff- It’s just on the landing. 
 
Martin-It’s just on the landing. Okay, Mr. Bennett? 
 
Bennett-You would tell us that if we proposed to literally shift the runway, another words lop off the 
physical end that we were saying couldn’t be used, that that would not be approved, is that correct? 
 
DeGraaff- That’s correct, because that would be such a severe degradation of the utility of that runway, 
which they just repaired.  They just reconstructed not that long ago.  I can guarantee you. 
 
Bennett-Why, the runway’s the same length. 
 
DeGraaff- No it isn’t.  You are talking about 756 ft away from that runway. 
 
Bennett-No it’s taking 500 ft away.  In other words I’m now talking about moving the runway, physically 
shifting it 500 ft.  Let’s assume we have a billion dollars to play with. 
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DeGraaff- You’re mistaken a little bit.  You move it 500 ft on the coastal end, but this plan would pull it 
back 756 ft, in other words 250 ft further, because it needs to be back that far in order not to have the 
RPZ go into Gulf Shores. 
 
Bennett-So you have to pave over the intercoastal. 
 
DeGraaff- No. 
 
Bennett- I mean if you were going to move it back you’d have to move it back 700 ft. 
 
DeGraaff- Right now you have 1,000 ft so if you took 515 ft, even though you have 515 ft of it, anybody 
operating from the other end; whether they are departing or landing they need 1,000 ft.  They can’t use 
that 515 ft.  The only person that can use that 515 ft is somebody who is departing.  They can go all the 
way back there because they don’t need anything behind them. So they can use the beginning at that 
point.  And somebody who’s landing they need 600 ft behind them.  That’s why we would have to 
displace the threshold 115 ft beyond that.  They’d have an additional 400 ft at that end, but on the other 
end it would be cut at the 756 ft.  
 
Bennett-Bottom line is we talk about paint markers that people ignore, right? 
 
DeGraaff- No, they wouldn’t ignore it, but the bottom line is that all of these things reduce the utility of 
the runway.  If we displace it, it is the least loss of utility.  If we relocate it and lop off 756 ft it’s even 
more severe.  All of the four operations are going to use length.  If we displace it three of them are 
going to lose length and one of them is going to get a little bit longer. 
 
Lang-Didn’t we hear one of the pilots say that by adding on that end was going to be really dangerous 
for landings because now you’ve got that whole rip wrap bank of the intercoastal and what not.  I heard 
somebody say that today. 
 
DeGraaff- If you are landing on 13 there is no difference.  The runway would end where it ends now 
because they need 1,000 ft, so the only ones that could use it…. 
 
Lang-It would end, but I mean where they touch down. 
 
DeGraaff- No, it would all be as safe. 
 
Lang-There was a comment made earlier. 
 
Martin-That was a premise that they would go low and land on the runway. We’re talking about landing 
beyond the end of this runway, and that’s available for take off but not for landing. 
 
DeGraaff- I think there was a misunderstanding.  When you’re landing you still need 1,000 ft on that 31 
end.  You’re landing on 13 you need 1,000 ft.  Nothing would change.  I think there was an impression 
that he would have an additional 500 ft and it would be more of a probability that they would end up in 
the intercoastal but that’s not true.  The runway would end.  You would need 1,000 ft.  It wouldn’t 
change. 
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Bennett-Any displaced threshold plan reduces the utility of the runway, is that correct? 
 
DeGraaff- that’s correct; it reduces three of them. 
 
Bennett-Okay, so you submitted a B Plan with, if you will, a bold-faced statement, that we seriously 
considered the displaced threshold plan but rejected it because it would diminish the utilities of the 
runway, could that be done?  
 
DeGraaff- I’m sorry can you say that again Councilman? 
 
Bennett-If we submitted this B Plan that we are talking about; in other words the Airport is the way it is, 
with a bold-faced statement, and I don’t mean it has to be bold-faced, I mean its prominent at least 
pursued aggressively, that we seriously considered a displaced threshold alternative; a compromised if 
you will, but it rejected it because we did not want to diminish the utility of this Airport. 
 
DeGraaff- They would come back and say they would dismiss that bold-faced statement, because they 
would say “We don’t care about the RPZ.  The RPZ is just a recommendation.”  As far as their 
concerned, they’re happy with the RPZ exactly the way that it is.  It’s just a recommendation. So 
anything that takes away from the runway is a reduction in the utility that they don’t really require.  They 
don’t care. 
 
Martin-Okay gentlemen, let me tell you what I think is another problem that we may wind up wanting 
them to do that, so I don’t know we want to shoot it out of the water is nonviable because if they turn 
down the B we may have ask them that.  That’s the best alternative that we have, if they don’t go with a 
B.  That’s the alternative that saves Gulf Shores and it saves the Golf Course-assuming that they give 
us the thing.  That’s the alternative that I think is the most likely to succeed, and for that reason I have 
conflicting values on this.   I prefer the B. I also prefer to be with all of the Council members to the 
extent possible, because we’ve worked on this a long time together, it’s my way to try and have an 
agreement.  I honestly don’t think it’s a good idea to do the B.  I know it’s politically attractive.  I know 
people wish we would do that.  I heard it today; I’ve talked to people privately.  I don’t think it’s going to 
end the world if we go ahead and send the B in, therefore I am willing to join my colleagues if that’s 
their wish to do that.  My reason tells me that I really agree with Mr. McKeon.  I think we’re wasting time 
and kidding ourselves, and we have a way to solve those two problems, and that way has been laid out 
by you.  It saves Gulf Shores.  It saves the Golf Course.  And we may not get it because it shaves a 
couple of hundred feet off the utility thing, and the FAA may say no.  Then we’re back to ground zero 
again, but I hope they won’t.   
 
Lang- Mr. Mayor can I explain to you how it’s not in the long run going to save Gulf Shores?  What will 
happen is that if we have a Plan that they might approve where the RPZ is pulled back we will then 
proceed to continue to have heavier and heavier aircraft, and C jets, etc, using that runway… 
 
Martin-Not if we have that displaced thing.  We’ll have to take off 700 ft shorter if that will actually have 
a shorter runway than they do now by 200 ft. 
 
Lang-that’s not what happened in Stuart. 
 
Martin-That’s a different ball game. 
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Lang-It’s not different. It doesn’t matter whether the town added the 300 etc feet or they were told to 
add it, but the fact is that that’s what happens.  It’ sort of a self fulfilling prophecy… 
 
Martin-Tell me something; they had a declared distance and the FAA took it away? 
 
Lang-No, they added a few hundred feet to the runway and they started experiencing more and more 
jets 
 
Martin-Which we would do if we didn’t have that declared distance. 
 
Lang-Okay, but as you have this experience, even with the declared distance, the next step if for the 
FAA to say “Well, we really want you to extend that RPZ out in the future again,” and it puts the burden 
back on the City of putting those houses in a situation where we are ultimately going to be discussing 
condemning the homes. 
 
Martin-If your facts are right, I agree with you. 
 
Lang-It happened in Stuart 
 
Martin-They didn’t do a declared distance then. 
 
Lang-They weren’t allowed to. 
 
Martin-Well we’re not going to do this if they don’t give us the declared distance, is what it amounts to. 
 
 -there was one significant difference, if I’m correct.  I hope you’ll double check me on this.  The 
additional length that Stuart put on their runway by themselves, at first, extended the runway towards 
houses.  That’s the key difference.  The runway here, they were okay, the City put some additional 
runway length towards the houses, and then realized “oops”.  And once the runway was established 
the FAA would not allow them to take it away.  They, in my view, created the issue…. 
 
 -I think the key issue Kit that you are making, is that the City initiated that.  The City initiated 
that, and I think what you are afraid of Councilman Lang, is that the FAA would initiate it.  The FAA 
does not initiate.  They react to. 
 
Lang-The FAA speaks with forked-tongue.  Every time you go to them for something, they want 
something else.  And that’s what I’m concerned about.  We’re going to spend $3 million to add a 500 ft 
extension, but then we’re going to put this displacement there.  How long do you think that’s going to 
last before they say “We want the full utility, and you know what?  Get rid of the displaced threshold so 
because we just spend $3 million making this 5,500 so just go and the homes are back in the zone; 
acquire them/condemn them…” 
 
Martin-Okay, wait just a second.  Give him a chance to answer that. 
 
DeGraaff- They would only do that if you initiated that.  It has to be initiated by the sponsor.   
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Martin-And we would not, in other words the deal that I see, which is a little different than what Ms. 
Lang sees, and I’m not saying she is wrong or I’m right, we’re asking them for a package.  We’re 
asking for 750 ft displaced distance which preserves an RPZ on the Airport grounds.  That solves the 
whole problem as far as Gulf Shores is concerned.  They have to agree to that displaced distance, or 
we don’t ask them to build the 500 ft.  We won’t spend the money; we won’t do it, that’s all.  We’ll go 
back to whatever we are going to do for an encore.  So that’s different.  That’s not the terms we’re 
having in Martin County.  They extended towards the houses; we’re extending it the opposite direction.  
And they didn’t ask for declared distances, and the FAA never gave them that in the first place.  Do you 
know any place where the FAA has initiated taking a declared distance away that they had just 
granted? 
 
DeGraaff/Mastropieri-No 
 
Lang-Aren’t we going to have to do an environmental assessment in order to do the type of Plan you’re 
talking about?  That could take quite awhile.  So now we’re talking about more money.  We’re talking 
$3 million to do the 500 ft.  I don’t know how many hundred thousand to do the environmental 
assessment.  I don’t know how many years, because there will be disputes and you have to go through 
the whole public process, so the pilots who were looking to get 04-22 rehabbed any time soon; you can 
just sit there for five years. 
 
 -Because that’s the other runway. 
 
Lang-they’re going to hold up the grant. 
 
Mastropieri-I don’t think so.  If they conditionally approve the ALP with the Plan, 04-22 is completely 
separate from 13-31.  They would not initiate that environmental assessment until you are ready to 
implement the 500 ft extension and change it. 
 
Lang-Wouldn’t you need the EA on the 04-22 as well, as part of this Plan? 
 
DeGraaff- No, because as I said before you’re not changing the dimensions or its original weight-
bearing capacity. 
 
 -In one of our discussion, to save the Driving Range we would be doing that.  If we do that that 
would require…. 
 
Mastropieri-You could go that route. 
 
Lang-To save the Driving Range. 
 
 -I’m not so sure. 
 
Lang-Or we’re going to spend millions relocating a Driving Range when we really don’t need to. 
 
 -You’re not adding any pavement.  You’re not lengthening the runway to put in a Runway 
Safety Area. 
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 -The proposal that I had was to do,, on 04-22, exactly what you had proposed on 13-31 to save 
the Gulf Shores houses, by pulling it out of the RPZ. 
 
Lang-By adding a couple of hundred feet that Mr. Marble suggested.  So we’re back to having to do 
this whole…. 
 
DeGraaff- that’s sort of another alternative to consider that… 
 
Mastropieri-Let me just say, too, and I don’t mean to offend anybody at all, but I just want you to think 
for a second; if you decide to go with the B alternative on 13-31 because the RPZ remains on the 
Airport, the operational conditions, we’re assuming the same airplanes are going to operate-that 
doesn’t change.  You’re going to keep the runway length the same; the width of the runway the same.  
Well what happens if you have an aircraft that goes down in what would be as a C airport the same 
conditions, the RPZ that would have been there. You’ve just moved the RPZ back onto the Airport as a 
B-you want to name it a B.  But in actuality you still have the same runway, the same operating claims 
on that runway, going over the same homes.  So what you’ve done is you’ve taken those dimensions 
off of your land use plans and put them onto the Airport.  But you haven’t changed the operating 
conditions there. 
 
 -Or the noise, or the pollution, or anything else. 
 
Mastropieri-And you’re actually telling the folks that live out there that it’s a better condition, but it’s not.  
It’s the same condition…. 
 
Lang-But it’s not a worse condition, which I’m afraid… 
 
Mastropieri-No it’s not a worse condition, but it’s the same condition, but you’re not showing the RPZ. 
 
Martin-If we don’t get a declared distance it’s a worse condition, that’s why I said as far as I’m 
concerned if they don’t agree to that then we’re back to ground zero.  And I do understand Ms. Lang’s 
point and it’s not without merit, but I did find that it’s inconsistent with the facts you told me about the 
700 ft they have to take off there, and that assuming that not having a wreck or something. I have 
heard from pilots, both pro and con, they don’t ignore those markings.  There may be somebody who 
does, but it’s a serious problem, and they would risk losing license if they ignored the problem.  So, 
here we are.  I think we’ve been around… 
 
 -Mr. Mayor, I had not spoken of the issue, and other people had spoken more than once. 
 
Martin- Please, go ahead.  I’m sorry sir; I didn’t mean to ignore you 
 
 -I’m calling for the question.  Can we vote on the motion.   
 
Martin-It’s Ms. Lang’s motion. 
 
 -It’s been moved and seconded. I’m calling on it for the question. 
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Martin-That’s a privileged of motion, unless there is a more privileged motion which is to hold that off.  I 
don’t know exactly what to call that motion, but otherwise we just vote on it. 
 
Clerk-If you’re going to call for the question you need a motion to call for the question. 
 
 -The motion when you call for a question, you don’t need a second, what you need is a vote to 
end debate.  I’m calling for the question, and that is the motion to end debate.  It doesn’t need a 
second.   
 
Clerk-Mine says you do.  Do you want to recess and we look it up? 
 
Martin-Let’s assume we have to vote.  Ordinarily I would defer to the Clerk, but this time I think we have 
probably expressed our feelings.  Clerk would you call a role please?  The motion is to ask our 
Consultants to develop a B Plan which we will then submit to the FAA.   
 
Clerk-Mr. McKeon 
 
McKeon-No 
 
Clerk-Mr. Zavodnyik 
Zavodnyik-Yes 
 
Clerk-Ms. Lang 
 
Lang-Yes 
 
Clerk-Mr. Moore 
 
Moore-Yes 
 
Clerk-Mr. Carlesimo 
 
Carlesimo-No 
 
Clerk-Mr. Bennett 
 
Bennett-Yes 
 
Clerk-Mayor Martin 
 
Martin-The four votes have it.  In principal I don’t think it’s a good direction so I am voting No.   
 
Clerk-I’m sorry I couldn’t hear you 
 
 -He said No 
 
Martin-I voted No.  It carries; I just don’t think it’s a good direction that’s all. 
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Turner-Mr. Mayor, if I could I just want to clear up a couple things.  The majority has voted to go with 
BII, so that’s what I’m going to support your efforts on.  I am going to tell you that I am going to meet 
with a number of members of the community and make sure that if I am going up there in support of 
them, I understand the greatest arguments we have for a BII.  So I will be meeting with some people 
from the Gulf Shores area, and some folks who have expressed some concerns about the Airport, as 
well as some airport tenants.  So if you hear me going around meeting, I’m meeting to get our best 
case for this.   
 
Martin-Good.  Thank you.  Thank you all for being part of this whole process.  We’ll play it out and see 
where we go. 
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Lisa Mastropieri

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Bob Dennis [rgdennis2@comcast.netj
Tuesday, January 26, 2010 11:16 AM
Istelze@ci.venice.fl.us
FW: Special meeting

Please insure the Council and Mayor Martin get this asap. Thank you very much. Bob Dennis

From: Bob Dennis [mailto:rgdennis2@comcast.net]
Sent: Tuesday, January 26, 2010 10:17 AM
To: 'council@ci.veniceJl.us'
Subject: Special meeting

Dear Mayor Martin/Council,

I hear that the Council is voting this week to extend runway 13-31 by 500 yards. I hope this not true. I don't
understand why this issue would be up for a vote. This sounds as though the citizens are being blindsided on this issue.

Please stay with the simple and popular agenda and don't change anything at the airport. The FFA needs to understand
we will not change our present functioning B airport to a functioning C airport which would jeopardize our safety. We want
the airport to stay the same as it is, and this is not a downgrade.

Thank you for your work on this issue and thank you for hearing me out. Don't fold on this issue because of a few vested
interest individuals and remember who got you elected.

Sincerely,

Bob Dennis
Venice Resident

1



Lisa Mastropieri

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Bill Newnam [willnew@verizon.net]
Wednesday, January 27,20109:41 AM
Lori Stelzer
*FIL TERED:* Airport

Dear Council Members:

We urge you not to accept a C designation for the airport. To my knowledge, it
has never been conformed as such, but only misrepresented of late as such.

We who moved here many years ago have known it and lived with it as what it
overtly has been - an airport for the use of owners of small airplanes. We
want it to stay that way. No one, other than the city residents, and that
excludes the FAA, has the right to determine the configuration of the
airport that impinges so much on our contentment and well-being. That is the
paramount good to be attained, not vainglorious visions of a monster in our
midst.

Urgently,

Bill & Carol Newnam
906 Golden Beach Blvd.

1



Lisa Mastropieri

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

leekarr [Ieekarr@comcast.net]
Thursday, January 28, 2010 1:06 PM
Istelze@ci.venice.fl.us
To the City Council

My wife (who is a pilot) and I appreciate, applaud, and support your efforts to
limit airport expansion.
We understood that our airport was a friendly hometown airport when we
bought our home.
We do not support turning it into a jet fuel port, or commercial establishment,
and we are dismayed that homes and the golf course would be compromised
by further development.
Lee & Judy Karr
224 Gulf Drive
Venice, FL 34285
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Lisa Mastropieri

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

LindaDepew[ldepew@cLvenice.fl.us]
Thursday,January28,20101:16 PM
FrederickWatts; IsaacTurner;LoriStelzer;NancyWoodley;LisaMastropieri
Fwd:Airport LayoutPlanDecision

FYI

»> Thurman R Greene <thurmangreene@msn.com> 1/27/2010 10:57 AM »>
To: Venice City Council and City Manager;

Over the past three or four years the citizens of Venice have become well informed on airport issues,
thanks to open discussions held at various Council meetings and workshops. Today, there can be no
doubt that a large majority of these same citizens have decided that a B-II, "recreational" airport is what
they feel is best for the city. We residents don't want safety shortcuts, increased neighborhood noise and
decreased property values.

It is clear that a majority of the current council members where elected to represent the citizens' desire
for a better managed B-II airport. The council majority should and is expected to vote according to the
will of the people they represent.

We respectively request that the Council vote to instruct DY to develop a ALP based on a B-II ARC and
that the Council send it to the FAA immediately. Now is time. You must express the citizens' desire to
FAA.

Randall Greene
Venice Resident

1



Lisa Mastropieri

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Linda Depew [ldepew@cLvenice.fl.usj
Thursday, January 28,20101:17 PM
Frederick Watts; Isaac Turner; Lori Stelzer; Nancy Woodley; Lisa Mastropieri
Fwd: 500 foot runway extension

FYI

»> "Thomas Brener" <swoose411@yahoo.com> 1/26/20102:14 PM »>
Mr. Mayor: The last time I spoke at a Council Meeting I tried to make the point that this
Council is too often provided by staff with false choices. I believe that the reason why
some are now convinced that there is a plan to extend runway 13-31 by 500 feet is
because staff has apparently asked the Consultant to provide you with two "options" for
the ALP. In your agenda package you will find these options. They are: 1) Designate
RW 13-31 a C runway but demolish portions of the golf course so that 4-22 can also be
designated a C and 2) "Shift" 13-31 to the south by 500 feet by extending paving to the
ICW- this would push some of the residences in the RPZ to the N outside the RPZ
trapezoid.

The problem with these choices is that neither choice was what Council had asked for.
The "Shift" option would, of course, truly extend the runway 500 feet- because the FAA
and the City have both indicated that the NW runway end would NOT be demolished.
This option would, in fact, create a 5500 foot runway. And, the 4-22 option really does
nothing to address the use of the "primary runway" but actually suggests that the City
should seek waivers and partially demolish the golf course so that C airplanes would be
able to use 4-22 (a non-conforming "C") as an alternate (still not the primary runway).
In all cases, all runways are designated C.

Little wonder why people are upset. Option 2 clearly is a plan to "shift" and lengthen the
runway. This is not what Council asked for. Please re-direct at the workshop so that the
Consultant provides you with an option to keep both runways "8". As you know, the
City owns the airport and its primary responsibility as sponsor is to keep it safe. A ditch
of riprap in the RPZon the SE end of 13-31 is an unsafe choice. Allowing waivers on 4-
22 is also a poor choice because it will destroy the golf course and encourage additional
large aircraft traffic to use a non-conforming runway. Instead, keep it safe. Please
submit the safest alternative -that would be two closely conforming B runways. Let the
FAAcomplain that you are being overly cautious. We did not elect the FAA to make this
decision for us.

Thanks, Tom

1



Lisa Mastropieri

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Linda Depew [Idepew@ci.venice.fl.usj
Friday, January 29, 2010 8:01 AM
Frederick Watts; Isaac Turner; Lori Stelzer; Nancy Woodley
Fwd: B Airport Vote

FYI

»> "Thomas Brener" <swoose411@yahoo.com> 1129/20107:15 AM »>

DEMOCRACYPREVAILS: ELECTEDOFFICIALS CHOOSECITIZENS' INTERESTS OVER
SPECIAL-INTEREST

Politicians rarely show the courage to vote their consciences when under intense
pressure. But the City of Venice owns the airport, not the FAA, and 4 courageous
members of the Council voted for its citizens, and chose the course that 6 out of 7
stated was the also the best option for its residents. Sadly, even the Mayor agreed with
the "B" designation, but chose to make a vote that he felt would least upset the apple
cart- and perhaps appease his powerful critics. The FAA has acted unethically; it violated
its own rules, tried to bully the City into submitting its chosen plan, and might now
disapprove of the plan. But, now the FAAwill receive a formal document and will have to
issue a formal response. If this Federal Agency continues with its stated position, it will
refuse to stamp the plan because the City chose to hold the safety of its residents and
airport users above the FAA's desire to accommodate future growth of air traffic. Though
empirical evidence clearly shows that the demand is not there, the FAA would spend
$Millions of tax dollars under the misguided big-business notion that "if you build it, they
will come". The likely outcome will be that federal funding will temporarily cease. The
City will end up reducing costs at the airport, maintaining its utility, and preserving the
"quality of life" that is Venice's most valuable asset. The City can do all of this without
federal aid because the airport is economically self-sufficient by virtue of income from its
mobile home park and income from the many non-aeronautical leases. If the FAA
chooses to act arbitrarily, without any concern for elected officials or citizen safety, its
will be in a precarious position. The City need not sue for grant funding, but Naples did
just that a few years ago, beat the FAA, and the FAA ended up restoring the withheld
funding. I applaud the decision to put a real ball in their court. Now the City awaits a
real response; we hope it is a reasonable one.

1



Lisa Mastrop.;,;;ie;.;,r.;.,i _

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Linda Depew [Idepew@ci.venice.fl.us]
Thursday, January 28,20101:18 PM
Frederick Watts; Isaac Turner; Lori Stelzer; Nancy Woodley; Lisa Mastropieri
Fwd: Airport

FYI

»> leekarr <Ieekarr@comcast.net> 1/26/20104:57 PM »>
My wife, who is a pilot, and I applaud and support your efforts to maintain
Venice's airport as a hometown 8-2 facility.

It is what we experienced and expected when we moved here. The prospect of
change that includes commercialization, loss of other valued facilities, and
the prospect of jets flying in for discounted fuel, is emphatically not what
we moved here for.

Lee & Judy Karr
224 Gulf Drive
Venice, FL 34285

1
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AGENDA 
SPECIAL MEETING  

VENICE MUNICIPAL AIRPORT 
VENICE CITY COUNCIL 

COUNCIL CHAMBERS – 401 West Venice Avenue 
 

January 28, 2010 – 1:30 P.M. 
 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
ROLL CALL 
 
I. MASTER PLAN UPDATE 

• Purpose of Special Meeting 
• Discussion of December FAA Meeting and Response to City’s Preferred 

Alternative 
• Discussion of Alternatives 
• Aircraft Counting Program 

o November and December 
o Continue to Obtain 12 Months for Master Plan 
o Update Forecast after 12 Months and Submit to FAA 

• Results of Runway 4-22 Weight Bearing Capacity Review 
• Next Steps 

 
II. AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION 
 
III. COUNCIL DISCUSSION 
 
IV. COUNCIL ACTION 
 
V. ADJOURNMENT 
 
 

*   *   *   *   *   *   *   * 
 

If you are disabled and need assistance, please contact the City Clerk’s office 
 at least 24 hours prior to the meeting 

 
NOTE:  
 
The agenda materials can be viewed at www.venicegov.com. Adobe Acrobat Reader will be needed to 
open the file. 
 
No stenographic record by a certified court reporter is made of this meeting. Accordingly, any person who 
may seek to appeal any decision involving the matters noticed herein will be responsible for making a 
verbatim record of the testimony and evidence at this meeting upon which any appeal is based. 



City Council Special Meeting Agenda – 01/28/2010 – Page 2 of 2 
 

 
CITY OF VENICE CODE OF ORDINANCES Section 2-53(3): Audience Participation 
 
The Council will hear comments, concerns or questions from any citizen present at the meeting on 
matters not on the Agenda, it being understood that any single presentation must be limited to five 
minutes. Citizen’s comments will be permitted on Agenda items at the time the item is under 
consideration by Council if a speaker card has been submitted to the City Clerk prior to Council’s 
consideration of the items. 
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FAA Response to City Letter Bringing the
pieces together…

• “FAA cannot agree to downgrade airport or primary runway”. 
Open to considering other alternatives.

• FAA considers ALL users – the “500” trigger of C ops does 
NOT apply nor does number of C based aircraft when 
reducing airport reference code (ARC).g p ( )

• Grant Assurance on Runway 13-31
• Obtain full 12 months of data to show seasonal months and 

d t f tupdate forecast
• RPZ – meets C standards on 13 end. Homes have “pre-

existed” – FAA considers ok to be in RPZ.  Acquisition not q
required.  

• Modifications to Standards – NONE to Runway Safety Area 
(RSA) Will consider for ROFA and taxiway separation to(RSA).  Will consider for ROFA and taxiway separation to 
minimize impacts to golf course.
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What Are Critical Issues to CityBringing the
pieces together…

R 13 d R P t ti Z• Runway 13 end Runway Protection Zone 
(RPZ ) and homes

• Runway Object Frees Area (ROFA) impacts 
to golf course – includes Runway 13-31 and 
R 4 dRunway 4 end

• Runway Safety Area (RSA) impacts to 
driving range

• Taxiway C separation from Runway 4
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Critical Areas of Concern
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What Are Critical Issues to FAABringing the
pieces together…

A lt ti t id l b tt• Any alternative must provide equal or better 
safety and utility of runways
• Design standards and runway length and 

width for all airport users
• Type of approach to runways
• Approach minimumspp
• Safety areas
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How Can We ResolveBringing the
pieces together…

T k th l k t lt ti• Take another look at alternatives
• Provide best resolution possible within 

confines of requirements
• Work with FAA to arrive at an agreement that 

provides safety and utility to those using the 
airport now and in the future
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Bringing the
pieces together…

Alternatives Discussion 

Alternative 1 - Hybrid Alternativey
• Runway 13-31 – FAA indicates they will not reduce ARC of 

runway in letter
4 22 N i Ab t t R f ll i ft• 4- 22 – Noise Abatement Runway for all aircraft

• FAA indicates must provide equal safety and utility on 4-22:FAA indicates must provide equal safety and utility on 4 22:
• equal approach minimums to 4-22
• standard RSA for C aircraft
• Equal runway length, width, strength
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Alternative 1 - Hybrid Alternative 
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Bringing the
pieces together…

Alternatives Discussion 

Alternative 2 Shift Runway 13 31Alternative 2 - Shift Runway 13-31

• 13-31 – Shift runway to the south by Relocating Runway 13 
threshold to minimize RPZ impacts (reduces runway length), 
maintain as a “C” runway

• 4- 22 – Full C capability and Noise Abatement Runway for all 
aircraft when possible

• Apply modifications to standards for ROFA to the extent• Apply modifications to standards for ROFA to the extent 
possible on both runways
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Bringing the
pieces together… Alternative 2 – Shift Runway 13-31 

Runway 13 End 
Runway 13 RPZ pulled onto airport (no homes)Runway 13 RPZ pulled onto airport (no homes) 
Threshold must be relocated (756 feet) and not displaced to avoid 
a departure RPZ over homes
4,244 feet for Runway 13 arrivals & departures to the south

Runway 31 End 
Add pavement to 31 end to make up for loss (max is 515 feet)Add pavement to 31 end to make up for loss (max is 515 feet)
4,759 feet for Runway 31 departures and landings to north
Must analyze ODALS relocation/placement (if possible)y p ( p )

Runway 4-22 
Continue use as noise abatement runway for all aircraft (C)
R l t d i iRelocate driving range
Modifications to standards to extent possible
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DY Will id hi l t ti f Shifti R 13DY Will provide a graphical representation of Shifting Runway 13-
31 at meeting
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Aircraft Operations Sensors
DRAFT Data Count   

March - December 2009 including total T&Gs
Bringing the
pieces together… March - December 2009 including total T&Gs

Operations

March 
2009

April 
2009

May 
2009

June 
2009

July 
2009

August 
2009

September
2009

October
2009

November 
2009

December 
2009

10-
Month 
Total

A-I 2,584 1,282 1,930 1,468 1,634 1,014 1,358 1,974 2,094 1,692 17,030

A-II 6 2 6 6 4 2 6 6 2 8 48

B-I 350 140 226 182 174 112 62 86 108 52 1,492

B-II 136 118 76 84 52 40 42 32 76 62 718

C-I 26 24 26 8 6 8 8 8 30 16 160

C-II 12 18 6 2 6 6 0 6 6 6 68

D-I 6 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 4 0 14

D-II 0 0 2 0 0 2 2 4 4 0 14

H 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 6

Aircraft in Question 6 4 4 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 18

Total Departures x 2 3,128 1,590 2,276 1,750 1,878 1,186 1,478 2,122 2,324 *1,836 19,568
*System Error – camera 4 down 12/23-12-31

Touch and Go’s recorded 1,685 *831 1,477 1,792 1,391 1,463 1,335 1,876 1,924 1,437 15,211

Touch and Gos x 2 3,370 1,662 2,954 3,584 2,782 2,926 2,670 3,752 3,848 2,874 30,422

*System Error – no operations collected 4/3-4/17

System Error camera 4 down 12/23 12 31
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Total Operations 6,498 3,252 5,230 5,334 4,660 4,112 4,148 5,874 6,172 4,710 49,990
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Venice Counting Sensors
Ten Months (Mar-Dec) 2009

Preliminary Data
Bringing the
pieces together… y

3.67%

0.82% 0.35% 0.07% 0.07%

0.03%

0.25% 7.63%

0.03%
AI OPERATIONS

AII OPERATIONS

BI OPERATIONS

BII OPERATIONS

CI OPERATIONS

CII OPERATIONSCII OPERATIONS

DI OPERATIONS

DII OPERATIONS

H OPERATIONS

87.11%

H OPERATIONS
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Bringing the
pieces together… Runway 4-22 Weight Bearing Capacity 

1. Weight bearing capacity calculated by Roy D. McQueen 
and Associatesand Associates
• Single-wheel aircraft – 17,000 lbs.
• Dual-wheel aircraft – 30,000 lbs.Dual wheel aircraft 30,000 lbs.
• No tandem wheel

2. Venice Airport Facility Directory (AFD)
• Single-wheel aircraft – 15,000 lbs.
• Dual-wheel aircraft – 24,000 lbs.
• No tandem wheel
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Bringing the
pieces together… Next Steps 

1 Obt i 12 th f C l t D t (th h d f F b1. Obtain 12 months of Complete Data (through end of February 
2010)
• Revise forecast based on 12 monthsRevise forecast based on 12 months

2. Meet with FAA to Discuss Other City Alternatives
3. Public Workshop April – provide 12 months data, forecast, 

Preferred Alternative, Consensus from City
4. FAA Final Comments on Preferred Alternative
5 Fi l W k h E d f J5. Final Workshop End of June
6. MP and ALP to FAA for Signature
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Bringing the
pieces together…

Other Items & CommentsOther Items & Comments
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City Council Comments and DY Presentation 

Mayor – Meeting of the Venice City Council, we will call the meeting to order.  Clerk, would you call the roll please?                                                       

Clerk – Mr. Bennet?                                                                                                                                                             
Bennet – Here 

Clerk – Mr. Carlisimo?                                                                                                                                                          
Carlisimo – Here.                                                                                                                                                                    
Clerk – Ms. Lang?                                                                                                                                                                   
Lang – Here.                                                                                                                                                                       
Clerk – Mr. McKeon?                                                                                                                                                     
McKeon – Here.                                                                                                                                                                    
Clerk – Mr. Moore? 

Moore – Here.                                                                                                                                                                    
Clerk – Mr. Zavodnyik?                                                                                                                                                    
Zavodnyik – Here.                                                                                                                                                             
Clerk – Mayor Martin?                                                                                                                                                            
Mayor – Here.   

Mayor – Thank you.  If you have any Blackberries or similar devices, if you would be so kind as to turn them off.  We are 
going to begin this morning with the presentation by Dennis Yap and Lisa Mastropieri from DY Consultants on our airport 
layout plan.  Please go ahead.   

Mastropieri – Okay.  Well, welcome back.  On January 28th, we met with you folks and the Council directed us to go ahead 
and, put together the B-2 Airport Layout plan.  What I wanted to do today was just go over a few things, that are very 
pertinent to you folks and also, the first thing off the bat, what I would like to do is address some concerns that came out last 
week from the community about the runway protection zone size, that perhaps what we have not been showing was correct.  
And, we immediately, we got some very, very good information from Mr. Burris (citizen), so we immediately started to look 
into that with the FAA.  I know a lot of you have heard, you know, comments.  So, I want to get this all squared away from 
the beginning.   

Basically, what happened was we received some comments that the GPS approaches on runway 13 and runway 31 were 
going to require a larger runway protection zone than we had been portraying all along.  And so, the information that Mr. 
Burris provided us was an appendix table from an advisory circular and another table from the same advisory circular and 
there could be a lot of interpretation, let’s say, between the two tables; I started to wonder myself.  So, I immediately 
contacted the FAA to find out what the deal was and what we needed to do.  And, basically what they said, and this was as 
of yesterday afternoon, the FAA in Orlando had received word from headquarters in Washington that the particular appendix 
that was being referred to and the same advisory circular was not pertinent to the runway protection zone.  It IS pertinent to 
all the design standards that are contained in Chapter 3 of that same advisory circular, but not Chapter 2 which contains 
runway protection zone and that what we were doing for size of the runway protection zones, based on the visibility 
minimums here a Venice, which are one mile or greater, was correct.   

So, (if you can go to the next slide) this particular slide, and I am sorry I didn’t get this posted, we put this together yesterday 
but it will be posted afterwards.  This particular slide shows you the middle or the visual and not less-than-one-mile category 
dimensions for runway protection zones.  And, throughout this study, what we have been referring to is the section called 
aircraft approach categories A and B, which is the 1000 in length, 500 in width, and 700 outer width.  And then we have also 
referred to the approach categories C and D (1700 x 500 x 1010).  Okay?  So, that is what we are still portraying on our 
drawings as FAA indicated was correct; and the one below that is where there was some confusion with not lower than ¾ 
mile visibility.  Venice has one-mile visibility minimums, all runways, so therefore we used the above categories.   

I just want to show you, I can understand why there was a lot of concern about this.  Dennis, if you could go to the next 
slide, what I would like to show you the difference.  That red outer line shows that increased RPZ dimension and that’s 
about 50 acres close to 50 acres, versus the very inner B RPZ, the green one, which is I think close to 14 acres.  Now, the 
yellow one is of course the C RPZ that we have been comparing to the B.  So, it made a HUGE difference and that is why 
we jumped on it right away.  And, I’ve got to tell you, FAA was wonderful to work with because they didn’t know the answer 
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in Orlando right away and, they knew that we had this meeting today and they were very, very adamant about trying to get 
us an answer to provide to all of you so there wouldn’t be any more confusion and panic about a larger RPZ.  So, I wanted 
to…to settle that right in the beginning so everybody felt a little more comfortable with where we are at for that runway 
protection zone issue.                                                                                         

Lang – Mr. Mayor, can I ask a question?   

Mayor – Yes.  Let me just suggest to Council that what I think would be appropriate is for Council members, if they would 
like for a question or clarification, I don’t want to get into a discussion or debate with the consultants, but certainly questions 
should be in order.  Thank you.   

Lang – So, I’m not clear from your statements as to what, given that there is the GPS at the north-west end, what is the 
runway protection zone configuration today with that GPS? 

Mastropieri – It is the inner, which color? green, as a B.  Today, you know, FAA is saying that’s a C, but we are proposing 
on your Airport Layout plan, the inner B.                     

Lang – Yes, but the FAA today is saying it’s the yellow, is that correct?                                            

Mastropieri – Yes, from the beginning they have always said that, of the study.  GPS or no GPS it doesn’t matter, it would 
still be the same size.                                                                         

Lang – OK, because,  on March 27th or 28th Council voted to delete a GPS nonprecision approach from its JACIP program, 
so it’s kind of a mystery to me how this ever got implemented and especially without following any procedures.  There was 
supposed to be a study done….                                                                                                                               – I can just 
address that quickly,                                                                                                                         

– please…   

Mastropieri – I asked about that, yesterday, Bart, over at the FAA Orlando AVO and I sent him, a Federal Register Notice 
that I found in the internet and it basically came from Flight Standards out of Oklahoma, that they were notifying that, in 
2008, l think it was September 2008, that they were flying the approaches and that these were going to be up and running, 
and I asked where did this originate from?  He doesn’t know.  He has no paperwork from the city.  He said he thinks it 
originated from Flight Standards or perhaps the state had some kind of program going and they did a bunch of airports in 
Florida all at the same time.  So, I can’t answer how it happened.  Bart really didn’t know at this point either where it was 
initiated from.   

Lang – Well, at any rate, the date was March, like as I said 27th or 28th, ’08 …                                                                                                                 
– When we voted to delete the GPS nonprecision.   there already was a G… a nonprecision on the other end, so, again for 
the record, something was implemented here, staff was well aware that we deleted that and, I, you know, we have a 
situation where that yellow runway protection zone associated with the GPS, that FAA is saying today that’s what there…                                             
– Yes, the yellow, let me just clarify, the yellow RPZ associated with a C airport                                                      Mastropieri 
– Whether you have a GPS or not, the green is associated with your B airport, whether or not you have a GPS.  Mayor – 
Ms. Lang, do you feel comfortable?  You’ve had that question answered?                                                 Lang – The 
same, it’ll be the same size as long as the minimums for this airport stay a one-mile or greater.  I think maybe later we could 
revisit this.   

Mayor – Okay, I’ll tell you what I think, what I’m going to suggest after we have the report and the comment, I’m going to 
suggest that we follow, in a sense, a little bit more strict procedure than we sometimes do, which is to speak as is defined in 
the code in relation to specific motions and then each Council member would have two five-minute opportunities to speak,  
and it may not be necessary to do that, but I-what I think I-because of the nature of this and the importance of it, I want to try 
if we can to give everybody, make sure everybody has sufficient time to speak, but not that we go back and forth ad 
infinitum on it; so, there will be time to speak in relation to a particular motion.  That motion can be in any direction with 
regard to what the Council determines it wants to do today.  Okay, please continue…   

Mastropieri – Okay.  (Go ahead and switch over to that.)  I wanted to; just address the major issues of everything that we’ve 
gone through to this point.  One of the big questions of course is what would our 12-month totals end up being from the 
counting program?  And, as you can see, we ended up with close to 60,000 total operations including touch and goes and, I 
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think, if I remember, I think it was, where is he?, Mr. Hake, got up at one point and said he thought we’d be around 50 or 
60,000 in operations by the end of the 12 months.   

So, we are pretty close to,where we thought we’d be over 12 months and you can see that the seasonal months are 
January, February, and March; April a little bit too where you have more jet activity and more operations.  It’s a very 
seasonal airport.  What we did was to, revise our forecast that we had presented back in November, I believe, based on 
some comments that we received from you folks and from Council.   

What we did was to, to split out so that you could actually see the B-jet forecast versus the C-jet forecast.  Since we were 
concerned with Bs and Cs.  So what we tried to do was to get a solid count on the actual based aircraft at the airport that 
have been here for six months or longer.  And, that was a little difficult to do, to get the information from the FBO and good 
solid records, but what we, what we ended up doing was, there was a challenger jet, which is a C, that’s been based here 
pretty consistently for 6 months or more.  So, that was one, and the Bs: what we found were three.   

So, that’s what we’ve got so far, and then the forecast, as you can see from that point out there is a total of eight jets by the 
end of the 20-year planning period, and it is an even split between the two.  Now, it’s an unknown which type of jets will be 
here.  A lot is based on your fixed-base operator and what type of services they offer, and the popularity, and all kinds of 
things.   

The fleet mix forecast, if you take a look, with splitting out the jets, at the end of the 20-year planning period, we are looking 
at over 1000 B-jet operations, and your C-jets appear to stay just under the 500 operations.  If you remember, FAA in this 
particular study, was not going to look at whether or not we met the 500 operation threshold they were basing it on existing 
aircraft that use the airport, whether they are Cs or Bs, and based aircraft.  But, you did stay under, in the 20-year planning 
period, the Cs.  And then, the next slide we just have a summary for out through the 20-year planning period of different, we 
split it out by your local operations, which are most the folks that,  are based here or that do training here, and the itinerant 
are the guys that come in and out for business or vacation, or just to visit the city, that are in and out at different times.   

The numbers are for 20 years out, total operations, are under 100,000,  81,000 in operations total; which is a huge 
difference, if you remember, from the prior two master plans and the FAA’s terminal area forecast.  I think the FAA’s 
terminal area forecast by the end of the 20 year planning period for now is over 300,000 operations it shows.  So, your 
counting system, you know if we project out based on what we got this year, shows a lot lower number of operations; which 
is what a lot of you thought would be occurring.  Now, again, this all should be updated each year, you know, take a look at 
the …the yearly operations and project out again, and you have to look at the economics and how things are improving, and 
the number of jets that are coming in.  And, that is why it’s great that the city purchased the counting system program 
because you can’t keep track of all of that.   

All right, next slide.  This is where, if you remember this was our B concept, B-II concept,  that we looked at.  And, on the 
28th of January, the city asked us to take that concept and then put it into the FAA’s technical document called an Airport 
Layout Plan.  And, I know you can’t see this next slide very well at all, it is up in the back if you want to look, but the Airport 
Layout Plan is a technical drawing where we try to depict all of the, runway separation distances, the runway object free 
areas, the runway safety area,  et cetera, that we have been talking about.  The difference, if you get a chance to look at the 
large drawing, the difference between that and the aerial that I just had up, is that what we did was to improve the runway 
safety area and the runway object free area to the maximum extent that we could rather than just showing the dimensions 
required.  And, in that, in terms of that, we were thinking maybe the FAA would say “Okay, well they’ve - they have better 
than B standards here.  They almost meet C standards.”  “but not quite.”  So we thought, well, let’s, make those standards 
the best distance that we can get and see what happens.  So, that’s what we did and that’s the difference you will see on 
the runway safety area dimensions there versus the aerial concept.   

Mayor – Ms. Mastropieri may I ask a question please?                                                                                 
Mastropieri – Yes.                               
Mayor – When you say this map I’m looking at now, that you expanded to the, the  full standards, um what…what is the 
impact on the golf course of these things?       

Mastropieri – There is no impact on the golf course, and as you see the runway protection zones are the B standard runway 
protection zones,so there is no impact to the ….                                                                                   
– What is the expansion you made?  I-I don’t t think I quite follow your statement that you expanded this…                                                                     
– Well, we expanded it to the limits of where there would be an impact.                                                    
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Mayor – What about the OFAs, I thought they OFAs were an issue with regard to the golf course?                                
Mastropieri – They are as a C standard, but we…we just kept them as far as they could go…                                                                                          
– On a B standard?                                                                                                                                                           
– On a B standard.                                                                                                                                                                  
Mayor – Thank you, I understand.                                                                                                                                     
Mastropieri – Okay.  (You can go to the next one.)  Now basically the Airport Layout Plan is not just one drawing, it’s a set, 
and we have 15 drawings.  Remember when the Airport Layout Plan is put together there are certain drawings that 
absolutely are required by the FAA to contain and some of the drawings are the city’s drawings and you can change a little 
bit, maybe, you know, the name of the drawing.  Or for instance the drawing that says existing conditions on it, that’s an 
aerial, we can take off all of the color on it and just show an aerial.  We can call it something else.  You know, there’s a little 
bit of latitude there.  Most of the drawings have to remain as they are, though.  But this B-II Airport Layout Plan the key 
elements are that it, you know, it exceeds the B-II standards.  So, we are trying to make a point of letting the FAA know that, 
the runway lengths all remain the same.  We are not shortening any of the runways.  The homes are out of the RPZ on that 
13 end.  The golf course isn’t impacted.  The only, the only bad point of this particular B-II plan is that, up to this point FAA 
has said no.  So, that’s what that means.  And, next, as far as next steps go, really what I think the purpose of this meeting 
is to let Council ask questions; let you folks come up, speak, ask question,  and, and get a, an agreement.  Do we go ahead, 
submit this B Airport Layout Plan to the FAA?  If so, we’ll take any comments that, Council has on it we’ll incorporate those, 
and send it in.  If not, what would you like us to do?  So, with that, I’ll just turn it over.   

Mayor – Thank you.  Are there questions at this time prior to the public?  I have one question; I noticed on the, on the draft 
ALP that the area where, we have on the current ALP, marked Apron and uh terminal.                                                                   
Mastropieri – -hum.   

Mayor – Has been changed,  to include the word hangar and that, that of course, is an issue that’s still… there is a hangar 
there now, that’s not in contention at all, but the future area is an issue that is presently unresolved.  The part 16 is still 
going on.  It may or may not resolve that issue.  But, I don’t quite understand whether you’re changing that designation was 
in relation to the existing hangar that…that Tri-state has …or the Jet Center has built, or, or what?                                  
– Actually, I didn’t, I hadn’t even thought about, when we named it, we could just call it…, you know, aeronautical uses.  
So…                                                                                                                                       
– Why don’t you just call it what it was, the, which is the…terminal and…                                                                                  
Mastropieri - Apron area?                                                                                                                                                                
Mayor - And apron, Yes.  – It probably doesn’t matter, but I don’t t want to suggest to anyone reading the plan that we have 
modified…We have not asked for a change in that direction in the ALP.  

Mastropieri – Well, the FAA’s understanding of that would still mean that hangars could be built there.                                                                     
Mayor - That’s what they explained to me.                                                                                                                                            
– Yes.                                                                                                                                                                                               
– That’s all right, I’d rather, I’d rather …                                                                                                                                          
– Go with the same windows.                                                                                                                                                         
– Yes… 

– Okay.                                                                                                                                                                                 
– Otherwise we are going to have to have a vote on whether we want to change the designation of one part of this and I 
don’t think that’s necessary, I think…                                                                              
– Okay.                                                                                                                                                                            
– We should just stay with the B designations as they exist, or, not the B, but in this case it’s not a B it’s just basically the 
ALP designation.  That’s my one vote on this.                                                                     

Moore – Just one question.  , on the airport, the B-II Airport Layout Plan that you have, do you, can you put that up again on 
the screen? 

Mastropieri – Sure.   

Moore – Okay, you’ve already indicated that this plan has no impact on the homes in Gulf Shores with the runway protection 
zone.  Has no adverse impact on the golf course.  What about the impact that this plan would have, , on the access road in 
the north-east section of the airport coming around the end of runway 4 or 5 and leading into the commerce park, which is 
along the intercostal there and depicted in yellow?    
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Mastropieri – All right, what we showed there was, we left, it’s difficult to see, but we left a little bit of a conceptual road 
coming in and accessing the old taxi way?, which we could convert to an access road and then you would just have to have 
access off of, to either side.  One would have to be, secure access to the commerce park.  But, it, it appears as though you, 
we could work it.   

Moore – I guess what I’m asking is the FAA going to say that the way this is laid out puts a road in a runway protection zone 
and you can’t do that and therefore we, we have no way to utilize that commerce park land over there?                                                                          

Mastropieri – No, no.  In, in fact, because the airplanes would be high enough over that road that there would not be an 
impact, so it’s okay.  It would be okay.  

Moore – Do you think we can do that?                                                                                                                  
Mastropieri – Yes.                                                                                                                                                             
Moore – And I raised that question...                                                                                                                                                           
Moore -- …because in, in, I think it was when we had all those large proposals for the development of the airport with non 
aviation development…                                                                                                                                                                        
Moore – …, one of the developers was actually going to put that road under ground  in order to avoid any problem with that, 
that runway protection zone.                                                                                   

Yap – Yes, the, the, runway protection zone is more the land use type of issue where the key thing is that the FAA would 
like to be assured that the airport will have control of that land and it’s not used for certain type of land uses such as areas 
of congregation, or whatever it may be.   I think what Lisa is saying is the other criteria is the height restrictions, and as long 
as we can keep that road beneath the approach surface for that runway and also have control of that road, the FAA would 
be, most, my experience has been that they will be acceptable to that.                                                                                
Moore – In a sense it’s…   

Mastropieri – And I think I…remember too, Judge Moore,  that the road went through the runway safety area as well.  And, 
that’s probably why they went underground.  And you cannot have the road through the runway safety area.                                                      
Mayor – Okay, thank you.                                                                                                                                                                                     
Mayor – Yes?              

Zavodnyk – I’d like to focus a little bit more on the, the data,  let me say, I think that I was concerned from the outset about 
the … the data that we had and once we developed, ,  systems for actually determining what aircraft were using the airport, 
I think we’ve gotten extremely valuable and,  I think accepted data for the most part of the community.  So,  we’ve got a little 
less than 60,000 in operations, and I noted on 1-7 of the material that,  98.63 of the planes using that are, are, , A and B, so 
less than 2% C and D.  And then what we’re really concerned about here, today, if I understand correctly, the implication is 
the 2%?                                                                                                                         

Mastropieri – That’s correct.   

Zavodnyk – And further, I understand from the letters that we’ve had between the, between the city and FAA, the business 
of our Mayor and City Manager with FAA, that’s all for naught?  All for naught in the sense that it’s not… the big concern is 
the planes, the 2%, not the others.  So that, so that they’re saying, you know, you went to this expense to gather this data, 
but it-it’s not that helpful, or it’s irrelevant.   

Mastropieri – I don’t know if they’ll look at it as irrelevant, but what they are saying is that what they don’t want to have, they 
want the aircraft that operate at this airport today to be able to continue to operate at this airport today in a safe manner, and 
that includes that 2%.   

– Right.  But, I think you pointed out in the presentation that, and in the material,  for today, and here on the screen, that 
that’s, that you have provided for that.  That the safety measures for the, for the 2% aircraft are there.  

Mastropieri – To the best of our ability, we expanded your B standards out as far as we could.  It doesn’t meet C standards 
…   

– Right.                         
Mastropieri -- …and we don’t have the C runway protection zones shown.                                                                           
– Right.                                        
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Mastropieri – So, it’s close, it is close, but it’s not complete.                              
Mayor – I have a question Mr. Vice Mayor.   

Mayor – Thank you.  One of the issues that I’m not fully resolved on, in my own mind, is that,  at different times I’ve been 
under the impression that if we maintain the runway lengths as they are now,  that we would, in effect according to one side, 
be limiting some of the business and growth potential for the airport,  I think that’s the position that’s been articulated to the 
Council by members of the business community,  and at other times I’ve heard that we’re not doing that because the, the 
parameters for landing in terms of at least airways,  runways rather, are the same.  Uh.   

Now, it seems to me that the FAA is looking at it more the first way, that you’ve identified one jet aircraft, C, and by the way, 
is that current?                                                                                                                                 
Mastropieri – Yes.   

Mayor – …this C?  Okay, ‘cause there was some dispute as to whether there were any Cs here or not and obviously we …                                          
Mastropieri – The last time we checked it was.   

Mayor – …We are trying to sort our way through this to be sure that we understand what the facts are.   it seems like they’re 
still saying that, in as much as, even with this chart, that this C is still the designated…the airplane rather, that they’re 
designating the airport for, is this.  So, I haven’t done this very well, but let me frame the question.  The question is…What is 
the impact on planes that might want use this airport, according to the CE, according to the FAA, are already entitled to use 
this airport,  of the- of having a B configuration, is it all to do with the fact that the RPZ would change the, either ability or the 
willingness of some planes to come into the airport?   

Mastropieri – I don’t think it would, I don’t think it would change the ability for the aircraft to come in, however, what it 
changes is your, the safety that’s on the ground.  It, your RPZ, don’t forget, is a ground-based trapezoid…                                                                     
– Yes.   

Mastropieri – …and it’s supposed to be for the protection of people and congregation of people.   so, I think, in FAA’s 
defense, what they don’t want to see is, is reducing that knowing that those aircraft are still going to be operating and not 
showing it.   

Mayor – You are talking about an over-runner?  An airport, I mean an airplane that fails to take off that doesn’t have 
sufficient safety area without hitting the houses?  Is that, is that it?                                                         
– Yes, a runway protection zone…                                                                                                                                           – 
Yes.                                                                                                                                                                                 
– Now the safety areas we’ve …                                                                                                                                                  
– I meant the protection zone.   

Mastropieri – Yes, the safety areas we’ve provided as much as we could with the exception of the 4 end for C, but, I don’t 
know, Dennis, do you have any other thoughts?   

Yap – Well, I’m, I mean I like to look at, when I look at these plans, you know, I see paper and lines and I see reality.  And 
when you talk about the runway length, and you maintain a runway length, will it change traffic here?  I don’t think so.  I 
don’t think it’s going-it’s going to change because of this B designation?  It changes the design standards.  So, you are 
going to take a piece of paper and you are going to take that trapezoid, and you are going to take it away from those homes 
and you are going to put it on the airport.  That’s nice.  There’s a nice advantage to that.  I guess, from my standpoint, is, if 
you have the same approaches, you have the same runway length, you have everything the same,  if, if the pilots and, you 
know, and, you know, I don’t think they’ll see a difference to them.   

Mayor – One last follow up question.  And,  I, I realize that I’m asking you to do something you may not be able to do or 
cannot do but,  ha – having been through this, it’s all public record,  my conversations, I found the FAA absolutely, if not 
99%, but absolutely unyielding on this.    

 and I found that they were so because of this question I’m asking you; that they believe that there’s a negative impact on 
either utility or safety if we’re not a C.  And, I don’t-I just heard what Mr. Yang said, which is very much what the Council has 
felt, at least the majority of the Council.  And, but, we’re not getting anywhere with that and I’m trying to understand what is it 
that the FAA is thinking.  Why, why are they thinking the way they do?  That’s why I asked you the question about would this 
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in fact limit certain plans?  And, I think we may hear in the public comment, because we’ve heard that before from the 
Venice City Airport Business Association, they may say why they think it would.  Or, perhaps others who have an interest in 
it, but why do you think the FAA, if, if you were trying to interpret their thinking, what is it they’re thinking?   

Mastropieri – I think it’s a, I think it’s a safety issue to them.  You know, the runway object free area involved and the runway 
protection zones involved, I think that they’re looking at it as it’s not compliant safety-wise.   That’s my first thought.  And, 
that you still would have, just as Dennis said, you’d still have the same operating conditions, out there.   

Mayor – In fact, that was, that might explain in a sense why Ms. Lang said to me, this is Administrator Lang, not our Ms. 
Lang,  I don’t understand what the problem is but she obviously wasn’t looking at it from the point of view of the 
homeowners in Gulf Shores, but, I think she was basically saying “it is what it is.”  And, whether you call it a B or C, it’s not 
going make any difference.  The same planes are going to fly over; it’s going to be a C as far as we’re concerned.   

Mayor – But, you think it’s because of that one re—I mean obviously they are willing to, they seem, I shouldn’t say they are, 
they seem willing to,  make an exception for the OFAs.  They have made an exception before for Harper Drive,  in several 
instances.   They may well make an exception for the road if it even comes into play, that Mr. Moore was just asking 
about…   

– Mastropieri – Yes, I do, because I, from conversations that came out yesterday when I happened to be on the phone 
about the other issues, apparently from your meeting, they have opened up the world to try and solve that as a C airport.  
The RPZ issue and are willing to, from what I understood, were willing to really help even fund these, whatever it takes to, to 
try and get it resolved.  And that includes, you know, we probably would have to do an environmental and, you know, other 
things.  But, and it might take a little while, but they’re willing to provide people from Washington to come down and work 
with the ADO to help the issue, but they, I also heard, you know, “they can submit the B, and we’ll - we’ll give them our 
comments back.”  But, they are willing, I was flabbergasted that we got an answer in a day about that RPZ issue.  

– Yes, that was certainly one that we were happy about…  

– Yes, and I mean they were …                                                                                                                          
– And I appreciate you doing that.                                                                                                                           
– The were more than happy to, to help out with that, and, and you know, because I’m always a little hesitant when I say 
“Venice” when I call over there (laughs), but they were more than happy.   

Mayor – Can I add one more thing?                                                                                                                
– Yes please.                                                                                                                                 
Mayor – I think one, one of the other issues that the FAA has with the C category is the investment they made into making 
this airport into a C category…                                                                                         
Mastropieri – That’s true.   

Mayor – and that’s sort of something that we have to handle with them too.  They spent money on a runway.  Whatever they 
had to do to the runway to make it a C, and so that’s part of their mindset as well, I think.                                                                                     
Mastropieri – Yes, that’s a good point.   

Mayor – Mr. Carlisimo.                                                                                                                                           
Carlisimo – Thank you.                                                                                                                                                  
Mayor – These are questions, all right?   

Carlisimo – I just want a point of clarification.  My understanding of what you just said, in response to the mayor’s question 
was that if it went from a C to a B, and it drew back the RPZ, we would have the illusion of extra safety; but it would really, in 
fact, not be there because the same type of planes would be using it and flying over the same areas.  Is that correct?  
Thank you.   

Mayor – Other questions?  Ms. Lang?   

Lang – Well, Mr. Mayor, since the 2000 plan which shows, the approved 2000 plan shows the RPZ at the north-west end as 
a B RPZ.  So, this whole theory that the FAA is concerned about safety or that there’s an issue with the planes coming in 
here…                                                                                                                   
Mayor – Is this an argument, or is this a question?                                                                                      
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Lang – Well …                                                                                                                                                                           
Mayor – I don’t want you to argue with them.                                                                                                                    
(Mayor and Lang talking over each other)  

Lang – Well, excuse me, I am asking about this because it’s not making sense.  Okay?  We have a 2000 plan with an RPZ,  
that’s a B.  Okay?  And yet they made the grant, and we have heard that there was no difference in cost between a grant for 
a B runway or a C.  We’ve been over that ground before.  So, now the latest thing is that the FAA put in this GPS because 
they considered 1331 a C or the airport as a C, but the fact is, on the approved plan it’s drawn, the runway protection zone 
is drawn as a B.  And, they failed to do the study to change that, so, I’m having a hard time believing that they’re concerned 
about safety and that’s why they wanna, you know, keep the airport a C.  Because, uh…  You know you just, look, look at 
the facts of what’s gone on here.  I mean they’ve allowed the airport without changing the runway protection zones through 
the,  required procedures.  You know, they’ve allowed this, the airport and this GPS and whatnot, to encroach over the 
neighborhood.  And, I think, I think that is a safety issue.   so that’s why I, you know, I’m just not understanding.  I’m not sure 
that, you know that’s the reason.  I, I do have a number of questions on the drawings.   sheet 3, I know there’s been some 
E-mail back and forth and we need to decide, I guess; are we going to delete that sheet because it’s not required.   you 
mentioned you were just showing that as an example of what a C layout plan would look like at this airport.  So…   

Mastropieri – Rather than deleting the whole sheet, what I would suggest, if, if you all agree to it, we can take off all the 
dimensioning on the runways; and just show the airport as it is today.  As an aerial, and call it “existing airport.”     

 Lang – With what runway?  With no protection zone or anything shown on it?                                                                         
– Yes, just as it is today with just the runway layout.                                                                                                                  
– Just like a photograph?                                                                                                                                                                 
– Just the photograph so that people have a reference to look at when they look at the … Because that Airport Layout Plan 
drawing gets pretty complex?                                                                                                    
– Okay.   

– You know and if you can go back to an aerial and just look and see what’s there, it’s there just for reference, really.  I, my 
initial thought, with, with showing those dimensions on there was kind-of to tell the story.  We have your existing approved 
Airport Layout Plan, which also isn’t required in your set either, but I thought it would tell the story of your existing 2000 
approved.   this next sheet is existing conditions as FAA believes it to be, and then your proposed B-plan is sheet 4.  So, but 
I, I don’t have a problem, you know, taking off all the dimensions on the aerial.  It’s up to you folks.  You know, how you’d 
like it presented.                                                                                                                                                             
– We’ll take that under advisement.                                                                                                                     
– Yes.  Confusing to show this C plan.   

– Excuse me; we’d better let Ms. Lang finish her questions.    

Lang – Yes, Okay, the Mayor touched on the terminal area, and I noticed that on your drawing,  you can see it better on the 
blow-up labeled Sheet-5, Terminal Area Plan, unlike the 2000 ALP, you’re carrying that terminal area boundary all the way 
down to the,  almost the middle of the airport.                                                                                                                                                         
Why, why are we doing that?  That’s not how it is on the 2000 plan.   

Mastropieri –  my understanding, when we started from the first meeting that you folks actually held, was that we were going 
to try and relocate facilities from the existing area to the middle?  And then over to the far side of the airport.  So, if you 
identify it now on the Airport Layout Plan, it’s set to do that.   

Lang – There isn’t any plan to locate terminal facilities into the middle of the airport, so I’m not sure what you mean by that.   

Mastropieri – Oh, oh, okay, well, the FAA looks at a terminal area plan as anything having to do with hangars and apron, 
aircraft storage, tie-downs… They consider that terminal area.  It doesn’t necessarily define a terminal building.  I was under 
the impression that the hangar area was a different designation than terminal area. I thought there was a list of things that 
go in the terminal area.  I remember some research being done where people found that hangars aren’t even supposed to 
be in a terminal area, so…                                                                                                                             
– (Someone talking in the background).   
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Mastropieri – I think at GA, General Aviation, airports, it’s a little different.  When you are talking about an air carrier airport, 
you are specifically talking about the terminal building and the apron that surrounds the terminal building.  But, at a General 
Aviation airport, it’s a little bit different that they like to include all of the area where you are-are thinking about developing 
future hangars or apron or storage areas.   

Yang – Yes, it’s more of a general statement for general aviation ‘cause generally there’s not a terminal area for most 
general aviation airports, it’s just an open area for-reserved for use for aeronautical uses.   but, and it gives, usually gives 
the airport sponsor a little more flexibility in how they handle that property rather than to go back to the FAA and make a 
change on what you wanted to do.  So, that’s why it’s just generally a block of land that’s just reserved for the airport use.   

Lang – Okay, now what about the area that’s on the airport that’s directly to the north of your terminal area dotted line?  
Wh…that, how are we identifying…                                                                          
Mastropieri – North of Airport Avenue?                                                                                                          
Lang – Yes, what’s – how is that identified as a use or…                                                                 
Mastropieri –  you know I didn’t-I didn’t identify that because it’s not within the terminal area on this particular drawing.  – 
Okay.                                                                                                                                                                 
– So, that’s why it’s…                                                                                                                                           
– But, is it identified somewhere in our plan?                                                                                                             
– Actually, it’s only on your property map, which is at the very end, sheet 14 or 15.  And on, I guess we could, on the Airport 
Layout Plan, we probably should actually, put a swatch of land to identify what the land use types are.                                                                          
– Yes, or in the land-use section, it seems like we need to identify that.                                                            
– And your land use drawings are actually the city drawings that we put in here.                                              
– Would it be the preference of,  City Council to show that area as non aviation use?                                 
– The area we were talking about now?                                                                                                                
– North of Airport Avenue?                                                                                                                                   
– No, I’m sorry, I’m not talking about north of Airport Avenue.  (Laughs)  I’m talking about south of Airport Avenue that’s part 
of airport property, but its north of your dotted line called terminal area.  You see how there’s – you know there’s a whole 
bunch…                                                                                       
– That goes right up to the road?                                                                                                                         
– Right, it goes up to…  What …                                                                                                                        
– Is there a slide that you could use to show that?  I’m not sure if it’s on your slides.  It’s probably in …                                                                           
– (Very faint, in the background) It would be, I think it’s – you’re talking about this area in here?  Just under Airport Avenue?  
– Yes, between Airport Avenue and your terminal area boundary.  There’s a lot of land there.                                                                                        
– Yes, there is.                                                                                                                                                  
– So, it’s part of people’s lease holds, um…                                                                                                       
– And our terminal area boundary should probably actually come right up to the road.                                      
– Do you think those are parking areas?  I know they are in some areas, I – I’m not sure.                                  
– Some of them are parking areas.                                                                                      

 – Yes, some are.                                                                                                                                               
– What we did was we took that line and – and, tried to bring it around the business, the buildings and the apron areas.   I’ll 
have to look at that.   

Lang – Yes, we need to decide as to how that area should be identified because, you know, right now it doesn’t have any 
identifier.   on this same map and also on your proposed, I guess some of the previous sheet, the proposed, but you can 
see it better here.  You appear to have picked up the taxi ways for this C for future – future parallel taxi ways and all these 
taxi ways that were kind-of picked up that were on the MEA plan.                                                                                                                  
– um-hum.                                                                                                                                                
Lang – I mean, they don’t belong, and I don’t think, on the proposed on sheet 4 or sheet 5.   

Mastropieri – Well,  we still, one of the comments if you do not include any kind of proposed development for the future, 
from FAA will be that – Just that, that you haven’t,  proposed any future development to accommodate future activity, and 
those parallels, you know, your parallel taxi-way O, for instance, would go along with your development on the east side of 
the airport.   and the parallel taxi-way C, if you develop the midfield terminal area, would help to provide access from that 
particular area.  So, it goes with your – your landside development as that comes along.  And, don’t forget, I mean, it’s a 20-
year plan.   
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Lang – Okay, it just seems confusing.  I mean, ‘cause one of the things I’m concerned about is, as you know on the 2000 
plan, you know, we have a mix and match.  You know, potpourri, of some B RPZs and then we’ve got C safety zones…                                                
– Right.                                                                                                                                                                
Lang – … You know, and I don’t want that to happen again.                                                                                 
– Um-hum.                                                                                                                                                        
Lang – Where we have, you know, mixed things that we’re not intending.  I mean, if we’re intending for …                                                                      
– Let me …                                                                                                                                                        
Lang – Because we don’t want it to be another…                                                                    

Mayor – Let me make a suggestion Ms. Lang.   I think the macro issue that we’re going to face today as a Council is 
whether we want to submit, this B plan,  whether we want to hold it,  in abeyance,  while we have meetings with the FAA.   
whether we have some other alternative that the Council,  might advise.   And I – I’m thinking that, I’m looking for a way to 
process the thoughts that you’re suggesting.   Essentially, what you’re suggesting are revisions to the draft plan, which I 
think is in order.                                                    

Lang – They’re concerns about the plan.  Whether, or questions whether it’s a B or a C or a hybrid, I think a lot of my…          
Mayor – May I finish that?                                                                                                                                 
Lang – A lot if this is…wouldn’t matter.   

Mayor – Let me just finish what I was going to say.  So, I think procedurally, we’re going to need to come to terms with 
those,  suggestions; and, the way that would ordinarily take place is that if there is a suggestion we change item A in some 
way, the Council would vote on it.  Instruct the consultants to make such a change.  Or, there might be a question where we 
would say, here’s our concern, come up with something and bring it back to us.  That kind of thing.  That process.   I think 
we probably ought to wait until we make the more global discussion, having heard from the public, having decided what our 
future strategy’s going to be, because that’s – that’s really what I am expecting to see come out of this meeting.  If, in fact,  
that we’re going to make a submission, then it seems to me then we would have to come back to the items you’re talking 
about and go over them one at a time and see whether we wanted to ask the consultants to do it.  But, it may be moot if 
we’re …. Or, at least it may – it may not be moot but it may be that there would be an additional time if we’re going to make 
any other modifications then we would do that.  Obviously, before it goes, I – I’ve felt the same way about the terminal issue 
that you’ve raised and so forth and so on, and if we’re going to send a plan, then we ought to make sure it has in it what we 
want.  But, I realize as we’re doing this, that we may have the cart in front of the horse a little bit.  Mr. McKeon?                                                             

McKeon – I…                                                                                                                                               
Lang – Mr. Mayor, I really didn’t finish, you know, asking some questions about these plans, and – and …                                                                      
– But here’s….                                                                                                                                             
Lang – I think it’s appropriate to, you know, do that…                                                                                          
– Okay.                                                                                                                                                          
Lang – Do that at this time because again, some of my…                                                                                   
– I’m …                                                                                                                                                            
Lang – Some of my questions, its – its don’t h-have to do with whether this is, you know, a B or a C or something in 
between, it’s…                                                     
– I’m …                                                                                                                                                            
Lang – Some of it …   

Mayor – Here’s why I am suggesting we don’t do that, all right?  Let’s assume for a minute that we decide, the Council 
decides to submit the plan, all right? Then it seems to me we would want to go through and do what you’re doing.  Let’s 
supposing the Council says “We’re not going to submit the plan at this time.”  Then we have additional time to go through 
that after we hear what else it is the council might want to consider.  So, I – I think that before any plan leaves here, your 
items are in order, but I don’t, right now it doesn’t seem to me to be the time to go through them.  First of all, many of them 
are – are ones that it’s going to take the rest of the Council to decide on it, (stuttering a bit) the consultant can’t do them just 
based on your suggestion.  The consultant has to do them based on four votes.  And, so,  rather than have a series of votes 
at this point, I’d rather get to what I consider as, as the chair in this case,  the larger issue of let’s hear from the public, and 
then let’s come back and decide; is there a sense in the council for what it wants to do as the next step.  Depending on what 
that decision is, then it could well be that the items you’re suggesting should be decided today, or, shortly, or whatever.  I 
mean depending on what the realities of time constraints are.  So, I’m going to limit this discussion at this time.  We don’t 
have a motion on the floor,  and it’s without prejudice to the ultimate approval or disapproval of any of your suggestions, uh.  
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But, I – I just want to go to the other.  To let people speak.  Hear about it, let’s decide what we are going to do, and then we 
can fine-tune the plan.  Yes, Mr. McKeon?   

McKeon – (Clears throat) an administrative question of you, sir.   you suggested that we have a more disciplined approach 
to discussing this, after audience participation, possibly limiting ourselves to,  one or two five-minute comments per Council 
person.  I’ll support that whichever way you want to go.  The thing I would like to do is to ensure that I’m allowed to make 
comments before a motion is put on – onboard that requires a vote.  I’d like an open dialogue and discussion first.   

Mayor – That’s how we, I mean this is a tough one, Mr. McKeon.  That’s how we’ve tended to proceed.  The actual ground 
rules that the Council is supposed to operate on are the ones I described to you.  Those are the ones that are in the, what’s 
the standards, what are they called?                                                                                                                                 
– In the Code of Ordinances.                                                                                                                    
Mayor – Was it the Code of Ordinances?                                                                                                         
– Yes.   

Mayor – And, in discussing this, oh, a year or so ago, and so,  I – I got the feeling that, while that is a procedure that’s 
spelled out, that the Chair has some discretion and we have followed the, what – what I would say is a more liberal use of 
discussion.  Now, sometimes people have been critical of that because they feel it – it involves a long lengthy discussion 
with multiple contributions by some members and, and others not having as much time and so forth and so on.  So, 
because this was something that I’d like to get done this morning, (laughs) if we can,  I thought well, maybe this would be a 
good time to go back.  Now, it does not allow for, if we do that, it does not allow for what you just requested because if we’re 
all going to discuss it before there’s a question, then we’re back to the way we’ve been doing it, is what I’m saying.                                                        

If, however, what – what’s – what’s supposed to happen,  under these tighter guidelines, and the Council can say no, you 
don’t want to do it, as far as I’m concerned; but, I’m suggesting that it’s possibly a vision.  What’s supposed to happen is 
someone makes a motion.  I move that we send this, that, or the other thing.  Then we have a discussion.  And, everybody 
gets two turns to discuss; five minutes each.  Or, cumulative 10 minutes.  No one speaks twice if there is another Council 
Member waiting to speak first, Okay?  Everybody gets two turns.   Mr. Carlisimo had raised the other day whether the 
person who made the motion had the chance to speak last, I don’t find that in our activity, but certainly there’s – the sponsor 
would have a chance to speak twice and,  as so would every other Council member.  If we use the 10 minutes, that would 
be 70 minutes for those discussions on any particular motion.  It might not be we would need that mu- everyone might not 
speak, might not want to speak twice.  So, if we were to perceive that we might have a motion A and it was turned down and 
then we had a motion B, there would be another trigger for that time, but I – I think the point of that is – is to give a focus to 
the discussions and, perhaps to  to focus the Council’s thinking right on “do we want to do this or don’t we”, and I think that’s 
what,  as – as I was preparing for this meeting, I thought to myself, I – I don’t t think we want a round about free-for-all on 
this.  This is an important issue to everybody in the community or to everyone who’s here, certainly.  And,  and I want to be 
as precise in thinking about it and in determining the thing as we can and in respecting everybody’s ability to speak.  Yes, 
Mr. Bennet.  Mr. Moore, follow Mr. Bennet.                             

Bennet – At this point, I am concerned primarily with one thing.  And, that is that we all have received information of some 
complexity in the last 24-hours that we need to carefully consider.  And, that must be part of our thinking when we decide 
how to deal with what we have in front of us, before that information.  But, it seems to me that we have sufficient detail on 
paper on this point that with some tweaking we can come up with a – a definition of what is on the ground in objective terms, 
without labels; and what we would like to see on the ground in the future, without ladles.     

And, that when we get to the point of having ourselves more or less agreed with the details in front of us, that we do not 
forget the option to take a fairly complete plan and have the FAA sit down with us and go over it and try to get to a place 
where everybody’s going to be happy with it before there is any form of submission.  So, I think we need to keep that option 
in mind in all of our discussion.                                          
– I have a question.   

Mayor – This is, I – I’m considering all of these statements to be procedural right now and so we will limit them in a sense to 
how we are going to proceed as opposed to discussing whether or not we should consider this, that, or the other.   

Moore –  this is a question regarding your response to Mayor Martin’s comment about, or question about the motivation of 
Ms. Lang and the FAA.   one of the responses, you said that one of the things they have always relied upon was the fact 
that they just gave to the City of Venice, and Venice has accepted grant money to rehabilitate runway 1331 to C standards.   
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I just want to make sure I have my facts straight here, because my understanding was that when we rehabilitated 1331 to C 
standards, we did so for two reasons:  1) it was already a 150 foot-wide runway, 5000 feet long.  It had always been that 
way since the mid 40s, and that’s a C standard of 150 foot-width, I believe I’m correct there, aren’t I?    

Mastropieri – Actually, 100 is.                                                                                                                     
Moore – One-hundred is a C standard?  Seventy-five width is a B standard?                                                    
– Um-hum.   

Moore – So, we rehabilitated it to the full 150-foot width, but my understanding was that we did so because it was less 
expensive to do that than it would have been to rehabilitate it to a B or a C standard.  I mean those were the facts that I am 
relying on 

Moore – And the reason for that was that it isn’t just a matter of putting down pavement.  You’ve got to change all of the 
lighting in the airport, and everything else.  And so, it would have cost us much more to shrink it down to 75- or 100-foot 
widths.  So, I just want to make sure I’m operating on correct facts here.   That’s kind of a – a – I don’t think it’s a very valid 
reason.   

Mastropieri – Yes, I think that,  nd I could be wrong because I don’t know all of the minutiae involved in that decision that the 
FAA made at the time, but I do think that they invested it as a C runway, and they’ve acknowledged that they’ve made a 
mistake on the last ALP with that runway protection zone being in error that it was approved in error, um as a B RPZ.   

Moore – And, interestingly enough, to me anyway, is the fact that even though we directed you to come back with a B-II 
airport reference code plan, I think this council has always been on record as stating their desire to rehabilitate runway 422 
to its full 150-foot width, just as we did runway 1331.                                                                                                                                            
– Yes.                                                                                                                                                                             
Moore –  and again, I’m operating on those facts as well.                                                                    
– Yes.                               
Mayor –Mr. Carlisimo. 

Carlisimo – Mr. Mayor, I’m referring to our agenda.  We were at III-A.  Our purpose here is to submit the Airport Layout 
Master Plan, with a B-II Airport reference code designation to the Federal Aviation Administration.  And, to that – to that 
point, I agree with Mr. McKeon’s … When he spoke and he said we would like to have a little bit of latitude from the normal 
course of events on how we go at our meetings.  I would like to have that latitude.  So, but I would also like to hear from the 
public first before we get into that, so at this time, I would like to make a motion that we deviate from the normal course of 
events,  normal course of action, and, in following a looser form of our meeting so we can get on with the discussion of this.   

Mayor – Okay, that, there, at least two people… Let me just ask you a question okay?  I – I’m looking at it from the point of 
view of the chair.   supposing we begin to discuss that on a looser form that you just said.   do we discuss it ad infinitum?  
Do we discuss it until somebody says “I want to make a motion” and makes a motion, (laughs) as we have sometimes in the 
past?  Or, how do I – how do I, in a sense…                                                                                                                                     
– Well…                                                                                                                                                                

Mayor – …maintain a sense of, of moving this through?  Whereas, I guess in my mind, I was thinking that let’s supposing 
you were to say “I move … whatever.”   not to do this or to do this, whichever one you want, and,  and vote it down.  And,  
before when you vote it down, everyone would have a chance to speak to it.  Everyone would have a chance to say why 
they’re gonna vote they way they’re gonna vote and why they, or, ask questions or do whatever they want.  So, I mean, that 
kind of gives us some time constraints.  Even then it would be 70 minutes worth of discussion.                                                      

Carlisimo – The answer to your question, Mr. Mayor, is that I don’t think, I don’t need 10 minutes to give my position.  Okay?  
At the outside you are saying everybody would have that amount of time.  I would only have to speak once to state my 
position, and I don’t need 5 minutes for it.  And, I – I think you’re right.  You know, we want everybody to speak openly 
before something is done and – and after we,  accomplish what you describe, each member has the opportunity to speak 
twice.  Once that is accomplished, then we can move on to the more formal si – part of it.   

Mayor – Okay, so if I understand you, what you are suggesting, and I – I would just ask Mr.  McKeon as well, you’re 
suggesting that we have a chance for each person to speak once for some reasonable amount of time before we take up 
the motion in either direction, or in any motion.                                                                                                                                
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Carlisimo – Or twice.                                                                                          
Mayor – Once or twice?                                                                                                                        
Carlisimo – Yes, yup, but after we hear audience participationMayor – … do it again after the motionCarlisimo – If we’re… 
after the motion, then you have normal discussion on the motion.                                                                                                                           
– Right.   

Mayor – Okay, I hear, I hear what you’re saying.  Is there, are there other opinions on this?  Because, I realize I’m – I’m 
raising a …                                                                                                                       
– I’ll second that motion (unintelligible).  Mr. Carlisimo made a motion, I’ll second that motion.                                                                                    
Mayor – Okay, other thoughts?                                                                                                                     
Man – I prefer we stick with Roberts Rules of Order and our Code of Ordinances.                                  
Mayor – Okay.  Then, there’s one there.  Mr. Bennet, any question?  Mr. Zavodnyik, any question?    

 Zavodnyik –  this is really important today.  We’ve got to get this done and we’ve got to get it done right.  I – I think we’re 
spending too much time on procedure.  I think we ought to be cognizant of each other, listen to their views, try to ask the 
important questions that we all have in our minds, and I think that ought to be the basis of the dialogue that we have up here 
today.   

Mayor – Okay, so that’s in principle, but not a specific favoring one side or the other, is that right?                                                                            
Zavodnyik – Right.   

Mayor –  Okay,  howw many want to,  I’m going to just call for a show of hands on this, how many wanna follow the Code of 
Ordinance, Roberts Rules of Order,  all those say aye, please.                                                                                                                                       
Man – Aye.                                                                                                                                                  
Mayor – All right, three?  Four?                                                                                                                  
Clerk – Mayor, you have a motion on the floor.  Are you beginning to address that motion?                                                                                          
(Several people talking at once)                 

Mayor – All right, let’s vote on Mr.,  let’s vote on Mr. Carlisimo’s motion.   The motion is, and I’ll repeat it.  The motion is to – 
is to use a flexible system of discussion prior to a vote on any question.   And, which is, in fairness, what we often do and, 
on this, on this Council.   so…all in favor of Mr. Carlisimo’s motion say aye.                                                                                                          
Clerk – I believe he said allow the audience to speak before we…                                                              
Mayor – Well, we’re going to do that.  Obviously, we’re going to do that.  That wasn’t…I mean, I didn’t respond to that 
because that’s what I’m…                                                                                              Clerk 
– Okay, I                                
(Mayor and Clerk talking at the same time.)                                                                                              
Mayor – ….trying to move to, but I just wanted to…                                                                                       
Clerk – Okay.                                                                                                                                                 
Mayor – …know what we’re doing.  Okay.                                              
Man – Aye.                              
Clerk – Aye.    

Man – Aye.   

Mayor – Three ayes for Mr. Carlisimo’s motion.  The motion does not carry.  So, we will try to stay with the more structured 
motion.  I – I’m sure it’s going to give everyone, as you said, more than opportunity in the 10 minutes and we will be focused 
on a particular request, which will be voted up or down.  And, I think there’s a great value in that.  And,  okay.  We would 
move now to the public participation please.   
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PUBLIC COMMENTS:   

Clerk – Mayor, do you want me to call the names or…                                                   
Mayor – Would you please?   

Clerk – Marty Kretchman and then Alex Clemens, if you want to come down and be ready?   

Mayor – Good morning.                      

Kretchman – Good morning Mr. Mayor, members of Council, and city staff.  I’m here to provide some clarification on certain 
material points that may affect Council’s actions today.  I am a relative newcomer to the politics of the Venice Airport, but I 
possess a unique perspective and pertinent information that should be of interest to you as you make this most important 
decision regarding the future of the airport and the city.  There’s clearly been innuendo and hearsay about our purpose and 
direction as the FBO operator at the airport.  So, I’m here to clarify.  We are here for the long term.  We are intent on 
developing our lease hold and on improving the services that we offer.  We wish to avoid conflict with the City Council 
whenever possible.  However, we have a responsibility to our clients, employees, and stake holders to run the safest, most 
efficient, and most profitable enterprise we can.  If Council actions are contrary to our mission, we will take the necessary 
steps to defend ourselves and our interests.   

Our nation, and indeed our city, is currently in the early stages of emerging from one of the worst economic downturns on 
record.  It has been a period marked by record joblessness, foreclosures, and previously unthinkable fiscal strife from the 
smallest municipalities all the way to the world-wide financial markets.  Most would agree that the preceding 24-months will 
likely never again be matched in our lifetimes, and we’d all pray them right.  It is hardly and effective basis for a 20-year plan 
of any type, especially one that relates so closely to such an economically sensitive topic as general aviation and its related 
traffic levels.  DY’s extensive report contains some material inaccuracies regarding the number of based aircraft at our 
facility.  Our primary hangar is currently at full-rated capacity with five jet aircraft, not four as the report shows on page 2-7.  
We have numerous other aircraft expressing an interest at VNC.   

While it appears the city’s once lengthy T-hangar waiting list has dwindled, demand for our storage space currently exceeds 
available capacity.  On page 2-9, table 2-4 of the same report DY attempts to make a correlation between fuel sales and 
aircraft operations.  It is clear, by their own data, that such a relationship is wildly inconsistent at best.  And, while it may 
seem like the only manner in which to estimate aircraft counts prior to the counting equipment being installed, it is a faulty 
one.  In the span of 12 months, we saw a monthly variance between 3.28 and 12.57 gallons per operation.  That’s a 
difference of nearly 400% month to month.  The same issue was seen with C operations.  One month shows 2237 gallons 
per operation while the next month shows 627, again, nearly a 400% difference in this relationship.  To try and average 
these wild fluctuations over a 12 month period in order to extrapolate something historically useful is misguided at best; not 
to mention the fact that many large aircraft don’t always take fuel due to runway length limitations and fluctuating fuel prices.  
The simple fact is that numerous C and D category frequent – aircraft frequent this airport and the community.  Any 
downgrade of the airport facilities would have a detrimental effect on my business, my employees and their families, and the 
community as a whole.   

The airport is a completely self-sustaining asset for the city of Venice and should be treated as such.  Based on numerous 
communications from the FAA, it is clear that pursuing and attempt to downgrade the airport would be an imprudent use of 
public funds.  Instead of starting a war you can’t win, wisely search for a compromise.  Ask them to help you resolve the 
issues with the golf course and the homes in Golf Shores.  I think you will find an agency that is amenable to your concerns, 
especially at an airport that has existed safely at its present configuration for nearly 70 years.  The FAA should not be 
painted as the enemy here.  I understand you are all trying to do the best job you can as public servants.  And, I speak from 
experience in saying you are working with an agency that will do the best they can to work with you.  They have a 
responsibility to protect the nation’s aviation infrastructure, but they have dealt with hundreds of community sponsors 
around the country and they understand your concern.  As the Mayor alluded to in his recent blog posting, the FAA has 
taken actions that show their willingness to act in good faith, but in order for this to continue, there must be a reciprocal 
action from this city.  You have a unique opportunity here, to define your legacy as representatives of the city you care so 
deeply about.  Will you be remembered as the group that continued down an ill-advised path in the face of overwhelming 
contrary evidence, creating irreparable damage to your beloved community and one of its greatest assets?  Or, will you go 
down in history as the Council that saw the reality of this situation, created lasting resolution, and took the first steps in a 
return for prosperity for the wonderful place that you call home?  The choice is yours, thank you. 
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Mayor – Thank you sir.                                                  
Clerk – Alex Clemens.   

Clemens – Good morning.  I’m kind-of overwhelmed.  I feel like a David against a Goliath.  But,  that’s the way it happens.  
Thank you for letting me speak.  I’ll be brief.  I,  have one document that I’d like to put into the record.  It basically talks 
about  said be careful that the airports development does, does not, minimizes the impact on the current excellent 
recreational facility that we have.  We’ve got from south, Airport Drive south we’ve got Service Beach, we’ve got a beach 
pavilion, we’ve got the Venice Fishing Pier, we’ve got Shark Heath, we’ve got a new park that’s replaced the old sewerage 
plant, we have the Venice Municipal Golf Course, the dog beach,  and the bike path along the coast, the intercostal.  This is 
a fabulous amount of – of recre- recreational resources.  Which is why the, we’re getting more foreign visitors and snow-
birds and all that.  Be – be careful about impacting this, this wonderful, wonderful public facility.  It’s important that we, we 
have, have very good long-term development plans and I’m very impressed with what about, what you, what you’ve done.   
is it smart to heavily push development of the airport at this time?  There’s no question that it’s, development will take place 
over time.  But, right now, I – I – I don’t see the – the benefit of, and I wonder if,  … I have a question to, for DY Consultants,  
if we hand over the C airport, with – with the obvious result of going over Gulf Shores, would the road still be,  south, south,  
excuse me, South Harbor Drive, would that still be accessible to the public or would you have to have it, a new access to all 
these recreational facilities 

Mayor – It will, it will be open to the public, sir.  The FAA has always maintained that that road would be open.                   

Clemens – Okay, and I just have one picture, I want to put this in record, it was, it shows the, on April 4, on April 3rd, it 
shows the large overflow at Service Beach parking where they,  did not have enough parking,  so they parked all over the,  
the – the other side of the road; it was right on airport property.   and I think you, it’s important that we make sure that we 
don’t impact our recreation facilities by going too fast.   there’s no question that the city, the airport will at some point in time, 
be  larg- larger, but right now, it doesn’t make sense to me.  Thank you for your time.   

Mayor – Thank you.  Do you want to give the picture to the clerk please?  And, we’ll have it for the record.  Thank you.   

Clerk – I have Ernie Coleman and then John Ryan.  You’re next and then Chris Davis.  If you could all be ready.  Thanks.   

Mayor – Thank you, we’d ask you to come forward, if you would and…  Thank you.  Welcome this morning.   

Coleman – Thank you.  Thank you.   My name’s Ernie Coleman.  I’m a resident.  I live on Sunset Drive, uh; I’m also the 
current President of Gulf Shores Association, Homeowners.    this morning I met a gentleman for the first time.  His name 
was Michael Rafferty.  And,  I guess he’s a golfer at the golf course, and he has a petition here; he didn’t know what to do 
with.   I told him I’d bring it up here.  It’s unofficial, I know, but there’s about 75 names on here of,  people, of golfers, I 
guess, and,  they – they are petitioning that the Council do whatever means it is to keep the airport a B.  So, I just thought 
I’d bring that up here.  Also,  I want to thank the Council for their last vote, the 4/3 vote where, you know, we told the FAA 
that we want to keep it a B if at all possible.   one of the things I know, that I’ve seen it in Catherine Lang’s report, and I’ve 
heard it over and over again, that one of the reasons the FAA,  one of their arguments that, you know, they want – they 
wanta see is that they gave us money, the 3 or 4 million dollars, to, you know, to recondition the airport for that.   

Well, as Council Member, Sue Lang said, you know, we would have gotten that same amount of money whether it was a B 
or a C.  Had they, told us when they gave us the money that the runway protection zone, part of accepting that money 
would be the runway protection zone would be extended into the neighborhood of Gulf Shores, I think it would have been a 
whole different ball game before we would have accepted that money, but, you know, we can’t go back.  But, I don’t know 
how they can make that argument, you know.  Um.  Anyway.   we have about 150 members,  homes in Gulf Shores, and 
everyone that I’ve talked to is in,  is in agreement that we would, we wanta go down fighting.  Whatever it takes to keep this,  
the airport thing, to keep the runway protection zone out of Gulf Shores Association.   I thank the Council for everything 
they’ve done to this point.  I know there’s been a lot of hard work and,  and I just hope we can keep Gulf Shores safe and 
keep our, our island and our City,  the way it was intended to be and the way, you know, these – these homes that are in 
that protection zone, some of these people bought their homes a year or two ago; had no idea they were under a protection 
zone, and now, you know, if they go to sell their homes they have to divulge this.  So, you know, it’s just – it’s just not right.  
Anyway, thank you.   

Mayor – Thank you, sir.  Thanks for coming forward.  Good morning gentlemen.   
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Ryan – Good morning Mayor and Council Members.  For the record, John Ryan, president Venice Area Chamber of 
Commerce.   I just wanted to read into the record, first-off our statement with regards to the airport.   Venice Area Chamber 
of Commerce supports and airport that is safe, modern, well-maintained, and financially independent.  The airport is a 
valuable transportation asset that makes a significant economic contribution to the livelihood and well being of our area.  
The Chamber opposes any effort to downsize or marginalize this historic and valuable facility or discriminate against any 
airport users.   

Airport and airspace boundaries should be respected and the airport should be managed to gain the maximum economic 
benefit to our community, consistent with its mission as a general aviation airport.  I’m here today to ask you to,  take a step 
back and, you have a great opportunity to meet with the FAA to have their feet on the ground and to hear what it is that they 
think that they could do to create a compromise situation.   you know, I think we can go back to the, to this, to sq …to 
square one and, and I think we’re arguing over whether it’s a B or C now.  The FAA says it’s a C; therefore it is a C.  These, 
you know, I think this is, again, a great chance to meet with the FAA.  You’re not, you don’t have anything to loose in this, 
but if you submit a B plan it’s coming right back to you.  And, then it’s going to be a determination of whether how, how hard 
you dig your heels in.  Why no- why not take the chance to listen to them, so, I thank you for your time and for what you do.  
And, I appreciate your time.    

Mayor – Thank you, Mr. Ryan.  Ms. Davis, good morning.   

Davis – Good morning.  I have some prepared statements, but I did wanna kinda go over a couple of things I heard you 
guys talk about today.   I looked at the Airport Layout Plan and I noticed that the property lines on it were incorrect.  It 
indicated that Beach Avenue was a part of the airport property, and,  Beach Road is not part of the airport property.  It was 
part of the subdivision of Gulf Shores when Gulf Shores was created.  And, Kit makes it look like the RPZ is safely on the 
airport property, but actually, there is a corner, even as a B-II where the corner of the RPZ would go off of the airport 
property.  Alex talked about the side of the, the east side of Harbor Drive where people are parking, and that is not actually 
airport property.   it’s owned by the Coast Guard and the city,  but it is outside of the airport property line.  But, I know you 
guys are working on that to – to resolve where the actual airport property lines are.  The runway safety area,  if it remains at 
the 1000 feet or whatever,  was depicted, it does go off of the airport property on a corner and a fence does run through it.   

And, I understand even, that – that the FAA does not like to have fences or any obstruction in the way of a runway safety 
area.  So, that is something you need to identify the property lines and really hone in on any kind of conflicts there.  Why the 
FAA is pushing for a C-II? We don’t understand it, quite frankly.  And, it’s certainly not for the safety. If it was for the safety, 
then why would they say “We’ll allow these 29 homes to remain in this RPZ?”  They are not doing this for the safety.  They 
want to increase the capacity and increase this airport.   

The,  the width of the runway has always confused me.  Why is 150 feet wide?  That exceeds what a B standard is.  It 
exceeds what a C standard is.  You have to look historically at when the airport was built and why it was built.  It was built to 
train,  fighter-pilots.  They actually put two 75-foot runways together and, based on what people have told me that used to 
be in the service at that time, they could have two small fighter jets take off together.  You’ve got two runways together.  
That’s how we got this width that everybody seems to think “Oh, there must have been some huge planes coming in here.”  
There really was not.  Historically, there was not large planes coming into this airport.   

Mr. Bennet or Mr. Moore, I forget which one, you asked about when, what about the strengthening of the runway.  What 
about that rehab of it?  Nobody has actually told us if that was a strengthening of a runway.  And, you know why?  Because 
if it was a strengthening of a runway, it should have had an environmental assessment done; I’ve tried for four and a half 
months to get the document to prove that there was an environmental assessment done properly to allow the strengthening 
of that runway.  And, I have not got the document.  As a matter of fact, the first response from the FAA was “no records, 
there’s no records of any environmental.”   

Well, I found a document in our file and it had been signed by our airport manager and, on the bottom, it has a place for it to 
be reviewed by the FAA and approved.  I haven’t got their copy yet.  Will they come up with it?  Who knows?  An 
environmental assessment is supposed to be done any time, or an environmental impact statement, any time that you look 
at expanding an airport or strengthening the runway.  Back in 2006, early 2006 when we applied for that grant, if you were 
gonna strengthen the runway and bring in larger jets, more noise, more pollution, you were supposed to do an 
environmental assessment.  That hasn’t been done.  As far as the FAA’s stance of saying that this is a C airport because 
they code, a code was written on a table?  I find that very difficult and disturbing.  Because, they required this code for the 
first time on this 2000 plan.  And, somehow they wanna say, they wanna construe that our approval of this C, written in this 
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table, means that we approved of expanding this airport; and we did not approve of expanding this airport.  If I could just 
finish 

Mayor – Please do.   

Davis – Process for expanding an airport is typically a very public process.  It involves land-use changes.  You have to 
provide proper notice to the residents adjacent and you have to tell them about every meeting.  None of Gulf Shores was 
told about this meeting today by the city.  The actual information to document the need; there needs to be careful 
consideration of all the environmental impacts that are, that would be part of this expansion.  There needs to be a detailed 
and cost analysis, and there needs to be a proven need.  A need for such an expansion to justify the taking of the 
residential property rights, the parkland that exists, the roadways, and the economically important recreational area, the Golf 
Course.  That’s my comment.   

Mayor – Thank you, Ms. Davis, and I’m sure  Council Members will speak to your concern.   I will, I have, when my time 
comes I’ll – I’ll talk a little bit to you.  Thanks.   

Clerk – Norman Ness and then Joseph Altier and Bob Burras.                                                                  
Man – (laughs) it’s nicely done.   

Ness – I’ve followed with much interest the ongoing decade saga of the Venice Municipal Airport.  Its critical training role in 
the 9/11 tragedy, the ponzi financial scamming of an investor from nearby.  Many articles and local print media, and on the 
internet have accused this Venice City Council’s continuing efforts to downgrade the Venice Airport reference code from C-II 
to B-II.  In a recent column in a local print publication, the author states, I quote:  “Almost 70 years ago the airport was laid 
out with runways that would eventually be classified by the FAA as C-II.”   

I submitted a letter to that publication that their readership would have been better served if Mr. Willmore had answered two 
questions.   When was Venice’s airport reference code approved by the FAA as a C-II and, two, did Venice’s runways, and 
associated protection, safety, and visibility zones meet all the standards and requirements for C-II designation at that time?   
a web site maintained by Mr. Willmore includes an FAA Atlantic Region letter by Rusty Chapman, manager of airports 
division, from Atlanta, dated July 18th, 2007 which references the Venice Airport Layout Plan of 2000 with the phrase 
“Although the 2000 ALP may be the first time a C-II airport reference code designation was used;” which strongly implies to 
me the FAA itself had never used that designation for Venice before the submission of the 2000 plan, and this is now in 
2007.   

The ALP of 2000 was submitted by the FA…to the FAA after presumably being approved by the then Venice City Council 
whose membership is well known, on record, can be consulted.  These are the individuals who should know the basis in 
history of the approval of ALP 2000 and should be consulted.  Did the ALP 2000 as submitted provide the necessary and 
documented facts on the ground to permit correctly referencing Venice as a C-II airport at that time?  Subsequent FAA 
letters from the Orlando district office of FAA indicate that it did not, then, and even today does not meet C-II standards.  
Without an upgrade, and approval by the FAA to C-II, how can you talk about a downgrade from C-II?  Thank you.   

Mayor – Thank you  

Altier – Whoa.  Good morning Mr. Mayor and Council.  My name is Joseph Altier.  I live in the RPZ zone.  I’m also a former 
Assistant U.S. Attorney in the southern district of New York where I represented the FAA in two cases; one as a plaintiff and 
one as a defendant.  One, the defendant case was the American Airlines that went into the East River and, would like to just 
speak a few words about this and would – would like to offer also, tender, my assistance to you in your underlying,  position, 
that this should be a B,  designated as a B.    it’s, many – many reasons for – for it to be designated as a B, I – I’d love to 
join in the arguments, ah, as we appear, and I wouldn’t charge anything.   

I mean, I (laughs) I just – as an attorney I’d be happy to volunteer if – if that – that, if that,  would be your request.    I find 
that the FAA, and always have found, I mean very early in my career, that the FAA was very – very sensitive to – to public,  
opinion, and public feelings.  They realize that they’re an agency of the people, and,  and,  it’s time that we – that we assert 
our citizenship and,  and – and let them know where we stand on this situation.   just for – as an example,  they sa…they go 
back to a map and they say tha—up in the corner there’s a C stuck in there, and therefore you’re stuck with the C that we 
put there,  in 2000 or so.   but as a matter of construction, the map that’s drawn takes precedence,  over that little C.   it’s a 
matter of construction that – that we lawyers and – and the courts recognize.  So, that there are little – a little overstating 
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and their events are very sensitive to it.  But, I think, I think – ah,  one of the things I wanted to make clear was – was,  
because I was at a meeting on Sunday with a lot of people who are in that RPZ zone, and they’re concerned.  They have to 
notify their, the title carriers.  They –  the title insurance companies may be suing s…you guys.  I mean, this is wacko!   ah, 
so, I – I wanted to just – just make it clear that,  that we all took the position that,  you guys should clearly state that you 
want to be a B and you ARE a B.  But, gentlemen, the first gentleman who spoke scared me a little bit.  He said “When the 
FAA says you’re a C, you’re a C!”  Well, that’s not so.  That’s not so.  We say we’re a B.  Let’s make it clear.  Let’s make it 
very clear in a resolution of some kind that we say, and are continuing to say, WE ARE A B.  And, that’s what you, each one 
of you as far as I can hear, feel,  hear that, um.  Um.  I – I – I would just like to say that everybody at that meeting was in 
total concurrence that you guys had taken the right position and you’re – you’re representing us, and you are great citizens 
and representing we citizens.  And, that’s what this is all about.  And,  I thank you very much.   

Mayor – Thank you Mr. Altier.  Is there other – are there others waiting?               

Clerk – Yes, Dan Davis?  And then Deborah Bloom?                                       

Mayor – Fine, if you come forward, please?   

Burris – Mr. Mayor, Council Members, other interested parties, I’m Bob Burris, I’m speaking individually today.   don’t want 
to get into the policy questions, but I’m interested in one of the things pertaining to the factual end of …  a set of facts before 
you.   I am speaking as a pilot.  Um.  I’ve been – I received my pilot’s license when I was in the Air Force,  where,  we were 
operating as a Civil Engineer Officer, and one of my responsibilities as a Civil Engineering Officer at that time, back in 
19…early 19…mid 1970s was the Air Force,  the master plan for the Air Force instillations that I served on, and I served on 
sev—several different,  Air Force bases.  (Clears throat) The issue of the – the Global Positioning System,  that is now in 
operation for runway 13, in my opinion is a good idea in terms of a safe,  safe facility for the pilots; and understand why folks 
would want that.  Not withstanding the fact that it… good or bad,  it is present and I reviewed the  the documents associated 
with the  the establishment of a new Global Positioning Sys— non-precision instrument approach, and I find,  an 
inconsistency. 

 I,  very much applaud the FAA’s  rapid determination of a – issuing of a preliminary determination regarding this issue that 
the RPZ that is shown on the ALP, which, by the way, is shown as a visual,  a – a visual approach with a 20:1 slope, which 
I’m assuming  that DY will change appropriately to a non-precision approach with a 34:1 slope as required.  Independent of 
this issue,  to me, I – I believe that this issue of the appropriate visibility minimums required by appendix 16 for a new non-
precision,  instrument approach is, has been inconsistently applied by FAA.  And, I would urge you strongly to seek a final, 
legal determination by FAA on this point so you don’t end up in years to – down the road in the same situation that you are 
know; that you have cer…certain set of dimensions drawn on the ALP and the FAA says “well, they’re just wrong” and,  they 
have consequences.  Let me call to your attention,  out of appendix 16, this is something that’s in your packet, it’s…how do 
we, how do we focus 

In action 3,  item 3, (clears throat) it says “The airport landing surface” and this is one of the most important aspects of a 
non-precision approach, “must meet the standards specified in tables A-16 1-A through C, for each specified runway 
direction, have adequate airspace to support the instrument approach procedure.  When requesting the ins—an instrument 
procedure, the sponsor, a sponsor requests and instrument procedure, must specify the runway direction and desired 
approach minimums whether circling,  approach procedure desired in sur—survey needed to support the procedure.  For all 
obligated national plan of integrated airport systems,  airports, of which Venice is one, the sponsor must also provide a copy 
of the FAA approved ALP showing the instrument of procedure applied.  And the ALP is recommended for other airports.  
And, the key thing here is, says that thi – that this action applies to the airport landing surfaces.  There’s two primary 
components of an airport landing surface.   

The slope, clears throat, which is no – gonna be no dispute by I think anyone, but the slope of a non-precision instrument 
approach is 34:1.  The other is the horizontal dimensions, actually, as you go down that slope, including the width at, at the 
end of where it touches the runway.  It’s very clear from the wording of this, and it’s unambiguous, that this,  A-16 on C, 
which deals with non-precision approaches, governs the control of the width of the lay – the airport landing surface.  
According to the table, A 1-C, which you have in our packet that I gave you, which I ask to be part of the record of this 
proceeding, for a non-precision approach with a 1-statute-mile published visibility, and that’s the, the visibility minimum that 
is published in the FAA order, that for runway design standards, that a greater than or equal to ¾ mile statute visibility be 
used.  (Clears throat.)  The only way in doing that that you – that you can get a width on the,  the airport landing surface, 
this regulation specifically applies to, is to 1000 feet.  And, there’s a table in, FAA part 77 that deals with this, that correlates 
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to the RPZ dimensions and gives you that line on the ¾,   mild table.  All that being said,  FAA has had consistent in –  has 
been consistent in its implementation of this very standard on approved ALPs.  I haven’t looked at very many of ‘em, but I’ve 
seen what I’ve seen on line.  Many communities, if I could have just a minute more to finish, many communities, clears 
throat, have   elected as to – as they determine whether or not to have a GPS approach, have elected by virtue of this larger 
dimension to not do it; by virtue of the additional cost as well as the huge burden on the community of,  obtaining control of 
these larger RPZs.  And FAA has approved both the RPZ with the larger dimensions as a result of this – this use of 
misinterpretation as well as the smaller ones.  Again, I urge you, in your subsequent discussions, regardless of the 
decisions that you take here today, to seek a final, binding, legal determination from NASA, FAA, that the city of Venice can 
count on as well as everyone else.  Thank you.   

Mayor – Mr. Burris, let me ask you a question.  If I understand the gist of your statement, it’s that the ruling that, which was 
gotten yesterday, at least over the phone, seems to be inconsistent with this standard, is what you’re saying, and that, 
therefore, you think it would be good to have that ruling, in writing so that it would not come up and haunt the city at some 
future point.               

Burris – Yes, I – I would think that,  any reasonable person would read this and tur – read the regulation as it presently 
existed, based upon that action item as well as the other  aspects and independent 16, as long as they have technical 
knowledge of the situation, and come to the inescapable conclusion that the width of that,   runway…surface is gonna be 
1000 feet at the end of the runway that said, I – I like the idea,   and the – the answer that FAA gave you.  I think that’s a 
good one.   

Mayor – I understand, but you were just saying that since it does seem to be inconsistent with this standard, we ought to be 
sure.                                                                                        
Burris – That’s correct.                                           
Mayor – Thank you for your help.  We’ll also ask DY to,   comment or follow up on that as whatever Council wants.                                                   

Clerk – Dan, you’re next.                          
Davis – Good morning.                                                                       
Mayor – Good morning.                                          

Davis – My name is Dan Davis.   I’ve been a resident here for about 20 years.  And I wanted to address some of the 
criticisms that are, that are directed towards Council members who are supporting a B-II.  One is the, the, the ongoing cost 
of quote, unquote “fighting the FAA.”   I’ve never seen a cost analysis for accepting the FAA C-II designation.  There’s costs 
involved with that; and they’re substantial to the citizens of this city.   the other thing I want to address is,  Mr. Marty 
Kretchman who spoke first,  asked the Council what you’re legacy will be regarding this issue.  Having been here 20 years, 
I’ve seen some things happen in this city.   

The Vegas in Venice boat comes to mind.   We had a gambling boat here.   at first it was an economic boom.   we thought it 
would supply jobs and do a lot of great things that were supported by a lot of people.   what it turned out to be was a lot of 
diesel fuel, illegal dredging of the intercostal, mucking it up,  pollution,  violation of the intercostal waterway, safety zones,  
that was resolved, but it took – it took some, some people to step up and do that.   as far as you legacy is concerned, and 
it’s, it’s a pretty big awesome thing to have on your shoulders, but in a few years when jets are taxiing at the end of this 
runway, and there’s jet fuel that makes it all the way down here, and it will, and I – I’ve smelled jet fuel over a mile down 
Harbor Drive.  And when the larger planes are coming in 24 hours a day, jets flying over houses, and people are on the 
beach and you can’t hear yourself talk, somebody’s going to say “how did this happen?  How did we get to this point on this 
island, in this city?  Why didn’t somebody do something?”  Well, are there, is there a positive economic impact from all that, 
possibly, there’s also a negative impact.  And, I would ask this Council to find it in themselves to stick to their guns, so to 
speak, we, we’ve made it clear what direction we wanna go.   

And, there’s reasons for that.  And, I think your legacy would be well served by the citizens of the entire city, I’m not talking 
about Gulf Shores, as the FAA increases its safety standards years down the road and require more and more,  expansion 
of the airport to meet their guidelines, we will continue to be impacted by them.  And, at that time it’ll be too late.  We will 
already have thrown in, in with them, so, I would just ask that you,  you stick to your guns and, and, we feel you’re doing the 
right thing.  And, as far as your legacy’s concerned, I’m very glad you’ve taken the positions you have.  And that’s all I have 
to say.                                                                                                     



                          
 

21

 Mayor – Thank you Mr. Davis.  Is there other…                                                  
Clerk – Yes.                                               
Mayor – Just a second, before you begin, please call them down, Clerk.    

Clerk – Bill Nilgan and Walter Hake are the last two.                                        
Mayor – Thank you, ma’am.   

Bloom – Hi, my name is Deborah Bloom.  I’m a resident of the City of Venice.  I live near Gulf Shores, near the airport; not 
right next to it.   I have interesting job experience.  I was the in-house attorney for Piper Aircraft and I worked as an in-house 
attorney for McDonnell-Douglas.  I had to negotiate with the FAA.  My experience with them is that they care about safety, 
period.  That’s it.  Safety.  I never saw any deviance from that.  I never saw them willing to negotiate public safety.  
Secondly, the other thing that always came into account was that they have unlimited resources, period.  That’s it.  They will 
– I’ve seen them fine numerous on small litigation pay to fly military aircraft to Antarctica for – (laughs) for something that 
was not worth the price of the flight.  That’s it.  They have unlimited resources.  Period.   the people that,  all of us have 
bought property on the island knew there was an airport there.   

 Secondly, so I wonder about the wisdom of continuing to spend tax-payer money negotiating with a large federal agency 
with unlimited resources when that agency thinks that public safety is at stake.  I have elderly neighbors that decided not to 
repair their front door because of the permitting fees in this city, yet I see how much we have spent fighting this issue.  So,  
the last thing is, I guess that when the City Council gives their comments on this, I would like each one to address,  the use 
of tax-payer money,  fighting this fight and, you know, the impact on people that literally will not repair their door because of 
the high permitting fees in this city.  Thank you. 

 Mayor – Thank you Ma’am.   

Nolden – Thank…                                    
Mayor – Excuse me sir.                                     
Nolden – Good morning Mr. Mayor, members of the Council.  My name’s Bill Nolden.    
Clerk – Bill?  Would you move closer to the mike, please 

Mayor – Yes, pull it down a little bit if you’d like.                                          
Nolden – My name is Bill Nolden.  I’m a new homeowner in Venice since October.   I must say that although I didn’t get the 
chance to vote for or against any of you, I’ve been pleased so far with the actions that the Council has taken regarding the 
airport.  At our previous residence I’ve had experience over 30 years with airport expansions and the resulting noise, the 
reliance the FAA places on airport designations in leap-frogging forward with the development of an airport.  I think it’s 
entirely appropriate that you pursue, down to the very last possible dram of your resolution, the retention of a B designation 
for this airport.  The growth and the future projections for traffic are the key here.  It’ll be the basis for everything going 
forward and I can only encourage you to do everything possible to resist any C designation.  Thank you.                     

Mayor – Thank you for coming forward.  Mr. Hake?  Is that the last item?                                          
Clerk – That’s the last one I have unless …holding one.                                                     
Mayor – Okay, thank you.   

Hake – My name is Walter Hake, I’m a runner at the airport.  I’m a pilot for about 6…60 years.  I spend a lot of money there.  
You know, it—that group of people who have small airplanes seem to be ignored around here.  We spend between, at least 
8000 a year.  I’m – I think I’m committed up to that already.  That’s a big contribution.  I hear the Chamber of Commerce is 
promoting the jet –  I’m not against jets.  My son is a chief pilot for a company up north that, he makes his living on jets and 
jets can come in here, it makes no difference what-so-ever to me.  Or, or even the pilots that are here.  But, that 140-some 
odd pilots down there that are renters are spending a good bit of money.  They support this airport, they, and the Chamber 
of Commerce that, is promoting the wrong group.  You would think the business people; the Main Street group ought to be 
here saying “Hey, let’s bring these, these T-hangar pilots in here.  They spend a lot of money in this community.”  And, 
that’s where the buck really comes from.  Now,   now, how many get a nickel a gallon on a jet’s landing here?  And a few, a 
little bit of rental?  It just, if you triple the number of jets coming in here the city wouldn’t make any money.  They don’t get 
out of the jet and run downtown and buy a new suit.  It’s ridiculous.  But, anyway,  and I want to answer one question.  The 
mayor asked a question of Lisa before about “What affect does it have on the, the,  pilots coming into this airport?”  ) 
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 A pilot doesn’t care whether it’s a C-II or B-II, or anything else.  He looks at his approach chart and he may call, he may get 
on the computer and look at sky vector and read a little bit more about the airport.  That’s all he cares about; 99% of the 
pilots that are around here couldn’t give you any description of C-II versus B-II.  This whole B-II issue is strictly about the,  
the golf course, that where this community is going to go in housing and,  on a, this is a small general aviation airport that’s 
located on an island and it shouldn’t be anything more than that.  We have two jetports, one on either side of us and, and,  
unless we have General Motors move in here or a Toyota plant or something, you’re not gonna get any more jet traffic in 
Venice so, I think that, you, that part of it should be ignored.   as far as, I, there’s one other thing (boom sound in the 
background) I might state that, that,  you have about 30 light sport airplanes on this airport now, and, if you, just think about 
it.   you know light sport airplanes coming in and some of them come in as low as 40 knots.  My plane all come in about 60 
knots.  I got a 135 knot jet coming in behind me I gotta get out of his way and I know enough to do it.  I, if, I hear him on the 
radio I’ll do a 360 and let him in and,  but if there is any safety hazard around here, that’s gonna be the hazard.  
Somebody’s gonna overrun somebody in this traffic pattern.  As far as, RPZs or any, pilots don’t pay any attention to that.  It 
doesn’t mean anything.  If they did they’d close Midway Airport out.   Midway in Chicago?  Look at Cicero Avenue.  All the 
runways run right out to the end of,   right to Cicero Avenue.  And you, you’re landing a jet every minute out there.  It doesn’t 
make any difference.  That’s all I have to say.                                

Mayor – Thank you, Mr. Hake.  Okay, at this point, if we follow our,  procedure,  a motion,  is in order or time.  How about it?  
Do you want five minutes, I see?  Could we, could we have five minutes please?   
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City Council Comments and Deliberations 

 Mayor – Ladies and gentleman, so as not to interfere with your lunchtime, why, I call the meeting to order, please?  Let’s 
see, we have all members present and accounted for.  What I would suggest, is that a motion would be in order, uh; 
followed by the discussion, by Council Members to elaborate things.  There also could be comments or questions to the 
consultants.  Is there a motion please?                                     
Man – Mr. Mayor?                                       
Man 2 – I’ll make it.           

Mayor – All right, we’ve got two motions, I’ve heard.  You were the first to ….                  
Man – I, I, I move to submit the airport rep…Airport Layout Plan master plan update with a B-II airport reference code 
designation to the FAA.                             
Clerk – Second.       

Mayor – It’s moved and seconded to submit the plan.   Discussion.                                      
Moore – Mr. Mayor?                      
Mayor – Yes?                                      
Moore –  I, I don’t need five or ten minutes, I don’t believe and, but I…                    
Mayor – Okay, L -- Laurie’s not gonna time us, we’ll, oh, you can time us, time it, time it at,  five minutes just to give us a 
sense on how we are doing, all right?  Good.   

Moore – You know, I’ve, I’ve sat in this seat,  almost three years ago in June of 2007 when the prior consultant,  presented 
the Airport Layout Plan as a, as a C-II plan and,  and we tried to ask them “How do you justify a plan that puts,  runway 
protection zones over roughly 24 homes in the Gulf Shores district?”  And,  they, their response was “well, that’s no 
problem,  the FAA will,  will, will waive the requirements of their own,  safety regulations and circulars and they won’t,  
demand that you take those homes.   

They will allow those homes to remain in the RPZ,  even though it’s clearly a, a safety violation,  under the terms and 
conditions of their own regulation.”  And, and, I said “well, I – I can’t, I can’t vote for an RPZ that puts homes in a, in a 
runway protection zone.”  When you read the definition of what a runway protection zone is,  it’s an area where, if there’s a 
catastrophic,  event, it’s accessible to emergency and rescue,  vehicles.  I can’t imagine how uncomfortable these people 
would be living under an aircraft in – in a runway protection zone.  I mean, I mean it’s just not even a negotiable issue.  And 
it never has been.  So, we’re three years later and we have still never submitted an Airport Layout Plan.   in – in going 
through this long drawn out process,  I have tried to be guided by several things, but first and foremost deal with the facts 
and don’t deal with emotions.  

 Facts, I want the facts and then I’ll make a decision when I have the facts and I have the rules and regulations and then I 
can evaluate it.  When I, when I look at this, safety is clearly,  not only the number one concern of this community, the pilots 
who utilize the airport, the businesses on the airport, and the FAA.  I’ve never heard any deviation from that.  Safety is the 
number one thing.  When I look at safety, and how do I you know, create a safe Airport Layout Plan, a B-II designation is the 
only designation that answers those, that condition.   that is the safest plan we can submit.  We now know that the FAA 
wants to have the airport to be utilized to the maximum capacity that it can be given the constraints that we have; between 
the Gulf of Mexico,  a big ditch called the Intercostal waterway, commercial residential real estate, and everything else.  
And, I agree.  I would like to see maximum utilization of the airport,  both as an economic engine,  both as a quality of life 
issue,  but on the other hand, (laughs),  if we change the designation from a B-II to a C-II we’re going to minimize utilization 
of the airport because we’re going to be creating a Ru – a Rube Goldberg airport.  It’s going to be an airport that’s got one 
designation, but it’s going to have designated distances in it.   

And we’re gonna be shortening runways in order to accommodate the safety requirements of a C-II airport,  in what I 
consider,  a B-II piece of land.   the other thing,  other than safety and utilization,  frankly has been compatibility.  How do we 
create an airport which is going to be compatible not only with airport operations,  but with the surrounding community?    
And, to me a B-II designation is the only airport reference code that satisfies that requirement.    

And finally,  I look at cost effectiveness.   obviously if we go to a C-II designation,  I think what we are looking at is probably 
spending $7 to $10 million to,  the minim to take,  homes out of the RPZ;  we’re probably going to have to shut down,  a 24-
hole golf course which has been there almost as long as the airport.  In order to reconfigure that,  at a cost of maybe 5 to 10 
million dollars, who knows?  We are going to eliminate  the possibility of having aviation and aviation development on the 
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east side of the airport in order to make it self sustaining, so, when I look at the cost,  a B-II airport basically costs nothing.  
The same aircraft that use the airport today will use it tomorrow and for years to come.   we have not reduced utilization at 
all.   I, I, I can’t get beyond that.   

That’s what the facts tell me and, in fact, I feel more strongly having heard the presentation that DY has made to us today.   
the thing that I feel is important, though, to point out is that we’ve been three years in this process and I would like to send 
this B-II to the FAA today.  Does that mean I won’t negotiate?  Not a bit.  I, by my background and nature, will sit down and 
try to reach a reasonable, solution to resolve a problem, it – it – at any time, but I’ve been here for three years and,  I can 
remember two or three months after that June meeting we sent the Mayor and the City Attorney to the FAA to see how we 
could resolve the issues we had raised in June of 2007.  We sent you there in 2008.  You’ve been up there now two or three 
times,  trying to resolve it, but I’m not getting any feedback from the FAA.  I’m not feeling any, that they’re willing to really sit 
down and do anything, so I think that the fi… – we – it’s like buying a house, we can talk all day about the price, but until you 
put it in writing and sign your name to it and submit it as an offer and acceptance we’re not gonna get a counter offer, we’re 
not gonna get anything.  And we need to do this.  Now.  As a first step.  So, I feel very strongly about that.         

Mayor – Thank you, thank you.  Is there,  does any one else wish to speak?  Mr. McKeon?   

McKeon – Can I go down, to the uh …?                                                                                        
Mayor – Oh Yes, you can go to the, where ever you like.   

McKeon – Okay, I find it helpful to,  Kit McKeon Council Member.  I find it helpful to,  to be able to visualize things,  when I’m 
talking about them sometimes.  And, what I was trying to do is sort of what,  Judge Moore just said, is not be emotional 
about this, take a deep breath, listen to all the sides, to the different arguments, and – and see where we are.  We’ve had 
some recent events.  January 28th we voted to send in the B-II plan which is in physical existence here today.   the Mayor 
and City Manager went to D.C. and on April 1st, if I’m correct, met with  administrator Lang at which time the FAA position 
was reiterated as we are a C-II airport.  Independent of that, we have the Kaplan-Kirshman-Rockwell Memorandum and, on 
page 26, they state that if, we are a C, the runway 1331 was,  re-commissioned to C-II standards in 2006.  They also say, 
on the following page, “The city may find it more productive at least to explore potential alternatives,  with the FAA,  before 
trying to take a hard and fast position.  So, what I tried to do then is just step back and, and say where were we a few years 
ago.   

We had goals of maintaining, always first and foremost, a safe airport.  The issues that we were talking about were 
protecting municipal-style golf course and no RPZ over Golf Shore homes.  It appears to me we’re sort-of at a cross roads 
where there are alternatives passed to achieve the goal.  The B-II, as I’ve said, achieves the goal.  The plan is complete, DY 
has it here, we could send it in today.  I do not believe it will be approved by the FAA.  And, so then I question whether our 
next steps is a legal cost, and I feel we haven’t resolved the issue.  An alternative, which I think I would like us to consider 
is,  look at, you know we never definitize, though we’ve talked about it in our workshops,  an alternative, a hybrid, what ever 
you want to call it, plan which might achieve our goals and yet at the same time be acceptable to the FAA and hopefully 
move us as a city forward.  So, I tried to simplify it.   Runway 13-31.  What is the issue there?  The issue is the RPZ over the 
homes in Gulf Shores.  Now, an option which has been described to us is would the FAA consider allowing us to add 500-
plus feet to the south end of the runway bringing the RPZ off of the houses satisfying the home owner’s desires and 
allowing us potentially to move forward.  A question is, if we added 500 feet to the south end, can we take an equivalent 
amount off the north end?  Worthy of discussion?  I don’t know the answer.   

And, I also don’t know, if we moved the, the,  the runway, added on to the runway at south end, do any homes remain in the 
RPZ?  I don’t know the answer at that time.  If they do, then the city should talk to those specific homeowners and ask them 
what they want.  You know, do they want us to do nothing; which means modification of standards, they stay there, and 
they’re still, you know, the house is in the RPZ but nothing really has changed?  Do they want to sell the home and have us 
consider trying to get the FAA to buy it?  Do they want to sell an avigation or an aviation navigation easement over their 
house so everything is legal?  But, we should talk with the homeowners and know what they want and…   

The second thing is what was the goal?  Protect the municipal-style golf course.  Well, that’s runway 422.  This is simple.  
Thirteen thirty-one has an issue; 422 has an issue.  Four twenty-two is not under any current FAA obligation in the sense 
that we have not received money recently for it.  It is deteriorating.  I think everybody is consistent in that.  One can argue, is 
it dangerous or not?  The city can declare that runway a B-II runway.  Now, what does that do?  We can go ahead and 
safely have it rehabilitated in conjunction with the FAA to a B-II standard which is shorter and narrower than its current 5000 
by 150 feet.  We can also then, if we choose to, use our own,  airport fund to keep the air—the runway safe at the full 
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length, full width.  It saves the driving range.  What’s the, you know, pro and con?  It’s gonna limit the usefulness as a calm 
wind and noise mitigation runway and that also most often affects the lighter aircraft when I say calm wind.  If there is wind, 
the lighter aircraft are affected more so.  So, what I would like to do, my recommendation for us to consider is that Council 
affirm by a roll-call vote today, not to send the B-II plan at this time.  I’m not saying discard it or disregard it; just not at this 
time.  Direct DY to complete, if you would,  what I will for lack of a better word call a hybrid plan that answers those 
questions specifically on 422 and 1331 to Judge Moore’s point so we have the facts; we know what alternatives, we know 
what we’ve got with a B-II, is there an alternative that is truly acceptable?       

The FAA, Administrator Lang, offered to the Mayor, to send senior management people from D.C. down to work with us at 
the Orlando office and I believe implied in that comment was, with a C-II alternative.  And, I’ve tried to stay away from a C-II, 
but with an alternative that would be acceptable to both parties.  And, I think they are willing to do that.  So, I would like to 
direct that we don’t send it forward today, complete an alternative plan for our consideration so we have two bits of 
information, we know what the bounds are, do they achieve the goals that we’ve heard concern expressed here today?  And 
then, and only then, decide to go ahead and say “which should we submit to the FAA?”  Thank you.                             

Mayor – Thank you.  I’ve found that very helpful as a colleague and, are there other comments?  Mr…  Ms. Lang, why don’t 
you go ahead next?  I can see that despite protestations, the five minute,  time went by (laughs) on both speakers so far 
so…  Go ahead.   

Lang –  Mr. Mayor, I support the motion that’s on the floor.  I’m not opposed to continuing discussions with the FAA or,  I 
wouldn’t shut any door with them, but I think we can continue those discussions while the plan that we directed DY,  to 
complete, it is finalized and,  you know,  incorporates all of our,  other concerns and comments.   I’d especially, in – in 
regards to Mr. McKeon’s  presentation,  the Kaplan-Kirsch,  said something about in December 2006 runway 1331 was re-
commissioned to a C.  There’s no such thing as re-commissioning (laugh) a runway, okay?  What should have happened in 
2006 is that the ALP should have been revised if the FAA and the city et cetera, felt that the 1331, which is showing on the 
2000 ALP with the B runway protection zone, should have a C runway protection zone, then the ALP should have been 
revised and approved by the FAA.  That never happened.  The only approved ALP we have is the one that shows B RPZs.  
Okay?  So, there’s, I mean, I could go on for a half an hour, I just, a litany of where the FAA has failed to adhere to its own 
procedures, its own regulations, and, it, you know, have really put the city of Venice in an untenable position.    

The – the latest instance that’s happened here with this GPS, I – I mean this is, reprehensible.  Okay?  And this is why I 
don’t believe that FAA Orlando is really interested in safety.  You don’t go and publish a GPS after a City Council had 
del…number one, we deleted the item from our JSET, maybe that was our staff’s fault that they didn’t communicate that to 
the FAA, we don’t know that.  We cannot find any correspondence to or from on this.  We know that at minimum this GPS 
approach is putting the RPZ as a C airport would out over homes.  People were never notified.  There was no process.  
There was no study.  This is going on right now.  It’s, to me it’s unconscionable,  I think that,  you know there – there’s just 
some real concerns here about FAA’s decision making in regards to Venice, but I agree that the thing that we need to do is 
finalize and submit our plan.  I’m certainly open to suggestions, negotiations,  from the FAA.  

 I – I especially want to call attention to the costs, and,  and reiterate what Mr. Moore said.  The media has failed to report to 
the public the cost to the taxpayers of millions of dollars to make this a C airport, even millions to make one runway a C 
runway when it’s really unnecessary.  And, to try to, you know, blame City Council or say that we’re running up the tab 
because we are trying to make, you know, responsible, rational decisions regarding this airport and, and our entire 
community and, you know, most of the money that’s been spent on this airport plan was spent on MEA and, and the plan 
that was rejected.   so I really think it’s grossly unfair for the media to be trying to claim that Council is costing the taxpayers 
money by beating a dead horse.  We’re not beating a dead horse; if you read this Kaplan-Kirsch-Rockwell, these are 
aviation law experts, you can see that many cities, airport owners, and – and others,  with – with an interest often, and 
many, many dozens of times a year appeal FAA decisions and – and have, you know, ongoing negotiations.  I’m just gonna 
read a couple of things into the record from this Kaplan-Kirsch.  “The ADO program manager, that’s the FDA, should not 
attempt to dictate what development is shown on the ALP.”                         

Mayor – Ms. Lang, you are into your second five minutes.                                                                            
Lang – One more minute…                                                             
Mayor – Go ahead.                            
Lang – Okay?  “If FAA seeks to use the ALP process to dictate the type of facilities that just – that must be constructed, 
despite the absence of significant aircraft operation, arguably this would be improper.”  This is an opinion from 
aviation law experts Kaplan-Kirsch.  Okay?   The City’s concerns that the runway protection zones and runway safety zones 
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at the airport do not meet FAA standards are in line with the FAA’s published concerns regarding the approval of ALPs.  
Okay?  Of particular importance is a section labeled “Important,” you know.  “FAA approval should mean that we found the 
existing and proposed airport development safe for use by the design aircraft.  The flying public should be able to count on 
FAA seal of approval, et cetera.  We should not approve an ALP that does not meet these conditions.”  Again, that was from 
the Kaplan-Kirsch.  Okay?   they talk about the, making the – the,  airport a C-II, this would be an improvement over current 
situation in which the public traveling in a C-II aircraft may understand and mistakenly believe that FAA has made a 
determination that it meets all applicable safety standards, when in fact, the airport does not meet the C-II standards.  
Okay?  FAA guidance, here’s the list of things in terms of,  the judgment that – that should be involved in making a decision 
on an ALP…   

Mayor – Ms. Lang, are you getting toward the end of this?  ‘Cause you still have more time... Do you want to read that 
whole thing into the record?  I mean, rather than right now 

Lang – There’s just a couple-a, couple-a more points.  Okay?                                
Mayor – Okay, you’re using your second five minutes, I just wanted to let you know.                       

Lang – Does, does the existing ALP still accommodate the forecast aeronautical need?  As we know in the 2000 plan, they 
were using these grossly inflated operation counts because they never did a real count.  Then they went on to try to 
discourage us from doing a real count.  They refused to recognize the pilots counts, too, that were done here.  We did our 
count and then they said “Oh, that doesn’t matter.”  Okay?  Um.  The city’s argument that the design aircraft has changed 
from C-II to B-II is in line with FAA’s guidance on when to submit a revised ALP.  So, in other words, upon learning, with our 
certified count, that there, the forecast and the operations were totally different than what FAA had relied upon.  It’s our duty 
to revise our ALP.  Okay?  Um.  Anyway, and I will just leave you with the fact that also they say, and there’s one last thing,  
“the current ARC designation containing the existing FAA approved ALP is C-II and those standards are apparently not 
met.”  The implication of the statement is that the airport apparently neither conforms to the C-II standards, nor has obtained 
a modification to those standards.  Which seems at odds with FAA’s written guidance on ALP review.                                                       

Mayor – All right, thank you, Ms. Lang.  Mr. Carlisimo?   

Carlisimo – Thank you.  Laurie, would you put up what I asked you to just put on display, page 27 of the,  Kaplan-Kirsch 
report, please, so everybody can read it?                                  
Clerk – I’m gonna start timing you also so start talking while I …                                                   
Carlisimo – Okay (laughs).  So, did you say I should not talk or I should talk?                 
Mayor – You should talk.  Because your time’s running.                            

Carlisimo – Okay, all right, I don’t think it’s gonna, I’m gonna take 10 minutes.   I,  I support Council Member McKeon’s 
position for everything that he said, and in addition to that, I would like to make these points.   the FAA has consistently held 
the same position clearly throughout the last two and a half years that I’ve been  pursuing this and following it.  So, we know 
what their position is.  It’s very clear.   we know from what they told you, you, on your last trip to Washington,  we look, 
everybody wants to satisfy Gulf Shores residents, the golf course,  the stake-holders and, we understand when we talk 
about taxpayers expense, I think Ms. Lang, I understand this to mean that sometimes when the airport spends money on 
this it is at taxpayer’s expense but it’s spread across the United States.  Whereas when we talk about some of the other 
expenses that are incurred, many of them are const…cons… incurred, occurred by the City of Venice residents.  So, there’s 
a smaller pool that that money is drawn from on some of these things that we’re paying for.   the, burying the homes in the 
RPZ zone, you know, is an option, but I don’t know if seven to 10 million dollars, you know, which would come out of the 
airport fund,  is, is an accurate amount.   

I would like to in any, in any instance where you take somebody on, and that’s what we would be doing, taking the federal 
government on here, you have to look at your chances of winning.  And the same report that you both site, on page 27, at 
the top, if you read what they’re saying the last sentence is very clear.  “Rather than launching into a lengthy and costly 
battle with the FAA over a controversial ALP revision, the city may find it more productive at least to explore potential 
alternatives first.”  That’s a strong statement.  In addition to that, if we were to go forward with the B plan and we were 
gonna hire Kaplan-Kirsch to represent us; I wonder if they would take it on on a contingency basis.  If they win, we pay ‘em.  
If they don’t win we don’t pay ‘em.   

Mayor – Maybe we can get Ms. Mogenson  to do this.   
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Carlisimo – Yes.  So, I strongly support Mr. McKeon’s position.  I – I think it serves every purpose and moves us beyond this 
point. 

Mayor – Okay, I would (unintelligible).   

Zavodnyk – Mr. Mayor, friends,  colleagues.   my heart tells me to  continue,  support,  the B designation,  but,  my mind 
tells me we need a change and,  for that reason,  I would not support Judge Moore’s,  motion, and,  let me explain.  I think 
I’ve been, pretty consistent,  in my view on this; at least up until today and up till the meeting in January that, that we go with 
the,  the B-II.  But, there’re several factors, some of them mentioned, I wanna mention others that come into play.  The 
community, our Venice community, the greater Venice community, wants to,   bring an end to this.  We need to work 
something out.  We…and – and I have stressed that over and over again, that I’ve talked about this.   As has been indicated 
and as we well know, the FAA is a part of the federal government; unlimited resources.   The paper indicated today that, we 
have spent,  in the high six figures, so far on this matter.   We have had other, legal matters, in the past few years,  that 
have,  have  necessitated spending taxpayer dollars.  Although, it needs to be pointed out that with regard to this, the funds 
come from the, from the airport enterprise fund.  But, money is money, whether it’s taxpayers fund or it’s the airport 
enterprise fund, it’s still, it’s something that we’ve gotta be good, good shepherds about.   

So, I,  would support   the position enunciated by Mr. McKeon.  I would,  add to that, that I would like to see, as I said, at the 
January meeting,  to have,  the  environmental assessment,   as I read the  the  FAA regulations,  that is required.  I still 
think that we oughta,   we ought to  go with that.   as Mr. McKeon pointed out,  we’re – we’re not   going to  put the B-II, to,  
request in a drawer, but, it will give us an opportunity to,  to work with,  hopefully,   with the FAA in terms of trying to get 
compromises that – that,  will satisfy,  the,  folks in the, the,  that live near the airport that will retain our – our golf course.   
some changes,  it seems we’re  gonna be required but,  I think at this point,  we oughta try to work something out and,  
therefore,  I will not support,  Judge Moore’s motion. 

 Mayor – Mr. Bennett?   

Bennett –  I voted in favor of a motion similar to this previously.  I made it clear at that time, as I would like to make it clear 
now, that the reason for my support of the motion was to get before the FAA the detailed plan that reflects the airport the 
way it presently is.  And, I would include in that an upgrade of the 1441 runway.  I used the wrong word.  I don’t mean 
upgrade.  I mean rehabilitation.  I want it to be a good runway the way it is.  I am still in the position of seeking approval of 
the airport the way it is.  However, I think it has been made quite clear that if we submit a formal ALP to the FAA with a B-II 
designation it will be rejected.  Therefore, I would like to see us take a plan that we presently have before us with whatever 
modifications are necessary to clear up what I regard as a ridiculous situation with the GPS, get that formalized, and sit 
down with the FAA and talk about it.  And find out where we have to go to get approval from the FAA.  I have a side 
comment; and that is about the RPZ.  It is quite clear fr…in my reading of the legal opinion that we have that any time we 
submit an ALP, the FAA will apply it’s then current safety standards.   

So, no matter what we saw in 2000, they will apply their current RPZ to 1331 to meet the configuration which it currently 
has.  Which is not what was on the 2000 plan.  There is nothing that I see that we can do about that unless we physically 
changed the shape of the runway, which I do not support.  I need to mention, however, as a lawyer that it appears to me the 
2000 plan presented to the public a plan which did not reflect an RPZ that went into the Gulf Shores community.  People 
then had a right as private citizens and property owners to rely on that.  That is an entirely different subject from what we 
need to deal with here with an entirely different set of legal concerns that should be the FAA’s problem and not ours.  So, I 
cannot, this time, support the motion the way it is currently proposed.   

Mayor – Okay, I’d like to speak, to the motion too.  First of all, there are two things that have been of importance to me, and 
they still are; I had an email yesterday, or maybe this morning even, saying to me, “why have you changed your plan,  your 
thoughts with regard to Gulf Shores and the airport,” and – and that was because I voted,  the last time to suggest that we 
go with a different  approach, sitting down with the FAA, but I really haven’t.  The two things that were important to me, most 
important was the Gulf Shores neighbors.  And, any solution that I ultimately vote for, to send to the FAA, will have to 
achieve that purpose.   the – the second is that,  I – I would like to have minimal, if any, disruption to the golf course.  And, 
really, the third part of that, is – or the second part of that is that,  I would like to keep 4 and 22 or 523 as it will be,  available 
as fully as possible for,  a cross-wind,  runway purposes,  and for noise reduction purposes.   The cart that DY has shows 
that 1331,  I believe is – is available about, I’m gonna just make up these numbers, I’m gonna say 85 or 90 percent of the 
time,   and, and, five and 5 and 23 will be available a few percentages less.  I – I think what that means to me, if I read it 
right, and I may not have because I’m a layman, but basically, while the wind conditions here favor 1331,  it’s not,  it’s not 
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like a two to one favoring.  It’s a – it’s a few degree favoring, and, so 4 and 22 provides a viable alternative most of the time,  
to 1331 and I – it certainly seems to me it would be desirable for us to have that desirable alternative,  available for jet 
traffic.  I don’t live in the Gulf Shores neighborhood; none of us on the Council live in the Gulf Shores neighborhood.   

There’s been some; again, misunderstanding as to whether we’re trying to protect our own neighborhood, that’s not the 
case.   we’re trying to respond to the people who testified this morning before you, um.  Okay.  So, that’s fact one.  Anything 
that I eventually sign off on will – will do everything possible to preserve, Gulf Shores neighborhood, not being in an RPZ.  
Or, if some or all the houses, in other words, at the end of the road, we don’t win that, then I certainly agree that what we 
should do is give the neighbors the option to stay, to move, whatever they want.  I pray it doesn’t come to that.  And, I have 
some hope that it won’t.  Okay, next thing.   during my conversations, and I wrote this was, in a,  email that’s on the,  web 
site available, it’s also on my web site,  my report, um; I don’t think there’s a difference in facts between the FAA and 
ourselves.  Tthey all agree that the runways are the runways.  They all agree, we all agree that we’re not trying to change 
the runway.  The loaded word comes up, and that’s what I tried to get in my question to you before as to whether we’re 
reducing the airport and/or whether we’re expanding the airport, that’s not about our fact.  That’s a matter of interpretation.  
In fact, we’re not suggesting changing the dimensions; neither side is, except for the RPZ.  They are, as various Council 
members have said, they’ve decided.  It happened.  It happened in 2000.  They agree.  I’ve showed them and it’s in the 
report.  I’ve showed them the ’86 plan.  I’ve showed them the 2000 plan.   

I’ve showed them letters, approving the, 13-31 redo.  None of those mention the RPZ.   but they hold that the 1331 was, in 
fact a C designated runway, but again, I don’t believe we can find that in documentation, at least I,  some people who 
researched it for me did not.  Without regard to that, that’s their position.  Now, three items have been discussed as 
possibilities.  I did not get into them in detail when I was in Washington because I felt it was inappropriate.  I was there to 
represent the Council on a decision the Council had made;  I’ll use my five minutes because I’m not gonna speak again, and   
there to represent the Council which had voted 4-3 to submit a B plan.  Ms. Lang, administrator Lang mentioned the 
possibility of declared distance.  She mentioned, which, I’m not gonna explain all this because of time, but basically it’s the 
kind of thing Mr.,  Mr. McKeon said of possibly moving the air – possibly moving the runway closer and, and having,  pulling 
the RPZ back onto the runway, or most of it.   

She mentioned the cross-wind runway as a possibility.  I’m not sure what she meant with that, as I said, I just acknowledge 
that she mentioned it.  I thought it was suggesting the possibility that we could,  make 422 a C runway and maybe they’d 
give us more slack on 1331,  not to reduce it but, but they might work with us on that.  That’s to be determined.  She did not 
mention e-mass but it might be back on the table again since they’re saying that they would consider everything.  E-mass is 
a system that would reduce air traffic on the 13,  31 runway by having a collapsible surface at the end of the runway and 
therefore it would reduce the need for an RPZ.  In the past they have not been interested in that; it’s expensive.   but, dollars 
are not an FAA concern.   

They made that clear.  They don’t consider that $20 million, which all of us would think is a lot of money; they don’t even 
consider that variable.  Furthermore nobody in the congress did either when I talked to them, because I thought maybe the, 
our argument would be that this B doesn’t cost anything and they, they basically said “We don’t care.  I – it, as far as we’re 
concerned it’s a safety issue and, $20 million is a drop bucket.  We’re a multi-billion dollar agency.”  They didn’t say those 
words literally, but that’s – that’s what they said.  I’m not trying to misquote anybody but,  basically…  And then I talked with 
the congressional staff and they agreed.  Now, Okay, Gulf Shores, we have to solve.  Golf course we have to solve.  Now, if 
we send a B forward it’s my feeling that the FAA would feel that it’s kind-of an in your face gesture in response to  to,  their 
offer to sit down and talk with us.   and to send their top people down here to do that.  That’s what the congressional staff 
told me too, and,  and, on the other hand, I think,  they’re big people.  And,  we could easily communicate to them.  I could 
by phone or message,  that this is where the Council feels,  we’re gonna go and this is – we want them to look at this formal 
document.  I – I really can see this very much.  I –I’m trying to share with you and the audience here, and,   my colleagues 
that this is a tough call.   

As you can see, we – we’ve essentially got a – a – a division on – on what to do about this.  Um.  The, the last thing is that,  
if – if we do the B, and I – I – the Kaplin-Kirsch memo is 18 pages long or something like that, maybe 20, I don’t know.  It’s – 
it’s 28 pages long, I guess because there were, 27, I guess was the comment that you quoted on,  and there’s a lot in there 
to suggest that if someone wanted to go to litigation with the FAA it wouldn’t be a frivolous,  charge legally by this layman’s 
opinion.  It might be fruitless, but it, but it (laughs), but it’s not frivolous.  There are a number of things that the FAA has not 
done that they admit they were in error about, but they are basically saying it doesn’t matter.   it is a C and the RPZ exists 
whether you see it or not on any map, and it won’t go away and so forth.  So,  I support and was prepared to offer, if it 
hadn’t been offered, the position that we hold this B plan, and  and that we sit down with the FAA and we talk about these 
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alternatives that I’ve mentioned,  declare distance,  to 4 uh 22 as the C runway,  there are problems with all of these things, 
and  and that we  we see,  what might be able to bring back to this Council,  as alternatives.  Some of those alternatives, for 
example if we come up with alternatives that save Gulf Shores and the golf course, I don’t care what the number is on the 
thing.  I mean, other people don’t agree with that, but I – I’ve, I mean they think there are long-term dangers that might be 
avoided by having a B…  That ten?  Okay.  I’m done.  I mean I’m not going to support the motion.  Yes?   

Lang – I’d like to suggest a, friendly amendment to Mr. Moore’s motion.   that, while we’re working on completing this plan, 
and – and the plan still needs quite a bit more work.  I – I think the consultants would agree with that and a number of us 
have started to, you know, recite some concerns and questions.  There’s just a lot of loose ends that need to be tied down.   
and I would like to suggest that while we’re working on that, that the staff and,  DY avail itself of the FAA’s offer to meet to,  
to see, you know, what type of suggestions they might have that – that we might be interested in.   Availing ourselves of  I 
think there’s enough work on, that we need to do over the next several weeks to keep us busy,  completing this plan 
regardless of whether, you know, an RPZ at a given end is a B or a C, there’s issues.  There’s – there’s work and, you 
know, line items, et cetera, drawings, whatnot that we all need to have a consensus on and, and direct the staff so, um…                     

Mayor – What’s your amendment?                                         

Lang – my amendment is that,  we work on finalizing the B-II plan as we’ve directed staff, and, in the interim, prior to 
submitting it, that DY meet with the FAA to avail ourselves of – of whatever suggestions they might like to offer to us.     

Mayor – Is there a second to Ms. Lang’s,  motion?  (Silence)  Hearing none, we’ll return to the original motion.   Mr.  ….  
                                                 
Man – May I call for the question?                                            

Mayor – Yes, yes.  All right, will you call the roll, please, clerk?  The,  motion,  is on sending the B plan to the FAA at this 
time.                        

Clerk – Mr. McKeon?                         
McKeon – No.                                              
Clerk – Ms. Lang?                            
Lang – Yes.                            
Clerk – Mr. Zavodnyik?                         
Zavodnyik – No.                            
Clerk – Mr. Moore?                                           
Moore – Yes.                                              
Clerk – Mr. Carlisimo?                         
Carlisimo – No.                                
Clerk – Mr. Bennet?                           
Bennet – No.                              
Clerk – Mayor Martin?                           
Mayor – No.  Thank you.  Now,  do we need a motion, I’m gonna suggest we do,  to authorize,  staff and our consultants to 
meet with the FAA experts to explore alternatives that might meet the C’s needs as we’ve articulated them in the B plan, 
and citizens needs, and at the same time,  meet the FAA’s standards and requirements?   Essentially all we’re doing is 
authorizing them to meet.  I’m not sure that we actually need that, but I think we should, given the importance of the 
situation to the community.  Is there such a motion?  Yes. 

Man – Mr. Mayor, I’d like to  make that motion.  I would just like to add one portion, if I could.                                  
Mayor – Please.                                 
Man – And, and that is just to, I assume it’s implied, but that we officially authorize, if some,  pre-work needs to be done or a 
straw-man needs to be developed, that,  DY and – and our staff are authorized to prepare that for effective discussions with 
the FAA.   

Mayor – I – I would think so, and also to draft for us a,  a consideration of it, essentially I think,  my understanding of the 
motion we had is that we’re not sending it to the FAA at this time.  You’ve done your work on it,  I – I think,  if Council 
members wanna continue to give you information with regard to that, that they certainly should do that.   you can adopt that 
if,  if it seems reasonable and so forth and so on.  I’m not – I – I – unless – you know, if there’s a problem…  I think what 
we’ll do is we’ll direct our material to  to the city manager, excuse me, not directly to you, and that the city manager would 
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have it.  We don’t want you to get running in a lot of different directions.  We want you to pay your first attention now to,  to 
doing that, but if our efforts should fail, (laughs)  or you bring back some alternatives that the Council doesn’t approve, then 
we can resurrect the B plan and make the changes to it that Ms. Lang was beginning to make before I asked her not to do 
that at this time.  And,  and other activities, but I think – I think that probably the first priority, if I’m understanding you, would 
be to sit down and see what we can work out here to try and meet our goals.  And,  yes…   

Mastropieri – And, I think,  from what I understood before and from Mr. Turner too, I think the FAA wants us to bring to them 
a couple of alternatives, which we have discussed here.                      
Mayor – Yes.                                             
Mastropieri – And then that gives them something to work with and – and – uh…                 

Mayor – I did,  explain to Administrator Lang that we – that we did not wanna be in a position of firing off Plan 1, Plan 2, 
Plan 3, and them just sitting back and saying “No, no, maybe,” you know, so that they need to be a little more proactive in 
helping us  identify things that they might be interested in.  I think that would be an agreed upon ground rule.  I don’t think 
they’re gonna write a plan for us, but I think they’re gonna, you know, say “well maybe you couldn’t do that but you could do 
You know that kind of thing.  I – if that doesn’t happen, then we’ll have to go – you know, come back here and we’ll talk 
about, you know, how do we get the FAA to do that?   

Man – Mr. Mayor?                       
Mayor – Yes?                           
Man – I’d like to second Mr. McKeon’s motion that, requests of him if you would add to that the environmental assessment. 
McKeon – I – I’m fine with that.                          
Man – Thank you.  All right, thank you.   

Clerk – Could you repeat the motion?  I’m not sure what the motion was.                      
Clerk 2 – Mayor, I need clarification because we’ve kinda gone all over the place and I …               
Man – All right, I think I can give it a shot.                                  
Mayor – Yes, would you?                          
Man – Now, I mean, just so I’m clear.  At the moment the transmittal of the B-II plan is off the table for the moment?    
Man – It has not been authorized by City Council to transmit to FAA the B-II plan.                 
Woman in background – So…                                                                                                                   
Man – So, I don’t have to amend that?                           
Man – Correct.     

Mayor (?)  –  I’d like to make a motion,  to,  direct  City Staff and our consultants DY,  to,  refine what I will term a hybrid,  or 
develop a hybrid straw man to discuss with the FAA in Orlando,  to include environmental assessment or,   not for that but, 
when does it have to be done?  Or…  

Clerk – Yes, determination…                    
Mastropieri – Could I just,  let me just explain too the, I don’t think you’d want to take that environmental step until, there is 
agreement that – that an alternative is technically sound.  And that you will be required to do an EA, um for any, I think for 
what we’re looking at as alternatives.  It’ll – you – you’ll have to.  So…   

Mayor – All right, is that okay with you?  Mr. Moore?   

Man – I’m not sure where we are right now.  I – we – we’ve turned down my motion, not my motion, it was written on the 
scrip  (laughs), we’ve discussed it, we know everybody’s position.  And I think that’s very healthy.  But, at this point, I think 
we – go – we need to give clear direction to the staff where we expect them to go now so, I’m not sure what the motion is, 
but in my mind, what I want our consultant and staff to do is to work on alternatives to a fixed B-II plan in conjunction with 
the FAA,  in order to come up with alternatives which will address the issues that we have articulated in this and many other,  
ar…workshops and meetings.  Specifically the RPZs over Gulf Shores, the impact on the golf course, and environmental 
assessment, and any others that have been,  articulated.  And bring them back to Council. 

 Mayor – I think that’s the sense of the motions. 
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 Bennett – Well, I have a – a question and that is simply alternatives to what?  I think we need to complete what we have 
with the refinements that have been identified today so that we have something specific.  Then we can have alternatives to 
it.   

Mayor – Well, Mr, Bennett, I think – I think that what we have right now has been tabled so,  and I think what we’re doing 
instead is we’re sitting down with the FAA and we’re exploring how to get to the ends we want,  with – without saying it’s a B 
or a C, or whatever it is.  I’m thin – I mean – they – I’m not arguing that it will be one thing or the other when it’s done.  But, 
essentially, if they say “You can do this and that will satisfy us” and we look at that and say “well, that’s okay with us too,” 
then we’ll vote on it and that’ll take care of one problem.  If they say in these meetings “We’re willing to waive,  or if you ask 
us to, we would certainly look,  waiving the requirements around the golf course,” for example,  then, and that comes back 
to us, then we could do that.  So, I – I think the only precision that we really need at this time, is to ask approval of the 
Council, and I – I think this was the spirit of both your comments and Mr. McKeon’s comments, to let the staff sit down with 
the FAA and see what they can come up with and bring it back to us.  And let us see, and I think we’ve given you the 
flexibility from what Mr. McKeon said to, you know, to draft some things where you’re not committing the Council to anything 
(laugh) and it’ll come back, and at the final thing we may say “Nuts to this we wanna go back to the B.” (Laugh)  Or, we may 
say okay, this is good, or we wanna say we’ll do something else altogether.  All right.  So, would you frame your motion 
more succinctly please?   

Zavodnyk – I would like to make a motion to authorize the City Manager and DY Consultants to draft a, hybrid ALP which 
takes into consideration the Gulf Shores issue and the golf course issue to, be able to have something, a draft plan to 
discuss with the FAA to try and see if we can come to mutual resolution.   

Man – Yes, sir?   

Man – The point was made about a hybrid.  If the FAA, if the – I think – I think general reaction– I think general action is to 
go see what the FAA will accept,  so,  would we be just limited to one runway B and one runway C?  As what I assume the 
hybrid ….                                  

Mayor – No, start with a clean slate.  Let’s come up with something – but you understand what we wanna do?  We wanna 
protect the neighborhood and we wanna protect the golf course.  Is really what it amounts to, and  and … Yes, Mr. 
Carlisimo?   

Carlisimo – Since we’re in the – we’re in the drafting stages (someone laughing) I agree with Mr. McKeon, you know, hi – 
the spirit of what he’s saying.  But, I would like to give,  DY a little more latitude.  I – I think along with your motion, I would 
rephrase it to given them more latitude.  They know what our, what the sentiment is here on the – on the Council.  They 
know what the – what the,  public’s sentiment is in these regards.  So, I would like to have them see – have them have a 
little bit more latitude without putting them in a box to have these discussions in an open way with – with staff and – and the 
FAA.  And then come back to us with what a recommendation.   we can always make, make the choice then. Man – That’s 
right.   

McKeon – So, I agree with your motion.  Maybe we can be a little bit broader on it.                   
Carlisimo – I – I’m very fine with that.  The only thing is I think they have to have something to take to the FAA as a starting 
point.  A talking point.  And, that’s implied in what we’re saying.                   

Mastropieri – And – if you remember, we did create a couple of hybrid alternatives.                    

Man – Yes.                          
Mastropieri – And, I think that’s a good starting point to bring…                                
Man – Without – without mentioning it.          

Mayor – All right, and I mentioned that – that Ms. Lang identified really, several of those possibilities.  The cross-wind 
runway.                     
Woman – Yes.                             
Mayor -- …declared distances, and other.  So, I – I think the slate is open, for us.  Um.   

Woman – Do we have a motion and a second?                                    
Mayor – Well, we – we need ….                          
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Woman – No?                                                        
Mayor – We need – see what, see what you think of this language, okay?  To authorize the staff and DY to meet with the 
FAA to explore airport plans that would meet the city’s needs and the FAA’s needs.   flexible enough.  Okay?  And to bring 
back to us  …                                                     

Man – Second.  Second.                            
Mayor – Okay, moved and seconded by Ms. Lang.  And, all in favor say aye.   

Group of people – Aye.   

Mayor – Okay.  I just want to say before, any opposed?   

Bennett – I – I’m opposed because I still do not see anything specific.  I think we must submit something specific.  Not a lot 
of mush.  So, I vote no, but that’s just me.            

Mayor – Okay.  And I just wanna clarify for the record.  The money that has gone into the planning, the DY contract – the 
first plan was – was reimbursed by the federal government, the NEA plan.  We had $350 thousand dollars, roughly, in that.  
The FAA accepted that plan; we owe them nothing further on that.  The DY plan came out of airport funds, the response to, 
this process has all been out of airport funds.  There are no ad valorem taxpayer dollars involved in this process so far.  The 
only taxpayer dollars, in the broad sense, that,  that businesses and others who contribute to the airport Sharkeys, the 
mobile home park,  and,  most of the money that goes into the airport fund it comes from non-aviation uses.  Those are the 
funds that have been involved in this process,  so far.  And, that’s consistent with previous,   decisions between the FAA…  
Furthermore, the taxpa – the airport has not really lost any money any further than it did previously when over the VGA 
thing.  What you have is this, is no commitment of funds that might have been given earlier, but when they – the FAA and 
the golf course settled, eventually they came back and paid for the runway.  So, what we’re doing in a sense is – is – is 
postponing that,  but it was never approved in a – in a sense.  It was always conditional on the FAA approving it year by 
year or having the appropriations to do so; obviously we wanna get back in, ah, on the path.   

We wanna find something that can allow us to move forward and have,   the viable, safe airport we’ve all talked about.  I 
think we’re on the way; I think what we’ve done,  I wanna congratulate all the members on this and I hope those of you in 
the audience understand this has been a very, very seriously fought-through process, as is always the case in decisions not 
everything suits everybody all the time.  But, I think we’re trying to do the best we can for the community and,  and I hope 
you’ll bear with us as we go through this, what I think will probably be the, pretty close to the, final step in this process.   

Lang – Mr. Mayor,  I’d like to also suggest that we have DY,  assist us with getting a written opinion from the FAA regarding 
this GPS approach, and the whole thing, the process,  what happened, where are we now with,  you know, what type of 
liability do we have now with this, with the RPZ, et cetera.  

Mastropieri – I think that,  it would be helpful for us if the request could come from the city as to how, you know…  We can – 
we can form the – the written request, but that it come from you folks, because then you’ll get a written answer back.   

Mayor – Okay, well…                     
Mastropieri – Right ….                            
Mayor – I think Ms. …                   
Mastropieri – Yes…   

Mayor – I would support Ms. Lang … 

Mayor – I would support Ms. Lang’s notion that,  that – that the staff and DY work together on that.  I think Mr. – Dr. Burros 
is right.  We probably ought to get that tied down because phone calls between folks can get lost in the, in the shuffle.  
Thank you so much.  We are dismissed.                                      
Clerk – Mr. Mayor, is that a consensus?  Or is that just you and Ms. Lang?    

Mayor – Very good.  It’s moved and seconded.  All in favor say aye.                     
(Group saying Aye.)                                      
Mayor – Any opposed no?  Hearing none, it is approved.  Thank you.  Clerk (bang), we’re dismissed.  We will re-open for 
our regular meeting at 1:30.  
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Appendix A 

Written Comments Provided at the April 13th Workshop 
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To:  Nancy Woodley 
 
From:  Lisa Mastropieri, DY Consultants 
 
Subject: Response to Mr. Carlesimo – Comments Dated 8 April 2010 
 
Date:  12 April 2010 
 
 
 
Thank you for your extensive comments and attachments.  I will address the comments with the 
best information we have at this time regarding a shift of Runway 13-31 by adding pavement to 
the Runway 31 end.   
 

 
a) What would be the impact on the two GPS instrument approaches (13 and 31)? 

Since the landing threshold for Runway 13 would be brought further onto the runway 
through the use of a displaced threshold, the Instrument Approach Procedure would 
need to be redeveloped for the new threshold.  This should not be a problem since any 
objects in the approach will be further below the approach.  Aircraft will be higher over 
the homes. 
  
If the Runway 31 landing threshold is changed from its current position then the GPS 
approach will need to be redeveloped.  If it is moved further out towards the intercoastal 
waterway then FAA will need to look at any obstructions, however it doesn't appear that 
there would be anything that would cause a limitation.    
 
Adding new pavement at the southeast end of Runway 13-31 should  not affect the 
ability to continue to have GPS approaches since they would be redeveloped by FAA 
Flight Standards based on the new landing thresholds. 
 
 

b) What about the instrument approach lighting for Runway 31. How would that be 
impacted?  
 
If the landing threshold  does not move the ODALs can stay where it is but the first 
station would be a flush in pavement light.  If it does move, the ODALs would need to be 
relocated to fit. Remember the Omnidirectional Lighting System (ODALs) in the 
approach to Runway 31 currently does not meet standard siting criteria (there should be 
a Modification to Standards for this).  If it was reinstalled, because the landing threshold 
moved, it would be reinstalled in a non standard configuration because of the 
intercoastal and the FAA would need to review and approve the new non standard 
configuration. 
 
 



 

 

c) Adding runway pavement to the southeast moves aircraft takeoffs and landings 
closer to the Venetian Waterway Park (the walkway) and the Intercoastal 
Waterway.   
 

1.  Would the walkway have to be closed or ended at that point? 
 

 
• No, it does not appear that the walkway would need to be closed or ended .  If you 

measure in Google Earth the distance between the ending points of the current Runway 
31 end to the Walkway you can see this is approximately 1,119 feet.  If this is the case, 
the walkway would be clear of the RSA which requires1,000 feet of length beyond the 
runway end, and the walkway would also be clear of the OFA which also  requires 1,000 
feet of length beyond the runway end except on one small corner.  The RPZ required for 
the Runway would require a length of 1,700 feet and the Walkway would continue to be 
located within the RPZ as it does currently.   

 
 

 
Line Depicts an approximate 515 ft. Runway Extension 
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Line depicts 1,119 feet from current runway end to Public Walkway 

 
o The ROFA length beyond the Runway end for Category C aircraft is 1,000 feet & 

the walkway may have to be evaluated for any protruding objects like lamp posts 
and fences.      

 
2)  How would traffic be controlled on the waterway to prevent 
aircraft from colliding with the mast of sailboats?  
 

• DY would need to research the average boat mast height that would be 
traversing the intercoastal.  Once the landing threshold is set, we would calculate 
beginning 200 ft from the runway end and then go up 1 ft for every 34 ft horizontal 
to determine what size mast could make it in the approach.  
 

d) What would be the impact on South Venice Neighborhoods? 

• An INM could be run to assess the increase in db since aircraft would be slightly 
lower on approach. Noise at the existing and future levels of operation identified in 
this study indicate that noise contours will not extend off the airport. This would be 
addressed in an Environmental Study, once the project itself is deemed 
technically feasible. 

 



 

 

 
2,940 ft. Approximate Distance to South Venice Neighborhood. 

 
 

e) Does the proposed runway extension create additional concerns for runway 
incursions? Would the taxiway have to be extended? 
 

• No additional concerns for runway incursions and yes the parallel taxiway would be 
extended.  You could make the case of increased efficiency because two aircraft could 
stage at the end of the runway, one at the existing taxiway stub and another at the end 
of the taxiway extension.  

f) Would this require an environmental impact study? 
 

• At minimum, it appears an Environmental Assessment would be required.  The FAA 
would determine the scope of the EA necessary with the City once the project has been 
found to be technically feasible and on an approved ALP.     
 
 
 

g) What would be the runway useable length? What would be the effective runway 
distances for the various classes of aircraft that periodically transient the Venice 
Airport?  
 
DY would suggest that if the City would like to further pursue this alternative, that 
discussions take place with FAA to ascertain the absolute lengthening possible given the 
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constraints of the intercoastal.  However, as of our preliminary analysis, with the use of 
Declared Distances Useable Lengths would be the following: 
 

Declared Distances 
 13 31 

TORA 5,000 4,759 
TODA 5,000 4,759 
ASDA 5,000 4,759 
LDA 4,244 5,400 

 
TORA = Takeoff Run Available 
TODA = Takeoff Distance Available 
ASDA = Accelerate-Stop Distance Available 
LDA = Landing Distance Available 
 

h) Would there be any impact on airport businesses during the construction or 
because of changes in the runways?  
 

• There would be impacts during construction, however since the work could be 
limited to the ends with one end being done before the other begins to reduce the 
impact.  The runway would be shorted to allow construction at each end.  
Runway 4-22 would remain open. 
 

i) Should Runway 4-22 be rehabilitated first?  

• There are different conditions driving work on each runway.  Runway 4-22 is in 
poor condition while 13-31 work would rectify the RPZ problem.  We recommend 
pursuing approval of the 13-31 RPZ solution with the FAA which would allow 
FAA ALP approval and the resumption of Federal Aid. Then 4-22 could be 
rehabilitated first due to its deteriorated condition.   
 

j) (referred as letter k by Mr. Carlesimo)  - Please address the numerous other issues 
that must be considered, PAPI’s, time frame of work, impact on 4-22, to name a 
few?  
 

• PAPIs would need to be relocated to coincident with new landing thresholds as 
well as REILs however these are minor considerations. (Construction  addressed 
above) 

• DY would be more than willing to continue to work with the City and FAA to 
further refine this alternative and identify all of its components in more detail. 
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Lori Stelzer - FW: Distribution orE-mails and Attachment to Council Members 

From: "Robert S. Burrus, Jr., Ph.D." <bob@inova-research.com> APR
To: "Lori Stelzer" <lstelze@cLvenice.fl.us> 1 3 2010 
Date: 4/1212010 1:34 PM 
Subject: FW: Distribution of E-mails and Attachment to Council Members 

Hi Lori!
 

Since Raeanne is out sick today, your help would be appreciated on this.
 

Many thanks,
 

-Bob
 

From: Robert S. Burrus, Jr., Ph.D. [mailto:bob@inova-research.com]
 
Sent: Monday, April 12,2010 10:32 AM
 
To: Raeanne Keefe (rkeefe@ci.venice.f1.us)
 
Subject: Distribution of E-mails and Attachment to Council Members
 

Hi Raeanne! 

Since we know the attachments are too large for the Venice e-mail system to handle, I would appreciate your 
printing and distributing to Council Members prior to Tuesday's Special Council Meeting on the airport a hard 
copy of my e-mail to Mr. Turner and Dr. Woodley with subject "FW: Non-Precision Instrument Approaches for RW 
13 and RW 31" sent on 4/10/10 at 9:30 pm containing the two e-mails I sent to Lisa Mastropierei on 4/10/10 at 
9:25 pm. and 4/9/10 at 7:38 pm. along with the 9 attachments: Modified 2000 ALP Attached to 2006 Grant 
Application (left portion).pdf, Modified 2000 ALP Attached to 2006 Grant Application (right portion).pdf, Table A16
1C l\Jonprecision Approach Requirements.pdf, Table 2-4.pdf, PROCEDURE_GRAPHIC_NDBR RNAV (GPS) RW 
13.pdf, FL_VNC_RNAV(GPSLRW13_0RIG_NDBR.pdf, PROCEDURE_GRAPHIC_NDBR RNAV (GPS) RW 
31.pdf, FL_VNC_RNAV(GPSLRW31_0RIG_NDBR.pdf, and Scheduled Instrument Procedure Changes in 
Florida as of 2-10-10.pdf. (The 1st three attachments were included in my e-mails to Mr. Turner and Dr. Woodley 
on 4/10/10 and 4/9/10 and the remaining 6 other attachments were those I had to send to you individually by 
virtue of their size on Friday.) 

Many thanks, 

-Bob 

file://C:\Documents and Settings\lstelze\Loca1 Settings\Temp\XPgrpwise\4BC32182Venic... 411212010 
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-Bob 

From: Lisa Mastropieri [mailto:lmastropieri@dyconsultants.com]
 
Sent: Saturday, April 10, 2010 7:48 AM
 
To: 'Robert S. Burrus, Jr., Ph.D.'
 
Subject: RE: Non-Precision Instrument Approaches for RW 13 and RW 31
 

Mr. Burrus - thanks for your input and comments. We will address this at Tuesday's meeting. 

From: Robert S. Burrus, Jr., Ph.D. [mailto:bob@inova-research.com] 
Sent: Friday, April 09, 2010 7:38 PM 
To: Lisa Mastropieri 
Subject: FW: Non-Precision Instrument Approaches for RW 13 and RW 31 

Dear Ms. Mastropieri, 

Although you may have already received it from Dr. Woodley, I am forwarding for your reference the e-mail below 
that I sent to Dr. Woodley and Mr. Turner this morning. 

Notwithstanding your highlighting on the Dimensional Criteria from Advisory Circulars 150/5300-13 Change 14, 
perhaps all concerned will agree that 1,700' x 1,000 'x 1,510' are the correct RPZ dimensions for an RNAV (GPS) 
nonprecision instrument (NPI) approach having a published 1-mile visibility minimum as is the case for RW 13 
and RW 31 and also for the NDB NPI approach for RW 31. 

I believe that you may be misinterpreting the A, B, C, and D in the Part 77 block as aircraft categories or may be 
confusing Runway Design Standards approach visibility minimums with the actual visibility minimums published 
on the instrument approaches. In the Part 77 block, Column D for NPI runways having Runway Design 
Standards with visibility minimums as low as % mile is the correct column rather than either of those you 
highlighted. (See below.) 

Nonprecision Approach Requirements are defined in Table A16-1C in Appendix 16 of FAA AC 150/5300-13 CHG 
12 on Page 294 (attached). Table A16-1C specifies the "Runway Design Standards" for OFZ, RPZ, etc. in the 
third line from the bottom for various published visibility minimums that indicates what chart should be followed in 
the related chapters of AC 150/5300-13 (see footnote 10). The appropriate column for NPI approaches haVing a 
published 1-mile visibility minimum is the center column with heading "1-statute mile" that indicates the applicable 
"Runway Design Standards" for these approaches are ">= 3,4-statute mile approach visibility minimums". 

The key point here, and what may be the source of the confusion, is that "approach visibility minimums" to be 
used in Table 2-4 and elsewhere in AC 150/5300-13 (inclUding the Dimensional Criteria from Advisory Circulars 
150/5300-13 Change 14) are as specified in Table A16-1C as "Runway Design Standards" rather than the 
visibility minimums appearing on the published instrument approaches. 

In Table 2-4, the heading of the left-hand column "Approach Visibility Minimums" refers to approach visibility 
minimums that are "Runway Design Standards". The applicable row for the GPS and NDB non-precision 
approaches for RW 13 & 31 having a 1-mile visibility minimum with "Runway Design Standards" of ">= %-statute 
mile approach visibility minimum" is the second from the last with "Approach Visibility Minimums" of "Not lower 
than 3,4-Mile (1,200 m)" with corresponding RPZ dimensions of 1,700' x 1,000' x 1,510'. 

MEA indicated the RPZ dimensions of 1,700' x 1,000' x 1,510' on Sheet 3 of its 2008 ALP/MPU for the existing 
and ultimate NDB NPI on RW 31 (see RPZ block to the right of the draWing) and these are the dimensions 
properly depicted on the draWing. 

The DY ALP drawings depict a visual approach for RW 13 rather than the RNAV (GPS) non-precision instrument 
approach for RW 13 that has been effective since 9/25/08. 

Please let me know if you disagree with any of the above. 

-Bob 

file://C:\Documents and Settings\lstelze\Local Settings\Temp\XPgrpwise\4BC3285DVenic... 4/12/2010 
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1/3/08 AC 150/5300-13 CHG 12 
Appendix 16 

Table A16-1C. Nonprecision Approach Requirements 

< 3/4-statute mile I-statute mile Visibility Minimums1 < I-statute mile Circling>I-statute mile 

300 340 400!Height Above Touchdown Z 450 Varies 

34:1 cleariI'ERPSParagraph 251 20:1 clear 20: 1 clear or penetrations lighted for night minimums 
(See AC 70/7460-1) 

~irportLayout Plan3 Required Recommended 

4,200 ft (1,280 m) ~inimum Runway 3,200 ft (975 m)4 3,200 ft (975 m)4.5 
Length (Paved) (Paved) 

lRunwayMarkings(See AC Precision Visual (Basic)5 Nonprecision5 

150/5340-"1) 
lHoldingPositionSigns.& 
lMarkiDgs(SeeAC 150/5340-1 Precision Nonprecision Visual (Basic)5 
~nd AC 15015346-18) 

lRunway,EdgeLigbts6 HIRL/MIRL MIRL/LIRL MlRL/LIRL 
(Required only for 

night minima) 

!parallelTaxiwllY 7 Required Recommended 

Not Required 

or ALSF Required 

!Runway Design Standards, e.g, 

IMALSR, SSALR, Required 9!Approacb Ligbtsll Recommended9 

Not Required 
ObstaCle Free Zone (OFZ)lO 

<3/4-statute mile 2: 3/4-statute mile approach visibility minimums 
approach visibility 

minimums 

IThresholdSltingCriteria ToBe Table A2-1, Table A2-I, Table A2-I, Table A2-1, 
Met 11 Row 1-2, 

Criteria 
Row 9, Criteria Row 8, Criteria Row 1-5, 

Criteria 

SurveyRequired for Lowest Vertically Guided Non-Vertically Non-Vertically Guided Airport Airspace Non-Vertically 
!Minima Airport Airspace Guided Airport Guided Airport 

Analysis Survey 
Analysis Survey 

Airspace Analysis Airspace Analysis 
Survey Survey 

l.	 Visibility minimums are subject to the application of FAA Order 8260.3 (TERPS) and associated orders or this table, 
whichever is higher. 

2.	 The Height Above Touchdown (HAT) indicated is for planning purposes only, Actual obtainable HAT is determined by 
TERPS, 

3.	 An ALP is only required for obligated airports in the NPIAS; it is recommended for all others. 
4.	 Runways less than 3,200 feet are protected by 14 CFR Part 77 to a lesser extent. However runways as short as 2400 feet 

could support an instrument approach provided the lowest HAT is based on clearing any 200-foot obstacle within the final 
approach segment. 

5.	 Unpaved runways require case-by-case evaluation by regional Flight Standards personnel. 
6.	 Runway edge lighting is required for night minimums. High intensity lights are required for RVR-based minimums. 
7.	 A parallel taxiway must lead to the threshold and, with airplanes on centerline, keep the airplanes outside the OFZ. 
8.	 To achieve lower visibility minimums based on credit for lighting, a TERPS specified approach lighting system is required. 
9.	 ODALS, MALS, SSALS, SALS are acceptable. 
10.	 Indicates what chart should be followed in the related chapters in this document. 
11.	 Circling lJrocedures to a secondary runway from the primary approach will not be authorized when the secondary runway 

does not meet threshold siting (reference Appendix 2), OFZ (reference paragraph 306), and TERPS Order, 8260.3 paragraph 
251, criteria. 

294 



11/10/94 AC 150/5300-13 CHG 4 

Table 2-4. Runway protection zone (RPZ) dimensions 

Approach Facilities 

Dimensions 

Length Inner Outer 

Visibility Expected L Width Width RPZ 

Minimums 1/ To Serve Feet W j feet W2 feet acres 

(meters) (meters) (meters) 

Small 

Aircraft 

Exclusively 

1,000 

(300) 

250 

(75) 

450 

(135) 
8.035 

Aircraft 
Visual 

And 
Approach 1,000 500 700 

13.770 

Not lower than 
Categories (300) (150) (210) 

A&B 
I-Mile (I 600 m) 

Aircraft 

Approach 

Categories 

C&D 

1,700 

(510) 

500 

(150) 

1,010 

(303) 
29.465 

Not lower than All 1,700 1,000 1,510 
48.978 

%-Mile (1 200 m) Aircraft (510) (300) (453) 

Lower than 

%-Mile (I 200 m) 

All 

Aircraft 

2,500 

(750) 

1,000 

(300) 

1,750 

(525) 
78.914 

....11 The RPZ dllllenslOnal standards are for the runway end With the specified approach vIsibility minimums. The departure 
RPZ dimensional standards are equal to or less than the approach RPZ dimensional standards. When a RPZ begins other than 
200 feet (60 m) beyond the runway end, separate approach and departure RPZs should be provided. Refer to Appendix 14 
for approach and departure RPZs. 

Chap 2 19 



MISSED APPROACH: Climb to 
2000 direct LEVIC and hold. 
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.l.> 
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500- 1 A82 (500-1) 

A 
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MIRl Rwy. A-22 and 13-31 0 
REll Rwy. 4, 22,13 and 310 

VENICE, flORIDA
 
Orig 08269
 270 04'N'82° 26'W 



Bearings, headings, courses, and radials are magnetic. Elevations and alliludes are in feet, MSL, 
except HAT, HM, TCH, and RA. Altitudes are minimum altitudes unless otherwise indicated. 

US DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION - FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION 

RNAV(GPS)-STANDARD Ceilings are in feet above aiporl elevation. Distances are in nautical miles unless otherwise indicated, 
INSTRUMENT APPROACH PROCEDURE· FAR PART 97.33 except visibilities which are in stalUle miles or in feel RVR. 

TAA 
FROM TO All 

1.	 047130 CW 227130 (NOPT) FOVTA (IFnAF) (FB) 2000 
2.	 227130 CW 317f30 227/14 CW 317f14 2800 

227/14 CW 317f14 RETVE (lAF) (FB) 2000 
3.	 317130 CW 047130 WONlO (IAF) (FB) 2000 

CITY AND STATE FACILITY PROCEDURE NO.1 AMDT NOJEFFECTIVE DATE: ELEVATION: 18 TDZE: 16 SUP: 
IDENTIFIER: RNAV (GPS) RWY 13, ORIGVENICE, FL AIRPORT NAME: AMDT: NONERNAV 

VENICE MUNI ~"L.DATED: ~.':l~ 1,

FAA FORM 8260·101 MARCH 2003 (Computer Generated)	 PAGE 2 OF 4 PAGES 1; '" 
~··HEr-iY.... · 



Bearings, headings, courses, and radials are magnetic. Elevations and altitudes are in feel. MSL, 
except HAT, HM, TCH. and RA. Altitudes are minimum altitudes unless otherwise indicated. 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION - FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION 

RNAV (GPS) STANDARD INSTRUMENT APPROACH PROCEDURE Ceilings are in feet above aiport elavation. Distances are in nautical miles unless otherwise indicated. 
FLIGHT STANDARDS SERVICE· FAR PART 97.33 except visibilities which are in statute miles or in feet RVR. 

ARINC FLIGHT INSPECTION SU~V\RY - VERSION 424-18 

ROUTES TRANSITION FIX SEQ USE PATH TURN FO/FE P.NP 11AGITRUE) DISTANCE ALTITUDE 

FOVTA FOVTA 010 HF R FB 137.1(135'1') 004.0 02000 
RETVE RETVE 010 lAY IF FE 
RETVE FOVTA 020 TF FB 1.0 227.2 (225'1') 005.0 02000 
WONLO WONLO 010 lAP IF FB 
WONLO FOVTA 020 TF FB 1.0 047.1(045'1') 005.0 02000 

fOVTA 010 FACF IF FB 02000 
JIVGA 020 FAP TF FB 0.5 137.1 (135'1') 006.1 01600 

RW13 030 MAP TF FO 0.3 137.21135'1') 004.8 00061 

MISSED APPROACH FIX SEQ USE PATH TURN FO/FB RNP MAG (TRUE) DISTANCE ALTITUDE 

LEVIC 040 DF FO 1.0 02000
 
LEVIC 050 lIM R FO 2.0 317.31315'1') 004.0 02000
 

POINT DATA WAY POINT LAT IN SEes LONG IN SECS LAT IN MINS LONG IN MINS 

FOVTA N271218.08 W0823524.14 N2712.301 N08235.402 
JIVGA N270757.82 W0823034.80 N2707.964 W08230.580 
LEYIC N265614.08 w0821735.32 N2656.235 w08217.589 
RETVE N271550.23 W0823125.51 N2715.837 W08231. 425 
WONLO N270845.81 W0823922.52 N2708.764 W08239.375 

Rw13 N270434.17 w0822648.79 N2704.570 W08226.813 

RUm-lAY DATA THRESHOLD 
Rl'ff ELEVATION TCH 

Rw13 00015 46 

CITY AND STATE PROCEDURE NO.1 AMDT NO.lEFFECTIVE DATE: FACILITYELEVATION: 18 TDlE: 16 SUP: 
IDENTIFIER: RNAV (GPS) RWY 13, ORIGVENICE, FL AIRPORT NAME: AMDT:RNAV 

VENICE MUNI DATED: oj':"':'I I I I I 
NONE 

"li/ 
FAA FORM 8260-10 I MARCH 2003 (Computer Generated) PAGE 4 OF 4 PAGES ('\. /~.:~ 

........ .,:::-?, ~.
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--

OACH PROCEDURE 

COURSE AND DISTANCE 

047.25 I 5.00 

227.31 15.00 

317.28/6.10 

MILES OF 

DIST FAF TO MAP: 

150 HAT: 100 HAT: 

--oM: MM: 

MINIMUMS 

FACILITY 
IDENTIFIER: 

RNAV 

RNAV(GPSh"STANDARD Bearings. headings, rourses. and radials are maptic. Elevalions and altitudes are in feet. MSL, except 

US DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION INSTRUMENT APP HAT. HAA. TCH, and RA. Altitudes are minimum alliludes unless othlllWise indicated. Celings ,3re in feet 

FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION FAR PART 97.33 aba.-e airport el~alion. Distances are In naulical miles unless otherwise indicated, except visibmties whK::h 
are in statute miles or in feel RVR. 

TERMINAL ROUTES MISSED APPROACH 

FROM TO ALTITUDE LNAV; RW31 

PICIG (IAF) LEVIC (NOPT) (FB) 2000 

VUBUC (IAF) LEVIC (NOPT) (FB) 2000 
CLIMB TO 2000 DIRECT FOVTA AND HOLD. 

LEVIC (IFnAF) ANLEW(FB) 1600 

ADDI1lCl'W. AJGiT DATA: 
HOLD NW, RT, 137.14 INBOUND. 
FAS OBST: 219 AAO 270144N10822327W 
ANLEW TO RW31: 3.04140. 

1. PT SlOE OF COORS:: OUTBOUND FT WITHIN (IAF) 
2. HOLD SE LEVIC, RT, 317.28 INBOUND, 2000 FT. IN LIEU OF PT (IAF) 

3. FAC: 317.25 FAF:ANLEW 4.78 THLD: 4.78 

4. MIN. ALT: LEVIC 2000, ANLEW 1600 

5. DIST TO THLD FROM OM: MM: 1M: GSANT: 
6. MIN GS INePT: GSALTAT: 1M: 
7. GSANGLE: TCH: 34;1 IS NOT CLEAR 

8. MSAFROM: MAGVAR: 2W EPOCH YEAR: 1990 

TAKEOFF: I I STANDARD I X SEE FAA FORM 8260-15A FOR THIS AIRPOR ALTERNATE: N A xl 
CATEGORY =====> A B C 0 E 

DH/MDA VIS HAT/HAA OH/MDA VIS HAT/HAA DI-VMDA VIS HAT/HAA DH/MDA VIS HAT/HAA DH/MOA VIS HAT/HAA 
LNAV MDA 480 1 464 480 1 464 480 1114 464 480 1 1/2 464 

CIRCLING 500 1 482 500 1 482 500 1112 482 600 2 582 

NOTES; 
CHART NOTE; INOPERATIVE TABLE DOES NOT APPLV. 
CHART NOTE: DMEJDME RNP-0.3 NA. 
CHART NOTE: VISIBILITY REDUCTION BY HELICOPTERS NA. 
CHART NOTE: WHEN LOCAL ALTIMETER SETIING NOT RECEIVED, USE SARASOTA ALTIMETER SETIING AND 

41 I unA ~n ......T· N4V ,.. ...T,.. 4Nn n VI~IAIIITV 1/11 11111 J: 

CITY AND STATE ELEVATION: 18 TDZE: 16 PROCEDURE NO.lAMDT NO.lEFFECTIVE DATE: SUP: 

VENICE, FL AIRPORT NAME: RNAV (GPS) RWY 31, ORIG AMDT: NONE 

VENICE MUNI DATED .:"... 11J-

FAA FORM 8260 - 3 I December 2002 (computer generated) PAGE 1 OF 4 PAGES 'I 0 

~~/F.c!'
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--

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Bearings, headings, courses, and radials are magnetic. Elevations and altitudes are in feel, MSL, 
except HAT, HM. TCH, and RA. Altitudes are minimum ailitudes unless otherwise indicated, 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OFTRANSPORTATJON - FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION 

RNAV (GPSd STANDARD INSTRUMENT APPROACH PROCEDURE Ceilings are in feet above aiport elevation. Distances are in nautical miles unless otherwise indicated.
FLI HT STANDARDS SERVICE - FAR PART 97.33 excep.f visibilities which are in statute miles or in feet RVR. 

ARINC PACKET - 424·18 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 0 1 2 3 
WP 123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789012 

SUSAEIl.ENRT 
SUSAEAENRT 
SUSAEAENRT 
SUSAEAENRT 
SUSAEAENRT 

ANLEW K70 
FOVTA K70 
LEYIC K70 
P1CIG K70 
VUBUC K70 

W 
W 

W 
W 
\'/ 

N27003463W082222343 
N27121808W082352414 
N26561408W082173532 
N26524233W082213371 
N26594572W082133668 

W0047 
W0047 
W0045 

W0045 
W0045 

NAA 
NAA 
NAR 
NAR 
NAR 

ANLEW 
FOVTA 
LEYIC 
PICIG 
vueuc 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 0 1 2 3 
AIRPORT 123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789012 

-------------------~----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

SUSAP KIJNCK7AVNC 0 050YHN27041780W082262520W002000018 1800018000C MNAA VENICE MONI 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 0 1 2 3 
SEGMENT 123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789012 

--------------------------------~---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

SUSAP KIJNCK7 FR31 ALEYIC 010LEYICK7EAOEE CR HF 31730040 + 02000 18000 A JS 

SUSAP KVNCK7FR31 APICIG 010PICIGK7EAOE A IF 18000 A JS 
SUSAP KVNCK7FR31 APICIG 020LEYICK7EAOEE 010TF 04730050 + 02000 A JS 
SUSAP KvNCK7FR31 AVUBUC 010VUBUCK7EAOE A IF 18000 A ,JS 

SUSAP KVNCK7FR31 AVUBUC 020LEYICK7EAOEE 010TF 22730050 + 02000 A JS 
SUSAP KVNCK7FR31 R 010LEYICK7EAOE I IF + 02000 18000 A JS 
SUSAP KIJNCK7FR31 R 020ANLEWK7EA1E F 051 TF 31730061 + 01600 A JS 
SUSAP KVNCK7FR31 R 02 OANLEWK7EA2WN N' ALNAV JS 
SUSAP KVNCK7FR31 R 030RW31 K7PGOGY M 031TF 31730048 00056 -304 A JS 
SUSAP KIJNCK7FR31 R 040 FOVTAK7 EAOEYM 010DF + 02000 A JS 
SUSAP KVNCK7FR31 R 050FOVTAK7EAOEE HR020HM 13710040 + 02000 A JS 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 0 1 2 3 
RUNl~AY 123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789012345678901234567890123456789012 

SUSAP KVNCK7GRW31 0049993172 N27035903W082260983 -0019100015000040150R 

CITY AND STATE 

VENICE, FL 
ELEVATION: 18 

AIRPORT NAME: 

TDZE: 16 FACILITY 
IDENTIFIER: 

RNAV 

PROCEDURE NO.1 AMDT NO.lEFFECTIVE DATE: 
RNAV (GPS) RWY 31, ORIG 

SUP: 

AMDT: NONE 

VENICE MUNI DATED: 
~)....r. 

:)' 
;. 

FAA FORM 8260·10 f MARCH 2003 (Computer Generated) PAGE 3 OF 4 PAGES ~:~. 

,....... ;..;.; 



Bearings, headings. courses, and radials are magnetic. Elevations and altitudes are in feet, MSl. 
except HAT. HM. TCH. and RA. Altitudes are minimum altitudes unless otherwise indicated. 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION - FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION 

RNAV (GPS) STANDARD INSTRUMENT APPROACH PROCEDURE Ceilings are In feet above alport elevation. Distances are in nautical miles unless otherwise indicated.
FLIGHT STANDARDS SERVICE - FAR PART 97.33 except visibilities which are in statute miles or in feet RVR. 

ARINC FLIGHT INSPECTION SUMMARY - VERSION 424-18 

ROUTES TRANSITION FIX SEQ USE PATH TURN FO/FB RNP MAG (TRUE) DISTANCE ALTITUDE 

LEYIC LEYIC 010 HF R FB 317.3(315T) 004.0 02000
 
PICIG PICIG 010 IAF IF FB
 
PICIG LEYIC 020 TF FB 1.0 047.3(045T) 005.0 02000
 
WBUC VUBUC 010 IAF IF FB
 
WBUC LEYIC 020 TF FB 1.0 227.3(225Tl 005.0 02000
 

LEYIC 010 FACF IF FB 02000 
ANLEW O~O FAF TF FB 0.5 317.3(315T) 006.1 01600 
RW31 030 MAP TF Fa 0.3 317 .3015T) 004.8 00056 

MISSED APPROACH FIX SEQ USE PATH TURN FO/FB RNP MAGITRUE) DISTANCB ALTITUDE 

FovrA 040 DF Fa 1.0 02000 
FovrA 050 HM R Fa 2.0 137.1(135Tl 004.0 02000 

POINT DATA WAYPOINT LAT IN SECS LONG IN SECS LAT IN /oIINS LONG IN MINS 

ANLEW N270034.63 1'10822223.43 N2700.577 1'108222.391 
FOvrA N271218.08 1'10823524.14 N2712.301 \108235.402 
LEYIC 1<265614.08 W0821735.32 N2656.235 W08217.589 
PICIG N265242.33 1'10822133.71 N2652.706 woa221.562 
VUBUC N265945.72 W0821336.68 N2659.762 W08213.611 
RW31 N270359.03 W0822609.83 N2703.984 W08226.164 

RUNYIAY DATA THRESHOLD
 
RWY ELEVATION TCH
 

RW31 00016 40 

PROCEDURE NO.1 AMDT NO.lEFFECTIVE DATE: CITY AND STATE FACILITYELEVATION: 18 TDZE: 16 SUP: 
IDENTIFIER: RNAV (GPS) RWY 31, ORIGVENICE,FL AIRPORT NAME: NONEAMDT:RNAV 

~ _\. \ t /'VENICE MUNI " .DATED: "~ ...--~ (.)
PAGE 4 OF 4 PAGESFAA FORM 8260-101 MARCH 2003 (Computer Generated) ("\ .i.~ 
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Scheduled instrument procedure changes in Florida 

As of Monday, February 1st 2010 

You are here: PilotQuest.com I Scheduled instrument procedure changes I Florida 

This table was compiled by Ian Kluft, Certified Flight Instructor (PilotOuest.com). 

This is a list of the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) schedule for changes to instrument flight procedures at airports in Florida. It is of 
interest to instrument-rated pilots who fly in Florida, and pilots training for an instrument rating in Florida. 

Colors highlight new procedures, canceled procedures, VNAV/LPVIRNP approaches and RNAV arrivals/departures. See the glos~ary of 
GPS/RNAV terms at the bottom of the list.
 

The FAA's plans can and do change. This list is updated weekly. Data source: FAA National Aer01U/lIllCal Chal1mg Offlce (NACO)
 

, VNAV, LPV 

Instrument procedure changes scheduled 1211712009 

ID illY Aimort Procedure Description Status 

KAPF Naples Naples MWli DP NAPLES FL KAPF, AMDT 2 Amendment, DP or SID Published 

KAPF Naples Naples Muni RNAV (GPS) RWY 5, AMDT 2 
Amendment, GPS, 
RNAV, LPV 

Published 

KAPF Naples Naples Muni RNAV (GPS) RWY 23, AMDT J 
Amendment, GPS, 
RNAV, L1'V 

Published 

KA VO Avon Park Avon Park Executive DPAVONPARKFLKAVO,AMDTI Amendment, DP or SID Published 

KMKY Marco Island Marco Island RNAV (GPS) RWY 35, ORlG 
GPS,RNAV, 

Published 

' "'",!tl!ti, GPS, RNAV, KMKY Marco Island Marco Island RNAV (GPS) RWY 17,ORlG Published
U·L\\:', L1'\ 

KMKY Marco Island Marco Island DP MARCO FL KMKY, AMDT 2 Amendment. DP or SID Published 

West Palm Amendment, GPS, 
KPBl Palm Beach IntI RNAV (GPS) Y RWY 14, AMDT 2 Published

Beach RNAV. LNA\, VNA' 

West Palm Amendment, GPS, 
KPBl Palm Beach Inti RNAV (GPS) Y RWY IOL, AMDT 2 Published

Beach RNAV, L.'··iN., VNA \ 

West Palm STAR FRWAY (RNAV) THREE WEST RNAV,STAR,
KPBJ Palm Beach IntI Published

Beach PALM BEACH FL KPBI RNA\_STAR 

West Palm Amendment, GPS, 
KPBl Palm Beach Inti RNAV (GPS) Y RWY 32, AMDT 2 Published

Beach RNAV
 

West Palm Amendment, GPS,
 
KPBI Palm Beach Inti RNAV (GPS) Y RWY 28R, AMDT 2 Published

Beach RNAV, I NAY, VNAi 

West Palm SID LMORE (RNAV) ONE WEST PALM DP or SID, RNAV, 
KPBI Palm Beach IntI Published

Beach BEACH FL KPBI RNAV_IW
 

West Palm SID BUFIT (RNAV) ONE WEST PALM DP or SID, RNAV,
 
KPBI Palm Beach Inti Published

Beach BEACH FL KPBI RNAV 01'
 

West Palm SID MIXAE (RNAV) ONE WEST PALM DP or SID, RNA V,

KPBI Palm Beach Inti Published

Beach BEACH FL KBPI RNA\' DP
 

West Palm SID IVNKA (RNAV) ONE WEST PALM DP or SID, RNAV,
 
KPBI Palm Beach Inti Published

Beach BEACH FL KPBI RNAV_IW
 

West Palm SID TBIRD (RNAV) ONE WEST PALM DP or SID, RNAV,
 
KPBI Palm Beach Inti Published

Beach BEACH FL KPBI RNAV Df' 

West Palm 
KPBI Palm Beach Inti lLS OR LOC RWY IOL, AMDT 25 Amendment, lLS, LOC Published

Beach 

West Palm SID PALM BEACH SIX WEST PALM 
KPBI Palm Beach Inti DP or SID Published

Beach BEACH FL KPBI 

West Palm 
KPBI Palm Beach Inti DP WEST PALM BEACH FL KPBI, AMDT 3 Amendment, DP or SID Published

Beach 

KPBJ Palm Beach Inti ILS OR LOC RWY 28R. A!vIDT 3 Amendment, ILS, LOC PublishedWest Palm 



Beach 

West Palm KPBI 
Beach 

KRSW Fort Myers 

KRSW Fort Myers 

KSEF Sebring 

KSUA Stuart 

KSUA Stuart 

KTMB Miami 

KTPA Tampa 

KTPA Tampa 

ill Q!Y 

KBOW Bartow 

KBOW Bartow 

KBOW Bartow 

KBOW Bartow 

KBOW Bartow 

KFPR Fort Pierce 

10 Q!Y 

FL N/A 

FL N/A 

KAPF Naples 

KAVO Avon Park 

KAVO Avon Park 

KFMY Fort Myers 

KMIA Miami 

KMKY Marco Island 

West Palm 
KPBI 

Beach 

West Palm 

STAR WLACE (RNAV) TWO WEST PALM
Palm Beach Inti BEACH FL KPBI 

STAR SHFTY (RNAV) TWO FORT MYERS
Southwest Florida Inti 

FLKRSW 
SID CSHEL (RNAV) THREE FORT MYERS

Southwest Florida Inti 
FLKRSW 

Sebring Regional RNAV (RNP) RWY 18, ORIG 

SID SNDLR (RNAV) ONE STUART FL 
Witham Field 

KSUA 

SID BRNGR (RNAV) ONE STUART FL
Witham Field KSUA 

Kendall-Tamiami Executive RNAV (GPS) RWY 9 L, ORIG-A 

Tampa Inti	 RNAV (GPS) RWY 18 R. AMDT lA 

Tampa Inti	 ILS ORLOCRWY 18 R, AMDT4B 

Instrument procedure changes scheduled 01114/2010 

Airport	 Procedure 

Bartow Muni	 RNAV (GPS) RWY 27R, AMDT IA 

BartowMuni	 VORIDME RWY 9L, AMDT 2C 

BartowMuni	 RNAV (GPS) RWY 5, ORIG-B 

BartowMuni	 RNAV (GPS) RWY 9L, AMDT IB 

Bartow Muni	 RNAV (GPS) RWY 23, AMDT OB 

St Lucie County Inti	 DP FORT PIERCE FL KFPR, AMDT 3 

Instrument procedure changes scheduled 02111/2010 

Naples Muni 

Airport Procedure 

N/A 
ROUTE Q 108 FIX GADAY WI' FIX 
HKUNA WP, AMDT I 

ROUTE V 601 FACILITY KEY WEST 
N/A (EYW) FL VORTAC FACILITY PAHOKEE 

(PHK) FL VORTAC, AMDT I 

SID CSHEL (RNAV) FOUR NAPLES FL 
KAPF 

Avon Park Executive	 RNAV (GPS) RWY 5, ORIG 

Avon Park Executive	 RNAV (GPS) RWY 10, ORIG 

SID CSHEL (RNAV) FOUR FORT MYERS
Page Field FLKFMY 

STAR FLIPR (RNAV) TWO MIAMI FL 
Miami Inti KMIA 

SID CSHEL (RNAV) FOUR MARCO
Marco Island 

ISLAND FL KMKY 

Palm Beach Inti RNAV (RNP) Z RWY 14, ORIG 

RNAV. STAR, 
RNAV_STAR 

RNAV. STAR, 
RNAY_STAR 

DP or SID, RNAV, 
RNAV_D!> 

uI'uHl1a\,RNAV, RNI' 

DP or SID, RNAV, 
RNAV_()J> 

DP or SID, RNAV. 
RNAY_DP 

GPS,RNAV 

Amendment. GPS. 
RNAV 
Amendment, ILS, LOC 

Description 

Amendment. GPS, 
RNAV, LPV 

Amendment 

GPS. RNAV 

Amendment, GPS. 
RNAV, LPV 

Amendment, GPS, 
RNAV, LPV 

Amendment, DP or SID 

Description 

Amendment 

Amendment 

DP or SID, RNAV, 
RNAV Ill' 

{ 'rigm~d, GPS, RNAV, 
LNAV, LP\' 

.; l1'iPJi1":, GPS, RNAV, 
L~~AV 

DP or SID, RNAV, 
RNAV_DP 

RNAV, STAR, 
RNAY STAR 

DP or SID, RNAV, 
RNA\' I»> 

\ In";,,,,!, RNAV, RNI' 

Published 

Published 

Published 

Published 

Published 

Published 

Published 

Published 

Published 

Status 

Awaiting 
Publication 
(NFDC) 

Awaiting 
Publication 
(NFDC) 

Awaiting 
Publication 
(NFDC) 

Awaiting 
Publication 
(NFDC) 

Awaiting 
Publication 
(NFDC) 

Published 

Status 

Awaiting 
Publication 
(NFDC) 

Awaiting 
Publication 
(NFDC) 

Awaiting 
Publication 
(NFDC) 

Awaiting 
Publication 
(NFDC) 

Awaiting 
Publication 
(NFDC) 

Awaiting 
Publication 
(NFDC) 

Awaiting 
Publication 
(NFDC) 

Awaiting 
Publication 
(NFDC) 
Awaiting 
Publication 
(NFDC) 

Awaiting 



Beach
KPBJ Palm Beach IntI RNAV (RNP) Z RWY 28 R, ORIG 

West Palm 
KPBI Palm Beach IntI RNAV (RNP) Z RWY 32, ORIG 

Beach 

West Palm 
KPBI Palm Beach Inti RNAV (RNP) Z RWY 10 L, ORIG 

Beach 

SID CSHEL (RNAV) FOUR FORT MYERSKRSW Fon Myers Southwest Florida Inti 
FLKRSW 

KTIX Titusville Space Coast Regional RNAV (GPS) RWY 36 , ORIG-A 

DunnellonlMarion Co and
KX35 Dunnellon DP DUNNELLON FL KX35, ORIG Park Of Commerce 

Instrument procedure changes scheduled 03/1112010 

10 Q!y Airport Procedure 

KAPF Naples Naples Muni VOR RWY 23, AMDT 6D 

KCTY Cross City Cross City RNAV (GPS) RWY 31, ORIG-A 

KCTY Cross City Cross City VORRWY 31, AMDT l8A 

KMLB Melbourne Melbourne Inti VOR RWY 9 R. AMDT 20A 

KMLB Melbourne Melbourne Inti RNAV (GPS) RWY 9 L. ORIG-A 

KMLB Melbourne Melbourne Intl RNAV (GPS) RWY 9 R, ORIG-B 

KORL Orlando Executive VOR/DME RWY 25, AMDT 2C 

Instrument procedure changes scheduled 04/08/2010 

10 Q!y Airport Procedure 

ROUTE V I FACILITY CRG VORTAC FL
FL N/A N/A 

FACILITY ISO VORTAC NC, AMDT I 

ROUTE V I FACILITY KINSTON (ISO) 
FL N/A N/A VORTAC NC FACILITY NORFOLK (ORF) 

VORTAC VA, AMDT I 

ROUTE V I FACILITY CRG VORTAC FL
FL N/A N/A FACILITY BOS VOR/DME MA 

ROUTE V I FACILITY NORFOLK (ORF) 
FL N/A N/A VORTAC VA FACILITY BOSTON (BOS) 

VOR/DME MA, AMDT I 

KCGC Crystal River Crystal River DP CRYSTAL RIVER FL KCGC, ORIG 

Nonhwest Florida-Panama
KECP Panama City RNAV (GPS) RWY 16, ORIG

City Inti 

Nonhwest Florida-PanamaKEep Panama City DP PANAMA CITY FL KECP, ORIG City Inti 

Northwest Florida-Panama KEep Panama City RNAV (GPS) RWY 34, ORIGCity Inti 

Northwest Florida-Panama 
KECP Panama City ILS OR LOC/DME RWY 16, ORIGCity IntI
 

F rt L d dal Fort Lauderdale/Hollywood
KFLL au er Inti RNAV (GPS) RWY 27 L, ORIG-A o e 

: ""'m:d, RNAV, RNJ' 

': '1';:,',11"", RNAV, RNP 

("'1>',,,,,-', RNAV, RN!' 

DP or SID, RNAV, 
RNA\' III' 

GPS,RNAV 

( )n!!ltl;,l, DP or SID 

Description 

Amendment, VOR 

GPS,RNAV 

Amendment. VOR 

Amendment, VOR 

GPS.RNAV 

GPS,RNAV 

Amendment, VOR 

Description 

Amendment 

Amendment 

Amendment 

! J' '2ti;'L. DP or SID 

'!, '''tiL:, GPS, RNAV, 
i.N!,\'. VNA\, LPV 

, ""'(11::, DP or SID 

j',,,;;-:,,:, GPS, RNAV, 
LN,\\', LPV 

(';"c,:""l, ILS, LOC 

GPS,RNAV 

'1"(-"'';':, GPS.RNAV, 

Publication 
(NFDC) 

Awaiting 
Publication 
(NFDC) 

Awaiting 
Publication 
(NFDC) 

Awaiting 
Publication 
(NFDC) 

Awaiting 
Publication 
(NFDC) 

Awaiting 
Publication 
(NFDC) 

Status 

Under 
Development 

Awaiting 
Publication 
(NFDC) 

Awaiting 
Publication 
(NFDC) 

Awaiting 
Publication 
(NFDC) 

Awaiting 
Publication 
(NFDC) 

Awaiting 
Publication 
(NFDC) 

Awaiting 
Publication 
(NFDC) 

Status 

At Flight Check 

At Flight Check 

At Flight Check 

At Flight Check 

Awaiting 
Publication 
(NFDC) 

At Flight Check 

At Flight Check 

At Flight Check 

At Flight Check 

At Flight Check 



LNAV, \INA \ , LI'Y	 At Flight Check 

Under 
Development 

Amendment, GPS, Under 
RNAV Development 

Amendment, GPS, Under 
RNAV Development 

RNAV, STAR, 
At Flight Check 

RNAV_STAR 

Awaiting 
Amendment Publication 

(NFDC) 

Amendment, GPS, 
RNAV, LNAV, \lNAY, AtFlightCheck 
LI'V 

Urlgln"i, GPS, RNAV, At Flight Check 
LNAV 

Amendment, GPS, 
RNAV, LNAV, \'NAY, AtFlightCheck 
LPV 

uriginal, GPS, RNAV, At Flight Check 
LNAV,VNAV,U'V 

Under
GPS, RNAV Development 

")r;~!11\a!, GPS, RNAV, 
At Flight Check 

LNA V, VNA \, LPV 

(ni!!;nai, GPS, RNAV, 
At Flight Check 

LNAV, VNAY, LP\' 

RNAV, STAR, At Flight Check 
RNAY_STAR 

RNAV, STAR, 
At Flight Check 

RNAV_STAR
 

DP or SID, RNAV,
 
At Flight Check 

RNAV_DP 

RNAV, STAR, 
At Flight Check RNAV_STAR
 

DP or SID, RNAV,
 At Flight Check 
RNAV_DP
 

DP or SID, RNAV,
 At Flight Check 
RNAV_IW 

Amendment, DP or SID At Flight Check 

RNAV,STAR, At Flight Check 
RNAV_STAR
 

DP or SID, RNAV,
 At Flight Check 
RNAV_DP
 
DP or SID, RNAV,
 

At Flight Check 
RNAY_DP
 

Un;,in;ti, GPS, RNAV.
 
At Flight Check 

LN/\ V, \INA Y, LPV 

Uqp,m,ii" GPS, Awaiting
 
CANCELED Cancellation
 
(Jng;,,;,:, GPS, RNAV,
 

At Flight Check 
LNA \, VNA Y, L)'V 

! Ii 1:_~i1\:j;, OPS. RNAV. 
At Flight Check 

LN/IV 

nn~~nl;.Ii, GPS, Awaiting
 
CANCELED Cancellation
 

"!"Ii"''''i, GPS,	 Awaiting 
CANCELED	 Cancellation 
()!ij.:Ill";, GPS, RNAV, 

At Flight Check 
LNAV, YNAY. LI'\
 

Awaiting

GPS, CANCELED 

Cancellation 

Under 
i.. h'",m:.:i. DP or SID 

Development 

KFPR Fort Pierce St Lucie County Inti 

KGNV Gainesville Gainesville Rgnl 

KGNV Gainesville Gainesville Rgnl 

KONV Gainesville Gainesville Rgnl 

KMIA Miami Miami Inti 

KMKY Marco Island	 Marco Island 

KOBE Okeechobee Okeechobee County 

KOBE Okeechobee Okeechobee County 

KOBE Okeechobee Okeechobee County 

KOBE	 Okeechobee Okeechobee County 

St Petersburg-
Clearwater 

KSUA Stuart Witham Field 

KSUA Stuart Witham Field 

KTPA Tampa Tampa Intl 

KTPA Tampa Tampa Inti 

KTPA Tampa Tampa Inti 

KTPA Tampa Tampa Inti 

KTPA Tampa Tampa Inti 

KTPA Tampa Tampa Inti 

KTPA Tampa Tampa Inti 

KTPA Tampa Tampa Inti 

KTPA Tampa Tampa Inti 

KTPA Tampa Tampa IntI 

KY.QQ Jacksonville Cecil Field 

KVOQ Jacksonville Cecil Field 

KVOO Jacksonville Cecil Field 

KY.QQ Jacksonville Cecil Field 

KYQQ Jacksonville Cecil Field 

.KYQQ Jacksonville Cecil Field 

.KYQ.Q Jacksonville Cecil Field 

KVOO Jacksonville Cecil Field 

KXFL Palm Coast Flagler County 

RNAV (GPS) RWY 32, ORIG 

RADAR I, ORIG-A 

RNAV (GPS) RWY 29, AMDT IA 

RNAV (GPS) RWY 25, AMDT IA 

STAR CURSO (RNAV) TWO MIAMI FL 
KMIA 

VORIDMERWY 17,AMDT 7 

RNAV (GPS) RWY 5, AMDT I 

RNAV (GPS) RWY 14, ORIG 

RNAV (GPS) RWY 23, AMDT 1 

RNAV (GPS) RWY 32, ORIG 

KPIE St Petersburg-Clearwater Inti RNAV (GPS) RWY 17 L , ORIG-B 

RNAV (GPS) RWY 12, ORIG 

RNAV (GPS) RWY 30, ORIG 

STAR DADES (RNAV) TWO TAMPA FL 
KTPA 
STAR DEAKK (RNAV) TWO TAMPA FL 
KTPA 

SID BAYPO (RNAV) TWO TAMPA FL 
KTPA 

STAR FOOXX (RNAV) TWO TAMPA FL 
KTPA 

SID GANDY (RNAV) TWO TAMPA FL 
KTPA 

SID SYKES (RNAV) TWO TAMPA FL 
KTPA 

DP TAMPA FL KTPA, AMDT 8 

STAR BLOND (RNAV) TWO TAMPA FL 
KTPA 

SID CROWD (RNAV) TWO TAMPA FL 
KTPA 

SID ENDED (RNAV) TWO TAMPA FL 
KTPA 

RNAV (GPS) RWY 27 L, ORIG 

GPS RWY 27 L, ORIG 

RNAV (GPS) RWY 18 L, ORIG 

RNAV (GPS) RWY 36 R, ORIO 

GPS RWY 9 R, ORIG 

GPS RWY 36 R, ORIG 

RNAV (GPS) RWY 9 R, ORIG 

GPS RWY 18 L, ORIG-A 

DP PALM COAST FL KXFL, ORIO 



Instrument procedure changes scheduled 06/03/2010 

ID Q!y Airport Procedure Description Status 

Amendment, GPS, 
Fernandina	 Under

KFHB	 Fernandina Beach Muni RNAV (GPS) RWY 13, AMDT I RNAV, f_Nt\\', VNAi,
Beach	 Development

LI'V 

Fernandina ' n,,,,:<,,:, GPS, RNAV, Under
KFf-IB	 Fernandina Beach Muni RNAV (GPS) RWY 22, ORIG 

Beach	 LNAV Development 

Amendment, GPS, Awaiting
KPFN Panama City	 Panama City-Bay County IntI RNAV (GPS) RWY 14, AMDT I RNAV, CANCELED Cancellation 

t )np:maJ, GPS, RNAV, Awaiting
KPFN Panama City	 Panama City-Bay County IntI RNAV (GPS) RWY 23, ORIG CANCELED Cancellation 

GPS,RNAV, Awaiting
KPFN Panama City	 Panama City-Bay County IntI RNAV (GPS) RWY 5 ,ORIG-A 

CANCELED Cancellation 

Amendment, Awaiting
KPFN Panama City	 Panama City-Bay County IntI VOR OR TACAN-A, AMDT 14 

CANCELED Cancellation 

Amendment, TACAN, Awaiting
KPFN Panama City	 Panama City-Bay County Inti VOROR TACAN RWY 14, AMDT 16 

CANCELED Cancellation 

Amendment, TACAN, Awaiting
KPFN Panama City	 Panama City-Bay County IntI VOR OR TACAN RWY 32, AMDT II 

CANCELED Cancellation 

Amendment, NDB, Awaiting
KPFN Panama City	 Panama City-Bay County IntI NDB RWY 14, AMDT 5 

CANCELED Cancellation 

Amendment,ILS, Awaiting
KPFN Panama City	 Panama City-Bay County IntI ILS RWY 14, AMDT 16 

CANCELED Cancellation 

Amendment, GPS, Awaiting
KPFN Panama City	 Panama City-Bay County IntI RNAV (GPS) RWY 32, AMDT I 

RNAV, CANCELED Cancellation 

iY"lg!lla], GPS, RNAV, Under
KVDF Tampa	 Tampa Executive RNAV (GPS) RWY 18, ORIG LNAV, VNA\', 1.1'\' Development 

Amendment, GPS, Awaiting
KVDF Tampa	 Tampa Executive GPS RWY 18, AMDT IC 

LNA \', CANCELED	 Cancellation 

Instrument procedure changes scheduled 07/0112010 

ID Q!y Airport Procedure Description Status 

Under
KT1X Titusville	 Space Coast Regional RNAV (GPS) RWY 36 , ORIG-B GPS,RNAV Development 

Instrument procedure changes scheduled 07/29/2010 

ID Q!y Airport Procedure Description Status 

Amendment, Awaiting
KCRG Jacksonville	 CraigMuni RADAR I,AMDT I 

CANCELED Cancellation 

Fernandina Amendment, Awaiting
KFHB	 Fernandina Beach Muni RADAR 1. AMDT 4A 

Beach CANCELED	 Cancellation 

Under
KG1F Winter Haven	 Winter Haven'S Gilbert RNAV (GPS) RWY 5 ,ORIG-A GPS,RNAV Development 

Under
KGIF Winter Haven	 Winter Haven'S Gilbert DP WINTER HAVEN FL KGIF, AMDT I Amendment, DP or SID 

Development 

Awaiting
KGNV Gainesville	 Gainesville Rgnl RADAR I, ORIG-B CANCELED 

Cancellation 

Undcr
KISM Orlando	 Kissimmee Gateway ILS OR LOC RWY 15, AMDT I Amendment, ILS, LOC Development 

Amendment, NDB, Awaiting
K1SM Orlando	 Kissimmee Gateway NDBRWY 15,AMDTI 

CANCELED Cancellation 

Amendment, Awaiting
KJAX Jacksonville	 Jacksonville Inti RADAR I, AMDT 6C 

CANCELED	 Cancellation 

Under
KMAI Marianna	 Marianna Muni NDBC,AMDT4 Amendment, NDB Development 

Under
KMAI Marianna	 Marianna Muni VORB,AMDT5 Amendment, VOR Development 

Under
KMAI Marianna	 Marianna Muni VORA,AMDTI2 Amendment, VOR Development 

' 'n,,]'])', GPS. RNAV, Under
KMAJ Marianna	 Marianna Muni RNAV (GPS) RWY 18, ORIG 

L.NA\'	 Development 

Under
KMCO Orlando	 Orlando Inti ILS OR LOC RWY 18 R, AMDT 9 Amendment, 1LS, LOC 

Development 

Under
KTTS Titusville	 Nasa Shuttle Landing Facility RNAV (GPS) RWY 33, ORIG '!n:""" t, GPS, RNAV Development 



Under
KTTS Titusville Nasa Shuttle Landing Facility TACAN RWY 15, aRIG	 .; }nglll,:d, TACAN 

Development 

Under
KTTS Titusville Nasa Shuttle Landing Facility TACAN RWY 33, aRIG	 Oi'll!m,,:, TACAN 

Development 
Under

KTTS Titusville Nasa Shuttle Landing Facility DP TITUSVILLE FL KTTS, AMDT I Amendment, DP or SID 
Development 

Under
KTTS Titusville Nasa Shuttle Landing Facility RNAV (GPS) RWY 15, ORIG 'h,,::n:.t!, GPS, RNAV 

Development 
Under

KX51 Homestead Homestead General Aviation DP HOMESTEAD FL KX51, ORIG ungHla;" DP or SID 
Development 

(;ri,:'m"i, GPS, RNAV, Under
KX51 Homestead Homestead General Aviation RNAV (GPS) RWY 28, ORIG 

LNAY' Development 

",h",i,"'i, GPS, RNAV, Under
KX51 Homestead Homestead General Aviation RNAV (GPS) RWY 19, ORIG 

J..N,'\ V, LJ)V Development 
(ifun;:;\!, GPS, RNAV, Under

KX5\ Homestead Homestead General Aviation RNAV (GPS) RWY 10, ORIG LNAV Development 
t .n:_rliwj, GPS, RNAV, Under

KX5J Homestead Homestead General Aviation RNAV (GPS) RWY I, ORIG 
L".ir\ V, LPV Development 

Instrument procedure changes scheduled 09/23/2010 

In Q!y Airport Procedure Description Status 

Amendment, GPS, 
K40J Perry Perry-Foley RNAV (GPS) RWY 36, AMDT I	 Pending

RNAV, LNAY' 

Amendment, GPS, 
K40.! Perry Perry-Foley RNAV (GPS) RWY 18, AMDT I	 PendingRNAV, LPV 

KCGC Crystal River Crystal River VORIDME A, AMDT 2 Amendment, VOR Pending 

i,in~"la!, GPS, RNAV, 
KCGC Crystal River Crystal River RNAV (GPS) RWY 27, ORIG	 Pending

LNI\V 

'in,pinai, GPS, RNAV, 
KCGC Crystal River Crystal River RNAV (GPS) RWY 9, ORIG	 Pending

LNAV 

Amendment, GPS, KOCF Ocala Ocala Inti-Jim Taylor Fld RNAV (GPS) RWY 18, AMDT 2	 Pending
RNAV, LPV 

Amendment, GPS, 
KOCF Ocala Ocala Inti-Jim Taylor Fld RNAV (GPS) RWY 36, AMDT 2	 Pending

RNAV 
KOCF Ocala Ocala Inti-Jim Taylor Fld ILS OR LOCIDME RWY 36, AMDT IA Amendment, ILS, LOC Pending 

Instrument procedure changes scheduled 11/18/2010 

lD Q!y Airport Procedure Description Status 
V 3 FT LAUDERDALE (FLL) VORIDME FL 

FL N/A N/A TO PALM BEACH (PBI) VORTAC FL, Amendment Pending 
AMDTI 

.K.lli!.EA Jupiter William P Gwinn VORIDME RWY 9, AMDT 5 Amendment, VOR Pending 
K06FA Jupiter William P Gwinn ILS OR LOC RWY 9, ORIG (irq,''''''!, ILS, LOC Pending 

Palatka Muni-Lt Kay Larkin	 <: in:! !<lid, GPS, RNAV, 
K28J Palatka RNAV (GPS) RWY 27, ORIG	 Pending

Field L:-.I;\\', LPV 

Palatka Muni-Lt Kay Larkin K2B.! Palatka	 NDB RWY 9, AMDT 3 Amendment, NDB Pending
Field
 

Palatka Muni-Lt Kay Larkin ' m!-,,,,:a:, GPS. RNAV,
 K28J Palatka RNAV (GPS) RWY 9, ORIG	 Pending
Field	 LNAV, L1'V 

Amendment, GPS, KCTY Cross City Cross City RNAV (GPS) RWY 31, AMDT I	 Pending
RNAV, LPY 

"ri;!.lll:i\, GPS, RNAV, KCTY Cross City Cross City RNAV (GPS) RWY 4, ORIG	 PendingL1)\, 

,n!!:m:d, GPS, RNAV, 
KCTY Cross City Cross City RNAV (GPS) RWY 22, ORIG	 PendingLPV 

KCTY Cross City Cross City VOR RWY 31, AMDT 19 Amendment, VOR Pending 

F rt La d d I Fort Lauderdale/Hollywood	 Amendment, GPS, KFLL o uerae RNAV (GPS) Y RWY 9 R, AMDT 3	 Pending1ntl	 RNAV 

F rt L d dal Fort LauderdalelHollywood STAR GISSH TWO FORT LAUDERDALE 
KFLL o au er e Inti	 STAR PendingFLKFLL 

F rt L d dal Fort LauderdalelHollywood KFLL au e IntI	 ILS OR LOC RWY 27 R, AMDT 8A Amendment, 1LS, LOC Pendingo er 

F rt L d d I Fort LauderdalelHollywood	 Amendment, GPS, 
KFLL o au er a e IntI RNAV (GPS) Y RWY 9 R, AMDT 2A	 Pending

RNAV 

Fort LauderdalelHollywood 



KFLL	 Fort Lauderdale Intl LOCIDME RWY 13 ,ORIG-A LOC Pending 

F rt L d dal Fort LauderdalelHollywood KFLL o au er e Inti	 LOC RWY 9 R, AMDT 4B Amendment, LOC Pending 

F rt L d dal Fort Lauderdale/Hollywood	 Amendment, VOR, Awaiting
KFLL o au er e inti	 VOR RWY 27 R, AMDT 12 

CANCELED Cancellation 

F rt L d d I Fort Lauderdale/Hollywood Amendment, GPS, 
KFLL o au er a e inti RNAV (GPS) RWY 13, AMDT IA	 Pending

RNAV
 

F L d dal Fort Lauderdale/Hollywood Amendment, GPS,
 
KFLL ort au er e inti RNAV (GPS) RWY 31, AMDT IA	 Pending

RNAV
 

F rt L d dal Fort Lauderdale/Hollywood Amendment, GPS,
 KFLL o au er e Inti RNAV (GPS) Y RWY 27 R, AMDT IB	 PendingRNAV
 

F rt L d dal Fort Lauderdale/Hollywood Amendment, GPS,
 KFLL o au er e Inti RNAV (GPS) Z RWY 9 L, AMDT IA	 PendingRNAV
 

F rt La d d I Fort LauderdalelHollywood SID FT LAUDERDALE TWO FORT
 
KFLL o u er a e Inti	 DP or SID PendingLAUDERDALE FL KFLL
 

F rt La d d I Fort LauderdalelHollywood
 KFLL o u er a e inti	 ILS ORLOC RWY 9 L, AMDT 20A Amendment, ILS, LOC Pending 

Amendment, GPS, KFXE	 Fort Lauderdale Ft Lauderdale Executive RNAV(GPS) RWY 26,AMDT I Pending
RNAV, LP" 
Amendment, GPS, KFXE	 Fort Lauderdale Ft Lauderdale Executive RNAV (GPS) RWY 8, AMDT I Pending
RNAV, loP" 

KFXE Fort Lauderdale Ft Lauderdale Executive ILS OR LOC RWY 8, AMDT 4E Amendment, ILS, LOC Pending 

Amendment, GPS, UnderKGNV	 Gainesville Gainesville Regional RNAV (GPS) RWY 7, AMDT 2 
RNAV, LPV Development 

KMIA Miami Miami Inti SID MIAMI NINE MIAMI FL KMIA DP or SID Pending 
KMIA Miami Miami inti SID POTTR THREE MIAMI FL KMIA DP or SID Pending 

Under
KORL	 Orlando Executive ILS OR LOC RWY 25, ORIG ;' )n:,:i",,', ILS, LOC 

Development 

Amendment, GPS, UnderKORL	 Orlando Executive RNAV (GPS) RWY 25, AMDT I 
RNAV, Ll'V Development 

Dade-Collier Training and {Jnp,iu:!t, GPS, RNAV,
KTNT	 Miami RNAV (GPS) RWY 9, ORIG PendingTransition IJNAV 

Dade-Collier Training and 
KTNT	 Miami ILS ORLOC RWY 9,AMDT 15 Amendment, ILS, LOC Pending

Transition
 
Dade-Collier Training and
 

KTNT	 Miami NDB RWY 9, AMDT 14 Amendment, NDB PendingTransition
 
Dunnellon/Marion Co and
 

KX35	 Dunnellon VORIDME RWY 23, AMDT 2 Amendment, VOR PendingPark Of Commerce
 
DunnellonIMarion Co and (Jni!lfL':, GPS, RNAV,
 KX35	 Dunnellon RNAV (GPS) RWY 23, ORIG Pending
Park Of Commerce	 l_.r'-/;\ \ 

Instrument procedure changes scheduled 12/16/2010 

lD Q!y Ail:port Procedure Description Status 
K2R4 Milton Peter Prince F1d DP MILTON FL K2R4, AMDT I Amendment, DP or SID Pending 

UnderKTPF	 Tampa Peter 0 Knight DP TAMPA FL KTPF, AMDT 6 Amendment, DP or SID 
Development 

Instrument procedure changes scheduled 01113/2011 

lD QU: Airport Procedure Description Status 
V 521 CROSS CITY (CTY) VORTAC FL TO Under

FL	 N/A N/A AmendmentMARIANNA (MAL) VORTAC FL, AMDT I Development 
KAPF Naples NaplesMuni STAR ZEILR THREE NAPLES FL KAPF STAR Pending 
KBKV Brooksville Hernando County ILS OR LOC RWY 9, AMDT 3 Amendment, ILS, LOC Pending 

"i'C!;;::l,NDB, Awaiting
KCOl	 Merritt Island Merritt Island NDB RWY II, ORIG 

CANCELED Cancellation 
New Smyrna 

KEVB New Smyrna Beach Muni NDB RWY 29, AMDT 3	 Amendment, NDB Pending
Beach
 
NewSmyma DP NEW SMYRNA BEACH FL KEVB,
 

KEVB New Smyrna Beach Muni	 Amendment, DP or SID PendingBeach AMDT2
 

New Smyrna Amendment, GPS,
 
KEVB New Smyrna Beach Muni RNAV (GPS) RWY 25, AMDT I	 Pending

Beach RNAV
 

New Smyrna Amendment, GPS,
 
KEVB New Smyrna Beach Muni RNAV (GPS) RWY 29, AMDT I	 Pending

Beach RNAV
 

New Smyrna Amendment, GPS,
 
KEVB New Smyrna Beach Muni RNAV (GPS) RWY 7, AMDT I	 PendingBeach	 RNAV 



New Smyrna	 Amendment, GPS, KEVB New Smyrna Beach Muni RNA V (GPS) RWY 2, AMDT I	 PendingBeach RNAV
 

F rt La d dal Fort LauderdalelHollywood STAR FORTL FIVE FORT LAUDERDALE
 KFLL o u er e Inti	 STAR PendingFLKFLL 

STAR JOSFF THREE FORT MYERS FL KFMY Fort Myers Page Field	 STAR PendingKFMY 

KLAL Lakeland Lakeland Linder Regional ILS OR LOC RWY 5, AMDT 8 Amendment, ILS, LOC Pending 
KLAL Lakeland Lakeland Linder Regional VOR RWY 27. AMDT 8 Amendment, VOR Pending 

KLAL Lakeland Lakeland Linder Regional VOR RWY 9, AMDT 5 Amendment, VOR Pending 

KLAL Lakeland Lakeland Linder Regional NDB RWY 5, AMDT 5 Amendment, NDB Pending 
KLEE Leesburg Leesburg Inti DP LEESBURG FL KLEE, AMDT 4 Amendment, DP or SID Pending 
KLEE Leesburg Leesburg Inti NDB RWY 31, AMDT 2 Amendment, NDB Pending 

Amendment, GPS, KLEE Leesburg Leesburg Inti RNAV (GPS) RWY 13, AMDT 2	 Pending
RNAV. LNAV 

KLEE Leesburg Leesburg Inti RNAV (GPS) RWY 3 ,ORIG-A GPS,RNAV Pending 

Amendment, GPS, 
KLEE Leesburg Leesburg Inti RNAV (GPS) RWY 31, AMDT I	 Pending

RNAV, LNAV 

KMCO Orlando Orlando Inti STAR MINEE FIVE ORLANDO FL KMCO STAR Pending 

STAR COSTR (RNAV) THREE ORLANDO RNAV,STAR,KMCO Orlando Orlando IntI	 Pending
FLKMCO RNAV_STAR 

KMIA Mianli Miami Inti STAR CYPRESS SIX MIAMI FL KMIA STAR Pending 

West Palm Amendment, VOR, AwaitingKPBl Palm Beach Inti VOR RWY 14, AMDT 3A
Beach CANCELED Cancellation 
West Palm Amendment, VOR, AwaitingKPBI Palm Beach Inti VOR RWY 28 R, AMDT 2A
Beach CANCELED Cancellation 

West Palm Amendment, VOR, Awaiting
KPBI Palm Beach Inti VORRWY IOL,AMDT2A

Beach CANCELED Cancellation 

West Palm Amendment, VOR, Awaiting
KPBI Palm Beach Inti VOR RWY 32, AMDT 4A

Beach	 CANCELED Cancellation 

(in,!IH:iI, GPS, RNAV. 
KPCM Plant City Plant City RNAV (GPS) RWY 10, ORIG	 PendingLPV
 

St Petersburg-

KPIE St Petersburg-Clearwater IntI VOR RWY 35 R, AMDT I Amendment, VOR Pending

Clearwater
 

St Petersburg-

KPIE St Petersburg-Clearwater Inti ILS OR LOC RWY 17 L, AMDT 21 Amendment, ILS, LOC PendingClearwater
 

St Petersburg-
KPIE St Petersburg-Clearwater Inti RNAV (RNP) RWY 22, ORIG i 'ri;:TlwJ, RNAV. RNJ' Pending
Clearwater
 

St Petersburg-

KPIE St Petersburg-Clearwater Inti RNAV (RNP) Z RWY 17 L, ORIG (:-:1":';11":, RNAV. RNI' PendingClearwater
 

St Petersburg-

KPrE St Petersburg-Clearwater Inti VORIDME B. AMDT 1	 Amendment, VOR Pending

Clearwater
 

St Petersburg-
KPIE St Petersburg-Clearwater Inti DP ST PETERSBURG FL KPIE, AMDT 2 Amendment, DP or SID Pending
Clearwater
 

St Petersburg-

KPlE St Petersburg-Clearwater Inti VORIDME RWY 17 L, AMDT I Amendment, VOR Pending

Clearwater
 

St Petersburg- Amendment, GPS,
 KPIE St Petersburg-Clearwater Inti RNAV (GPS) A, AMDT 2	 Pending
Clearwater RNAV
 
St Petersburg- Amendment. GPS,
 KPIE St Petersburg-Clearwater Inti RNAV (GPS) Y RWY 17 L, AMDT I	 Pending
Clearwater RNAV
 

St Petersburg-

KPLE StPetersburg-Clearwater Inti VOR RWY 4, AMDT I	 Amendment, VOR Pending

Clearwater
 

St Petersburg-

KPrE St Petersburg-Clearwater IntI ILS OR LOC/DME RWY 35 R, AMDT 2 Amendment, ILS, LOC Pending

Clearwater
 

St Petersburg- Amendment. GPS,
 KPrE St Petersburg-Clearwater Inti RNAV (GPS) RWY 35 R. AMDT 2	 PendingClearwater RNAV
 

St Petersburg- SID ST PETE FOUR ST PETERSBURG FL

KPIE St Petersburg-Clearwater Inti	 DP or SID PendingClearwater KTPA
 

Amendment, GPS,
 KSPG St Petersburg Albert Whitted RNAV (GPS) RWY 7, AMDT 2	 PendingRNAV 

Amendment, GPS, KSPG St Petersburg Albert Whitted RNAV (GPS) RWY 18, AMDT I	 Pending
RNAV 

KSPG St Petersburg Albert Whitted VOR RWY 18, AMDT 8 Amendment, VOR Pending 

Sarasota	 STAR TRAPR (RNAV) ONE SARASOTA FL RNAV, STAR. KSRQ SarasotalBradenton Inti	 Pending(Bradenton) KSRQ	 RNAV STAR 



KSRO 
Sarasota 
(Bradenton) 

SarasotalBradenton Inti STAR TEEON (RNAV) ONE SARASOTA FL RNAV, STAR, 
KSRQ RNA\' STAI{ 

Pending 

KSRO 
Sarasota 
(Bradenton) 

SarasotalBradenton Inti STAR CLAMP SIX SARASOTA 
(BRADENTON) FL KSRQ 

STAR Pending 

KSRQ Sarasota 
(Bradenton) 

SarasotalBradenton Inti SID SARASOTA FOUR SARASOTA 
(BRADENTON) FL KSRQ 

DP or SID Pending 

KSRO 
Sarasota 
(Bradenton) 

SarasotalBradenton Inti SID SRKUS (RNAV) ONE SARASOTA FL 
KSRQ 

DP or SID, RNAV, 
RNAV_DI' 

Pending 

KSRO 
Sarasota 
(Bradenton) 

SarasotalBradenton IntI VOR RWY 32, AMDT 10 Amendment, VOR Pending 

KSRO 
Sarasota 
(Bradenton) 

SarasotalBradenton Inti RNAV (OPS) RWY 14, AMDT 3 
Amendment, OPS, 
RNAV 

Pending 

KSRO 
Sarasota 
(Bradenton) 

SarasotalBradenton Inti RNAV (OPS) RWY 4, AMDT 2 
Amendment, OPS, 
RNAV, LPV 

Pending 

KSRO 
Sarasota 
(Bradenton) 

SarasotalBradenton Inti RNAV (OPS) RWY 22, AMDT 2 
Amendment, OPS, 
RNAV, LPV 

Pending 

KSRO 
Sarasota 
(Bradenton) SarasotalBradenton IntI RNAV (OPS) RWY 32, AMDT 3 

Amendment, OPS, 
RNAV 

Pending 

KSRO 
Sarasota 
(Bradenton) SarasotalBradenton Inti VORRWY 14,AMDT 18 Amendment, VOR Pending 

KSRQ 
Sarasota 
(Bradenton) 

SarasotalBradenton Inti ILS OR LOC RWY 14, AMDT 6 Amendment, ILS, LOC Pending 

KSRQ Sarasota 
(Bradenton) 

SarasotalBrademon Inti ILS OR LOC RWY 32, AMDT 8 Amendment, ILS, LOC Pending 

KTMB Miami Kendall-Tamiami Executive RNAV (OPS) RWY 9 R, AMDT 2 
Amendment, OPS, 
RNAV 

Pending 

KTMB Miami Kendall-Tamiami Executive ILS OR LOC RWY 9 R, AMDT I I Amendment, ILS, LOC Pending 

KTPA Tampa Tampa IntI STAR BLOND (RNAV) THREE TAMPA FL 
KTPA 

RNAV, STAR, 
RNA\'_STAR 

Pending 

KTPA Tampa Tampa Inti STAR DEAKK (RNAV) THREE TAMPA FL 
KTPA 

RNA V, STAR, 
RNA V_STAR 

Pending 

KTI'A Tampa Tampa Inti 
SID ENDED (RNAV) THREE TAMPA FL 
KTPA 

DP or SID, RNAV, 
RNAV_IW 

Pending 

KTPA Tampa Tampa Inti 
SID CROWD (RNAV) THREE TAMPA FL 
KTPA 

DP or SID, RNAV, 
RNAV_IW 

Pending 

KTI'A Tampa Tampa Inti DP TAMPA FL KTPA, AMDT 3 Amendment, DP or SID Pending 
KTPA Tampa Tampa IntJ VORRWY9,AMDT9 Amendment, VOR Pending 

KTPA Tampa Tampa IntI RNAV (RNP) Y RWY 18 L, AMDT I 
Amendment, RNAV, 
RNI' 

Pending 

KTPA Tampa Tampa IntI RNAV (OPS) Y RWY 18 R, AMDT 2 Amendment, OPS, 
RNAV 

Pending 

KTPA Tampa Tampa Inti ILS OR LOC RWY 18 L, AMDT 40 Amendment, ILS, LOC Pending 
KTPA Tampa Tampa Inti STAR DARBS TWO TAMPA FL KTPA STAR Pending 

KTPA Tampa Tampa Inti STAR LZARD FIVE TAMPA FL KTPA STAR Pending 
KTPA Tampa Tampa Inti STAR BRDOE SIX TAMPA FL KTPA STAR Pending 
KTI'A Tampa Tampa Inti RNAV (RNP) Z RWY 18 R, ORIO i ;"'\"'l1~:i,RNAV, RNI' Pending 
KTPA Tampa Tampa Inti RNAV (RNP) Z RWY 36 L, ORIO '" ':!J:;,:', RNAV, I{NI' Pending 
KTI'A Tampa Tampa Inti RNAV (RNP) Z RWY 36 R, ORIO i. "':"':I~", RNAV, RNI' Pending 

KTPA Tampa Tampa IntI RNAV (OPS) RWY 9, AMDT I 
Amendment, OPS, 
RNAV, Lt'V 

Pending 

KTPA Tampa Tampa Inti RNAV (OPS) RWY 27, AMDT J 
Amendment, OPS, 
RNAV,IJ'V 

Pending 

KTPA Tampa Tampa Inti LOC RWY 36 R, AMDT 3 Amendment, LOC Pending 

KTI'A Tampa Tampa Inti SID TAMPA FIVE TAMPA FL KTPA DP or SID Pending 
KTPA Tampa Tampa Inti ILS OR LOC RWY 18 R, AMDT 5 Amendment, ILS, LOC Pending 
KTPA Tampa Tampa IntI ILS OR LOC RWY 36 L, AMDT 16 Amendment, ILS, LOC Pending 

KTPA Tampa Tampa Inti RNAV (OPS) Y RWY 36 L, AMDT 2 
Amendment, OPS, 
RNAV 

Pending 

KTPA Tampa Tampa Inti RNAV (OPS) Y RWY 36 R, AMDT 2 
Amendment, OPS, 
RNAV 

Pending 

KTPA Tampa Tampa Inti RNAV(OPS)ZRWY 18L,AMDT2 Amendment,OPS, 
RNAV 

Pending 

KTPA Tampa Tampa Inti SID BAYPO (RNAV) THREE TAMPA FL 
KTPA 

DP or SID, RNAV, 
RNA V I>P 

Pending 



KTPA Tampa Tampa Inti 
SID GANDY (RNAV) THREE TAMPA FL 
KTPA 

DP or SID, RNAV, 
RNA\'_D1' 

Pending 

KTPA Tampa Tampa Inti 
SID SYKES (RNAV) THREE TAMPA FL 
KTPA 

DP or SID, RNAV, 
RNA"_DP 

Pending 

KTPA Tampa Tampa Inti 
STAR FOXXX (RNAV) THREE TAMPA FL 
KTPA 

RNAV, STAR, 
RNA V_STAR 

Pending 

KTPA Tampa Tampa Inti 
STARDADES (RNAV) THREE TAMPA FL 
KTPA 

RNAV, STAR, 
RNAV_STAR 

Pending 

KTPF Tampa Peter 0 Knight NDB A, AMDT 2 Amendment, NDB Pending 

KTPF Tampa Peter 0 Knight RNAV (GPS) RWY 35, AMDT 2 
Amendment, GPS, 
RNAV 

Pending 

KTPF Tampa Peter 0 Knight RNAV (GPS) RWY 21, AMDT I 
Amendment, GPS, 
RNAV 

Pending 

KTPF Tampa Peter 0 Knight NDB RWY 3, AMDT 12 Amendment, NDB Pending 

KTIE Tampa Peter 0 Knight DP TAMPA FL KTPF, AMDT 7 Amendment, DP or SID Pending 

KVDF Tampa Tampa Executive ILS OR LOC RWY 23 ,ORIG-A ILS,LOC Pending 

KVNC Venice Venice Muni RNAV (GPS) RWY 31, AMDT I 
Amendment, GPS, 
RNAV Pending 

KVNC Venice VeniceMuni DP VENICE FL KVNC, AMDT 2 Amendment, DP or SID Pending 

KVNC Venice Venice Muni RNAV (GPS) RWY 13, AMDT I 
Amendment, GPS, 
RNAV 

Pending 

KVNC Venice VeniceMuni NDB RWY 31, AMDT 3 Amendment, NDB Pending 

KX50 
New Smyrna 
Beach 

Massey Ranch Airpark RNAV (GPS) RWY 18, ORIG 
(}n~inlll, GPS, RNAV, 
LNAV 

Pending 

KX50 
New Smyrna 
Beach 

Massey Ranch Airpark NDB RWY 18, AMDT 2 Amendment, NDB Pending 

KZPH Zephyrhills Zephyrhills Muni NDB RWY 4 ,ORIG-A NDB Pending 

KZPH Zephyrhills Zephyrhills Muni NDB RWY 36 ,ORlG-A NDB Pending 

KZPH Zephyrhills Zephyrhills Muni RNAV (GPS) RWY 36, ORIG 
(,lppn>1l, GPS, RNAV, 
LNAV,LPV 

Pending 

KZPH Zephyrhills Zephyrhills Muni RNAV (GPS) RWY 4, ORIG 
(in::",,,!, GPS, RNAV, 
LNAV, LI'V 

Pending 

KZPH Zephyrhills Zephyrhills Muni NDB RWY 22 , ORIG-A NDB Pending 

KZPH Zephyrhills Zephyrhills Muni RNAV (GPS) RWY 22, ORIG i '''?IIl"i, GPS, RNAV, 
L.NA\', LI'V 

Pending 

KZPH Zephyrhills Zephyrhills Mllni DP ZEPHYRHILLS FL KZPH, AMDT 3 Amendment, DP or SID Pending 

KZPH Zephyrhills Zephyrhills Muni NDB RWY 18 ,ORIG-A NDB Pending 

KZPH Zephyrhills Zephyrhills Muni RNAV (GPS) RWY 18, ORIG 
()\'\!'irw.l, GPS, RNAV, 
Li'iAV,LI'V 

Pending 

Instrument procedure changes scheduled 03/1012011 

ID Qh: Airport Procedure Description Status 

KDED Deland 
Deland Muni-Sidney H 
Taylor Fld 

VORJDME RWY 23, ORIG (J1".!in:d, VOR Pending 

KGNY Gainesville Gainesville Rgnl RNAV (GPS) RWY 29, AMDT 2 
Amendment, GPS, 
RNA V 

Pending 

KGNV Gainesville Gainesville Rgnl RNAV (GPS) RWY 11, AMDT 2 
Amendment, GPS, 
RNAV 

Pending 

KQl::!Y Gainesville Gainesville Rgnl RNAV (GPS) RWY 25, AMDT 2 
Amendment, GPS, 
RNAV 

Pending 

KLNA West Palm 
- Beach Palm Beach County Park RNAV (GPS)RWY 27, ORIG 

()nfilwl, GPS, RNAV, 
LNJ\V 

Pending 

KLNA West Palm ' '"elli;''', GPS, RNAV. Palm Beach County Park RNAV (GPS) RWY 9, ORIG Pending-- Beach INA\ 

KLNA West Palm 
- Beach 

Palm Beach County Park VOR OR GPS RWY 15, AMDT 2C 
Amendment, GPS, 
VOR, CANCELED 

Awaiting 
Cancellation 

KMCO Orlando Orlando Inti VORIDME RWY 18 L, AMDT 5E Amendment, VOR Pending 

KMCO Orlando Orlando Inti VOR/DME RWY 18 R, AMDT 5E Amendment, VOR Pending 

KOPF Miami Opa- Locka Executive RNAV (GPS) RWY 27 R, ORIG 
.. 'ncind, GPS,RNAV, 
LN!\V 

Pending 

KOPF Miami Opa- Locka Executive ILS OR LOC RWY 12, AMDT 2 Amendment, ILS, LOC Pending 

KOPF Miami Opa- Locka Executive ILS OR LOCIDME RWY 27 R. AMDT 1 Amendment, ILS, LOC Pending 

KOPF Miami Opa- Locka Executive RNAV (GPS) RWY 9 L, ORIG 'll,,~i"l", GPS, RNAV, 
LNA\, VNA\', Lrv 

Pending 



KOPF Miami Opa- Locka Executive ILS OR LOC RWY 9 L, AMDT 5 

KVDF Tampa Tampa Executive DP TAMPA FL KVDF, AMDT I 

KX21 Titusville Arthur Dunn Airpark DP TITUSVILLE FL KX21, AMDT 2 

Instrument procedure changes scheduled 05/05/2011 

ID Q!y Airport Procedure 

K2R4 Milton Peter Prince Fld RNAV (GPS) RWY 36 ,ORIG-A 

KDTS Destin Destin-Fort Walton Beach RNAV (GPS) RWY 32, AMDT I 

KDTS Destin Destin-Fort Walton Beach RNAV (GPS)RWY 14,AMDT I 

KEYW Key West Key West Inti NDB A, AMDT 16 

Instrument procedure changes scheduled 06/30/2011 

ID Q!y Airport Procedure 

K68.1 Tallahassee 
HavanaITailahassee 
Commercial 

VORA,AMDT6 

KVDF Tampa Tampa Executive RNAV (GPS) RWY 5, ORIG 

Instrument procedure changes scheduled 08/25/2011 

ID Q!y Airport Procedure 

KlJO Bonifay Tri-County RNAV (GPS) RWY 19, ORIG 

KI.lO Bonifay Tri-County NDBA,AMDT2 

KFMY Fort Myers Page Field ILS OR LOC RWY 5, AMDT 7 

KFMY Fort Myers Page Field RNAV (GPS) RWY 13, AMDT I 

KFMY Fort Myers Page Field RNAV (GPS) RWY 23, ORIG 

KFMY Fort Myers Page Field RNAV (GPS) RWY 31, ORIG 

KFMY Fort Myers Page Field RNAV (GPS) RWY 5, ORIG 

KHWO Hollywood North Perry RNAV (GPS) RWY 9 R, ORIG 

KX07 Lake Wales Lake Wales Muni VORIDME B, AMDT 3 

KX07 Lake Wales Lake Wales Muni RNAV (GPS) A, ORIG 

Instrument procedure changes scheduled 10/2012011 

ID Q!y Airport Procedure 
Defuniak

K54.1 Defuniak Springs RNAV (GPS) RWY 27, AMDT I 
Springs 

KAAF Apalachicola Apalachicola Rgnl RNAV (GPS) RWY 6, AMDT I 

KAAF Apalachicola Apalachicola RgnJ RNAV (GPS) RWY 13, AMDT 2 

KAAF Apalachicola Apalachicola Rgnl RNAV (GPS) B, AMDT I 

KAAF Apalachicola Apalachicola Rgnl RNAV (GPS) A, AMDT I 

KDTS Destin Destin-Fort Walton Beach RNAV (GPS) RWY 32, ORIG-C 

KDTS Destin Destin-Fort Walton Beach DP DESTIN FL KDTS, AMDT I 

Northwest Florida-Panama KEep Panama City ILS OR LOC RWY 16, AMDT I 
City Inti 

KFPR Fort Pierce St Lucie County Inti ILS OR LOC RWY 10 R, AMDT 2A 

KFI'R Fort Pierce St Lucie County Intl RNAV (GPS) RWY 28 L , ORIG-A 

KFPR Fort Pierce St Lucie County Inti RNAV (GPS) RWY 10 R, ORIG-A 

Amendment, ILS, LOC 

Amendment, DP or SID 
Amendment, DP or SID 

Description 

GPS,RNAV 

Amendment, GPS, 
RNAV, LI'V 
Amendment, GPS, 
RNAV, LI'V 
Amendment, NDB 

Description 

Amendment, VOR 

i Jngmai, GPS, RNAV, 
LPY 

Description 

' 'ngm;l!, GPS, RNAV, 
LNAV 
Amendment, NDB 

Amendment, ILS, LOC 

Amendment, GPS, 
RNAV, L\I,\ \, VNA ". , 
U'V 

,)"glilni, GPS, RNAV, 
i~~'-4AV 

(inte"',,:, GPS, RNAV, 
Ll'i;\ \' 

! }!'l".''''', GPS, RNAV, 
U,,\\', YNAV,L1'V 

! >:,,,,,>:1', GPS, RNAV, 
I"~,A \ 

Amendment, VOR 

.-""',,'::,, GPS, RNAV, 
t ~\j;\ \

Description 

Amendment, GPS, 
RNAV 
Amendment, GPS, 
RNAV 
Amendment, GPS, 
RNAV 

Amendment, GPS, 
RNAV 

Amendment, GPS, 
RNAV 

GPS,RNAV 

Amendment, DP or SID 

Amendment, ILS, LOC 

Amendment, ILS, LOC 

GPS,RNAV 

GPS,RNAV 

Pending 

Pending 

Pending 

Status 

Under 
Development 

Pending 

Pending 

Pending 

Status 

Pending 

Pending 

Status 

Pending 

Pending 

Pending 

Pending 

Pending 

Pending 

Pending 

Pending 

Pending 

Pending 

Status 

Pending 

Pending 

Pending 

Pending 

Pending 

Pending 

Under 
Development 

Pending 

Under 
Development 

Under 
Development 

Under 
Development 



KFPR Fort Pierce St Lucie County Inti	 NDB RWY 28 L, AMDT IA 

SID KADAN (RNAV) ONE MIAMI FL 
KMIA Miami Miami Inti 

KMIA 

KMIA Miami Miami Inti SID JONZI (RNAV) ONE MIAMI FL KMIA 

STAR HILEY (RNAV) THREE MIAMI FL 
KMIA Miami Miami Inti 

KMIA 

KMIA Miami Miami Inti SID DIAZZ (RNAV) ONE MIAMI FL KMIA 

KMIA Miami Miami inti SID BSTER (RNAV) ONE MIAMI FL KMIA 

KOMN OrnlOnd Beach Ormond Beach Muni VORRWY 17,AMDT2 

KOMN Onnond Beach Ormond Beach Muni RNAV (OPS) RWY 26, ORIa 

KOMN Ormond Beach Ormond Beach Muni RNAV (OPS) RWY 17, ORIO 

KOMN Onnond Beach Ormond Beach Muni RADAR I, AMDT 3 

KOMN Ormond Beach Ormond Beach Muni RNAV (OPS) RWY 35, ORIa 

KOMN Ormond Beach Ormond Beach Muni RNAV (OPS) RWY 8, ORIO 

West Palm STAR FRWAY (RNAV) THREE WEST 
KPBI Palm Beach Inti 

Beach PALM BEACH FL KPBI 

Instrument procedure changes scheduled 12/15/2011 

ID Q!y Airport Procedure 

K06FA Jupiter William P Owinn COPTER RNAV (OPS) 095, ORIO 

Fernandina
KFHB Fernandina Beach Muni	 RNAV (OPS) RWY 31, ORIO 

Beach
 

Fernandina

KFHB Fernandina Beach Muni	 RNAV (OPS) RWY 9, ORIO 

Beach
 

Fernandina

KFHB Femandina Beach Muni	 RNAV (OPS) RWY 27, ORIG 

Beach 

KHEG Jacksonville Herlong RNAV (OPS) RWY 25, ORIG 

KISM Orlando Kissimmee Oateway VORJDME A, AMDT I 

KlSM Orlando Kissimmee Oateway RNAV (OPS) RWY 6, ORIO 

STAR TEBOW (RNAV) ONE 
KJAX Jacksonville Jacksonville Inti 

JACKSONVILLE FL KJAX 

SID KRISO (RNAV) ONE JACKSONVILLE 
KJAX Jacksonville Jacksonville Inti FLKJAX 

SID JETIN (RNAV) ONE JACKSONVILLE 
KJAX Jacksonville Jacksonville inti 

FLKJAX 

KJAX Jacksonville Jacksonville Inti	 RNAV (OPS) Z RWY 13, AMDT I 

KJAX Jacksonville Jacksonville Inti ILSORLOCRWY 13,AMDT7 

KJAX Jacksonville Jacksonville Inti ILS ORLOCRWY 7,AMDT 13 

KJAX Jacksonville Jacksonville Inti RNAV (RNP) Y RWY 7, ORIO 

KJAX Jacksonville Jacksonville Inti RNAV (RNP) Y RWY 13, ORIG 

KJAX Jacksonville Jacksonville Inti RNAV (RNP) Y RWY 25, ORIG 

KJAX Jacksonville Jacksonville Inti NDB RWY 7, AMDT 10 

KJAX Jacksonville Jacksonville Inti	 RNAV (OPS) RWY 31, AMDT 2 

KJAX Jacksonville Jacksonville Inti RNAV (OPS) Z RWY 25, AMDT I 

KJAX Jacksonville Jacksonville Inti ILS OR LOC RWY 25, AMDT 2 

KJAX Jacksonville Jacksonville Inti RNAV (OPS)ZRWY 7,AMDT I 

STAR LUNNI (RNAV) ONE 
KJAX Jacksonville Jacksonville Inti 

JACKSONVILLE FL KJAX 

KJAX Jacksonville Jacksonville Inti STAR DUNTE (RNAV) ONE 

Amendment, NDB 

DP or SID, RNAV, 
RNA\' Ol'
 

DP or SID, RNAV,
 
RNAV_OP
 

RNAV, STAR,
 
RNAV_STAR
 

DP or SID, RNAV,
 
RNAV_I)P
 

DP or SID, RNAV,
 
RNA V [)P
 

Amendment, VOR
 

(lri'!:1I1Ci,I, OPS, RNAV,
 
LNAV
 

')ll'lll1ill, OPS, RNAV, 
LNAV 

Amendment 

Ungl1m:, OPS, RNAV, 
LN;\V 

()r;~iIJai, GPS, RNAV, 
LNAV
 
RNAV, STAR,
 
RNA V_STAR
 

Description 

',)"l"nw" OPS, RNAV, 
LNI\ \' 

""J:en:;,', OPS, RNAV, 
LNAV 

("'~Jn"', OPS, RNAV, 
L,r-..)/\\' 

("",:1](:1, OPS, RNAV, 
LNAV 

OPS, RNAV, 

Amendment, VOR 

' "":nm,!, OPS, RNAV, 
U~AV 

RNAV,STAR, 
RNA V_STAR 

DP or SID, RNAV, 
RNAV_1>1' 

DP or SID, RNAV, 
RNA V_Dr 
Amendment, OPS, 
RNAV, L1'V 

Amendment, ILS, LOC 

Amendment, ILS, LOC 

,"Ji!in"!, RNAV, HNI' 

)n'C1n"i, RNAV, HNI' 

(ht:,()w:!,RNAV, RNI' 

Amendment, NDB 

Amendment, OPS, 
RNAV 

Amendment,OPS, 
RNAV, LPV 

Amendment, ILS, LOC 

Amendment, OPS, 
RNAV, Lt'V 

RNAV,STAR, 
RNA V_STAR 

RNAV,STAR, 

Under 
Development 

Pending 

Pending 

Pending 

Pending 

Pending 

Pending 

Pending 

Pending 

Pending 

Pending 

Pending 

Pending 

Status 

Pending 

Pending 

Pending 

Pending 

Under 
Development 

Pending 

Pending 

Pending 

Pending 

Pending 

Pending 

Pending 

Pending 

Pending 

Pending 

Pending 

Pending 

Pending 

Pending 

Pending 

Pending 

Pending 

Pending 



JACKSONVILLE FL KJAX RNAY STAR 

K.lAX Jacksonville Jacksonville IntI 
STAR MULET (RNAV) ONE 
JACKSONVILLE FL KJAX 

RNAV, STAR, 
RNA\'_STA H 

Pending 

K.lAX Jacksonville Jacksonville Inti 
STAR HOTAR (RNAV) ONE 
JACKSONVILLE FL KJAX 

RNAV, STAR, 
RNAY_STAR 

Pending 

KJAX Jacksonville Jacksonville Inti 
STAR OHDEA (RNAV) ONE 
JACKSONVILLE FLKJAX 

RNAV, STAR, 
RNAV_STAR 

Pending 

KJAX Jacksonville Jacksonville Inti 
SID TRBRO (RNAV) ONE JACKSONVILLE DP or SID, RNAV, 
FLKJAX RNAY_D!' 

Pending 

KJAX Jacksonville Jacksonville Inti 
SID WYTOK (RNAV) ONE 
JACKSONVILLE FL KJAX 

DP or SID, RNAV, 
RNAV_01' 

Pending 

KRSW Fort Myers Southwest Florida Inti ILS OR LOC RWY 6, AMDT 7 Amendment, ILS, LOC Pending 

KRSW Fort Myers Southwest Florida Inti RNAV (GPS) RWY 6, AMDT 2 
Amendment, GPS, 
RNAV, LI)V Pending 

KX21 Titusville Arthur Dunn Airpark RNAV (GPS) RWY 33, ORIG 
(In''l'llii, GPS, RNAV, 
LNAV Pending 

KX21 Titusville Arthur Dunn Airpark RNAV (GPS) RWY 15, ORIG 
r)n,'I11,,:, GPS, RNAV, 
L~A\ 

Pending 

KX40 Inverness Inverness DP INVERNESS FL KX40, ORIG Un!!!'''::, DP or SID Pending 

KX40 Inverness Inverness RNAV (GPS) RWY I, ORIG ('l\"ma" GPS, RNAV, 
LNAV Pending 

KX40 Inverness Inverness RNAV (GPS) RWY 19, ORIG 
(Jngm"i, GPS, RNAV, 
L~JAV 

Pending 

Instrument procedure changes scheduled 02/09/2012 

ID Q!y	 Procedure Description Status~ 
KSGJ St Augustine St Augustine RNAV (GPS) RWY 13 ,ORIG-A	 GPS,RNAV Pending 

Amendment, GPS, 
KSG.J St Augustine St Augustine RNAV (GPS) RWY 31, AMDT I	 Pending

RNAV, LI'\ 

KSGJ St Augustine St Augustine ILS OR LOCIDME RWY 31, AMDT I Amendment, ILS, LOC Pending 
pow",,, BY ~FAA notes for status:
 

"*" next to status identifies an IFP contingent upon survey
 c)Perl ( "F" next to status identifies a delay due to funding 
"W" next to status identifies a delay due to WAAS outage 

Glossary 

Some GPSIRNAV tenns: (see Aeronauticallnfonnalion Manual sections] -1-19 to 1-1-20) 

GPS: Global Positioning System 
LNAV: Lateral Navigallon (GPS approach, WAAS not required) RNP: Required Navigation Perfonnance (some require training only available at airlines) 
LPV: Locahzer Performance with Vertical NaVIgation (GPS VNAV: Vertical Navigation (GPS approach, WAAS required) 
approach, WAAS required) WAAS: Wide Area Augment.lIon System 
RNAV: Area Navigation 
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Workshop Agenda and Presentation 

 

 

 



AGENDA 
SPECIAL MEETING 

VENICE CITY COUNCIL 
COUNCIL CHAMBERS – 401 West Venice Avenue 

 
April 13, 2010 – 9:30 A.M. 

 
 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
ROLL CALL 
 
I. UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
 

A. Lisa Mastropieri, DY Consultants: Airport Layout Plan/ 
Master Plan Update        (15 min) 
 
a. Volume I – Report of Findings 
b. Volume II – Aircraft Counting Program Data 
c. Volume III – Public Consensus Process 

 
II. AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION 
 
III. COUNCIL ACTION 
 

A. Submit the Airport Layout Plan/Master Plan Update with a B-II Airport 
Reference Code Designation to the Federal Aviation Administration 

 
IV. ADJOURNMENT 

 
 
 

*   *   *   *   *   *   *   * 
 

If you are disabled and need assistance, please contact the City Clerk’s office at least 24 hours 
prior to the meeting. 

 
NOTE: No stenographic record by a certified court reporter is made of this meeting. Accordingly, 
any person who may seek to appeal any decision involving the matters noticed herein will be 
responsible for making a verbatim record of the testimony and evidence at this meeting upon 
which any appeal is based. 



 
 
 

UNFINISHED 
BUSINESS 



4/7/10 
 
Council Members/Charter Officers: 
 
You have each received a hard copy of 
Volume 1 (Report of Findings) relative to 
the Airport Layout Plan/Master Plan Update.   
 
Volumes II (Aircraft Counting Program 
Data) and III (Public Consensus Process) are 
not included in the Agenda Packet on the 
Website. 
 
A hard copy of Volume II and Volume III 
are available on Council’s table and in the 
city clerk’s office.   
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Recent RPZ Comments

• GPS approaches for 13-31 at VNC in placeGPS approaches for 13 31 at VNC in place 
and published

• As of 4/12/10 FAA Orlando ADO receivedAs of 4/12/10 FAA Orlando ADO received 
Information from Headquarters to Resolve 
IssueIssue

• Appendix 16 is Associated with Chapter 3 
Runway Design Standards in 5300-13Runway Design Standards in 5300-13

• Minimums at Venice are all “Not Lower 
than 1 mile” therefore use Table 2 4than 1-mile  therefore – use Table 2-4
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Runway Protection Zones
Bringing the
pieces together…

Slide 3Slide 3



Runway Protection Zones
Bringing the
pieces together…
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Aircraft Operations Sensors
DRAFT Data Count   

March 2009 - February 2010 including Total T&Gs
Bringing the
pieces together… March 2009 February 2010 including Total T&Gs
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Forecast Summary
Based Aircraft

Bringing the
pieces together… Based Aircraft
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Forecast Summary
Fleet Mix

Bringing the
pieces together… Fleet Mix
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Forecast SummaryBringing the
pieces together…
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1/28/2010 City Requested DY Take B-II Concept 
and Prepare Airport Layout Planp p y
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1-28-2010 City Requested DY Prepare a
B-II Airport Layout Planp y
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B-II Airport Layout Plan

C t i 15 D i• Contains 15 Drawings
• Exceeds B-II Standards w/exception of 

RPZs which Meet B-II Standards
• Runway Lengths Remain
• Homes are out of RPZ
• Golf Course not Impacted• Golf Course not Impacted
• Does Not Meet FAA Requirements
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NEXT STEPS

C il A ti S b it B II ALP t FAA?• Council Action – Submit B-II ALP to FAA? 
YES or NO?

• If YES - DY will Incorporate Council 
Comments and Submit.

• If NO - Work With FAA on an Acceptable 
“C” Alternative?C  Alternative?

Slide 12Slide 12
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DRAFT 8‐31‐10 

Workshop Proceedings 

Mastropieri: 

I would like to introduce a couple of new faces; Michael with DY, project manager and senior planner, 
David Heald, ESTO EMAS Corp, overview of what they do and how it works 

Let me just begin with saying it’s been a while, the last time we were here was in April, directed at that time, 
submitted 2 coun…. The B2 airport layout plan council decided that with feedback from the FAA we wanted 
to look at some other alternatives, how can we resolve some of the issues of the Runway Protection Zones 
off of Runway 1-3, and to minimize the impact to the golf course as much as possible. 

What happened was, we had a meeting we set up one meeting with FAA on May 6, Mr. Turner and Dr. 
Woodley attended with Lisa, had 2  reps from FAA at 1st meeting from Washington and 3 reps from Orlando 
Airports District Office, flushed out some things, then came back again on June 9 with some direction from 
them, bunch of alternatives to discuss with them, had the same ADO reps, had the same airport planner  
from Washington in Orlando, on the phone from Washington DC one man from before and man from 
compliance to make sure covered all bases and to make sure following what we were providing to the 
public overall.  Then met again June30th with them, and the June 30, flushed everything out, each meeting 
was 3-5 hrs long, working sessions, took the drawings figured out what would work, what wouldn’t work.  
I’ve been in the business over 20 yrs and had never worked on a master plan, either big air carrier airport 
or general airport, where I’ve had so much co-op from FAA and Washington, big resource and able to get 
questions answered right away instead of having to go through 3 or 4 review processes.   Wished every 
planning effort could involve all of these people at same time, would move along, spirit of cooperation at 
meetings. 

As I said we discussed all of the goals and objectives, Mr. Turner made clear the goals and objectives of 
the City and we were directed by Council to get the homes out of the RPZ and minimize impact to the golf 
course, what we really wanted to move forward.  The FAA had guidelines too, so we will go through those.  
Had a lot of alternatives, over 15.  Asked us to do a completely new wind analysis so we acquired new data 
from National Climatic Data Center that was taken from the Venice pier, and did a wind analysis to 
determine if 13-31 would have to remain as the primary runway or could we switch the runway to 4-22, and 
as it turned out the wind analysis showed that 13-31 would have to remain as the primary runway.  We 
reviewed a few golf course concepts to see if improving the Runway Object-free Area or the Runway Safety 
Area, if we could still work with 9 holes on the north side of 4 and could we leave that south side of the 18 
holes as it is, so we did a couple of concepts, want to make sure that things could be workable that is very 
much like design of a runway once we get into an approved alternative, that whole design work would have 
to begin and other concepts looked at. 

We were asked to look at all the profile views of all the alternatives meaning that we needed to look at the 
approach surfaces of our alternatives and the departure surfaces of the alternatives on each end because 
we were looking at moving thresholds so we needed to look at that.  We also had preliminary airspace 
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review done, the FAA in ATL was very helpful, they have some programs where they can run their terminal 
instrument procedures on the computer and define whether GPS approaches can be implemented on 
Runway 4-22 and whether the GPS approaches that exist today on 13-31 can be moved at all if we were to 
relocate thresholds.  We had to look at surface bridge for the south bridge, we obtained as-builds from the 
FDOT of that bridge and determined that what we think is the open bridge height which is about 93 feet and 
we will have to look at that further if this gets put through the FAA will do a complete obstruction study etc 
and then we’ll definitely determine the absolute height of that bridge when its open, but we did obtain the 
as-builds to further define the height of that bridge when its open.  They also asked us to look at the heights 
of sailboat masts in the intercoastal and end of Runway 31, what’s the height of vessel masts that are going 
past the runway at different times.  The City has done a complete inventory of sailboats in Venice a while 
back so we used that and came up with a 50-foot mast height max, there are some that are higher than 
that, there are a lot that are lower than that.  FAA has said at this point, not so sure 50 feet is high enough 
but we feel that with the inventory that we have, some info that we have from the Coast Guard and some 
more info that we are going to obtain that we are going to push for that 50 foot mast height.  There will 
always be some that are going to come through that are higher but even at night the top of the sailboat 
mast is lit.   The cleared distances which will go through today is another type of alternative that’s used in 
Runway Length Analysis.   

EMAS Engineered Materials Arresting System, Mr. Heald is here to talk about that, we had to do some 
order of magnitude cost estimate of all the alternatives so that we could repair costs and decide if 
something was even feasible to implement even if it weren’t.   There were some alternatives that we 
immediately dismissed. And those as you can see were basically do nothing, Council directed us to look at 
an alternative, find something that will work.  We knew that the B2 airport was turned down basically by the 
FAA so we didn’t want to just do nothing.  Acquisition of homes in the 13 RPZ we dismissed that, the City 
didn’t want to pursue that.  Relocating Runway 13-31 or 4-22, actually relocating them, maybe south to 
its…Runway 13-31, if we were to pick up and move it over the golf course, wouldn’t work, if we were to pick 
up and move north, doesn’t work because of land constraints, and the same with 4-22, they both have 
different impacts mostly to the golf course and we are trying to limit impact to the golf course.    

And the same happens if you look reorienting the runways, if you twist them and try to fit them in the airport 
property in different direction, same thing happens, you end up impacting the golf course and it doesn’t fit, 
will impact more homes or whatever, but we looked at all that.  Relocating the airport was another option 
that was thrown out and we have the alternatives that were investigated more in detail including shifting, 
taking the runway and shifting it to the south or shifting it to the north completely, so your thresholds, the 
runway ends would be located in a different place, and that’s pretty much what we ended up carrying 
forward.   

Use of EMAS, the FAA indicated we should look at alts that actually use the EMAS as an option, in this 
case for this airport, the alt that we end up with the use of EMAS is very unusual, almost set a little bit of a 
precedent in that it’s not being completely used because of Runway Safety Area is deficient.  It’s being 
used to solve the fact that homes are in a Runway Protection Zone, so we’ll get into that a little more.  We 
also looked at the alternative of a B2 runway and a C2 runway so we looked at 13-31 as a B2 runway and 
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4-22 as a C2 runway, and vice versa.  We looked at all in great detail and if anyone downloaded the 
document you have the existing drawing, I wanted to review again the things that we are trying to solve.  
The homes in the Runway Protection Zone of 13 the Runway Object-free Area, the green area along the 
west side of 13-31 on the drawing overlay as part of the golf course, the Runway Safety Area that goes 
through the driving range of the golf course and those are the main issues, the tetra hedra that they told us 
we have to relocate as well.   

Next slide, the key considerations through all of these alternatives that the FAA and the City kept trying to 
reinforce was we have to maintain the design standards, safety, and key is the operational utility of the 
primary runway.  Remember we looked at the wind analysis to see if Runway 4-22 could become that 
primary runway, FAA said no, it’s not going to be the primary runway, not enough wind coverage, 13-31 is 
going to be the primary runway.  Means that we will have to have equal landing, departure lengths, equal 
approach capabilities that are there today and have to maintain airport reference code.  To the extent, 
practicable, move that Runway 13 Runway Protection Zone onto the airport property and get the homes out 
of it.   

Next one is to the extent practicable is to provide a standard Runway Safety Area where the driving range 
is on Runway 4-22, use EMAS, if we can, as an option to solve both of those things and provide adequate 
wind coverage.  Surface bridge define what the limitations are surface bridge as far as approaching 
Runway 22 and taking off of 4, the ICW and the vessel mast and minimizing the impasse to the golf course.  
So all of those key items were constantly being looked at when we looked at our alternatives.  As I 
mentioned and in the back of the room, we have all of the alternatives that we focused in on and they are in 
the report that can be downloaded off the website.  I’m going to focus on the proposed alternative today 
and going to explain some things as we go along as why the other ones were eliminated, very long process 
before we came to being able to take a component of alternative 1C and put it on a piece of paper and take 
alternative 2A, I think, and put it together with 1C, so it was a very long process.  What we ended up with 
was the only way that can get the homes out of that Runway Protection Zone is to shift the runway to the 
south.    

And we need to shift that 727 feet, that’s the max that we can go because of the ICW.   What happens is 
that there are 2 homes that remain in the Runway Protection Zone along Airport Road.  When we do that 
shift, we would remove 400 feet of the pavement of the pavement that’s there today on the north end, we’d 
have to add 727 feet to the south.  Try to eliminate the amount of pavement that’s there on the ground and 
we have to leave 327 on that north end in order to have enough runway length for calculations for the pilots 
to use to have 5000 feet to use for takeoffs and landings.  The total pavement length from end to end is 
longer than 5000 feet.  it’s 5327 feet but don’t be confused when we talk in a minute about declared 
distances, the 5000 feet is only what is able to be used and is what will be the declared distances that are 
actually published.   

We have some labels on this proposed alt such as convert hole 19 to par 3, those were just concepts that 
we came up with, it may have to be that hole will have to be relocated looked at in further depth and 
coordinated with the golf course itself later on.  The point is that it is workable, we can get 9 holes in on 
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that’s side, the FAA agreed that at minimum they would require minimum 50 feet of Runway Object-free 
Area, the green area showed before,  north of Runway 4.  The golf course, the 18 holes that’s south of 
Runway 4, not going to touch it.  Agreed to give a modification to standards on Runway Object-free area, 
which is amazing.  They went out there, they looked, and said there’s not much room here to do anything 
with the golf course so we’ll let this one go.  Minimum 50 feet on the north side and possibly the full 
additional 100 feet so that’s still being worked on, need input from golf course folks on their feelings on 
impacts, but definitely workable on that 9 hole side with our plan for Runway 4-22.    

Now Runway 4-22 when we looked at the bridge when its open, that bridge is 93 feet high and that’s what 
the FAA looks at when its open, even though it’s not open all the time, believe it’s on demand every 20 
minutes, if there’s a boat that needs it, I haven’t seen it open every 20 minutes myself and that’s the type of 
info that we’re still collecting to show to the FAA, our mast height the maximum needed to look at is 50 feet.  
But when we looked at 93 feet the displacement that’s currently on Runway 4-22 isn’t quite enough, it 
should be 526 feet in order to clear the bridge so that in reality for existing conditions even if we don’t do 
anything to Runway 4-22 the city would have to look at lengthening that displaced threshold according to 
93 feet.   

Again FAA will be doing a survey, we’ll get exactly the height of that bridge, and displacement might get 
shorter again.  So a 526 foot displacement if you subtract 5000 feet from that leaves you with less than 
what you have today, 4843 feet, Accelerate-stop Distance.  Less than that for Landing Distance Available.  
What we would have to do on the west end of the runway where the driving range is to actually clear the 
driving range and extend that Runway Safety Area, grade it out 840 feet, we’re short 160 feet for a full 1000 
feet.   

So our Landing Distance Available and our Accelerate-stop Distance Available ended up being shorter than 
we had hoped, landing on 22, but again, FAA indicates that because Runway 13-31 is your primary 
runway, Runway 4-22 is secondary crosswind runway, and they are very much aware that we want  4-22 
permanently  for abatement purposes.  We tried to get as much length as we could on Runway 4-22 so that 
people will be encouraged to use it. We also suggest that instrument approach procedures GPS 
procedures be implemented on both ends of the runway to encourage more use of the runway.  The 
minimums would not be less than a mile so that the Runway Protection Zones would all stay the same size, 
we are not asking for minimums greater than a mile, that’s when you get larger Runway Protection Zones.  
We would have to get user feedback that’s okay with them, for now we are looking at keeping at 1 mile or 
greater.  Again there would be a modification to standard on the southside of 4, and west of 13-31, on the 
south end of 31 you’ll note that there’s an EMAS bed there, we have to have a 600 foot Runway Safety 
Area on any approach, the EMAS takes the place of 1000 feet that you need on departures.    

That EMAS is put within that 600 foot area that we have to approaches.  The vessel masts that are in the 
ICW require that we have a 327 foot displacement, that’s why we see the displacement on the end and 
that’s why end up with declared distances.  The next slide shows the couple of homes that remains in the 
13 RPZ, right along Airport Road, know that the City has contacted the owners and spoken with them about 
it, not sure yet about feedback.   
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Declared distances, going to hear a lot of discussion TORA, TODA, as to the LDA.  It’s very confusing, all 
of us at the meetings, the FAA included, get very confused with all of these at first.  Takes a long time to 
get through understanding completely, pilots may understand better, a lot of time they don’t.  Going to try to 
go through as an example, 13-31, one at a time.  The Take off Run Available or TORA, the reason it’s set 
where it is on the 13 end is because of that Runway Protection Zone.  We wanted to bring it as far onto the 
airport as we could and still maintain 5000 feet of runway for aircraft users.  So that’s as far as we could 
move the Runway Protection Zone onto the airport, we still have to have 200 feet from the end of the 
runway to the end of the Runway Protection Zone so the TORA ends at the end of the runway in this case.  
Remember on the 31 end we had the displacement , 327 feet, that 327 feet is only usable for takeoffs to 
the north and what that does is allow to takeoff at  the very end of pavement, get up little bit sooner than 
they do today off the end of Runway 13, so they are higher in the air, and at the opposite end of Runway 13 
we are taking away 400 feet of pavement, which the FAA did not want to do, the controversy of 13-31, just 
done.  

They did not want to take that pavement up, we said  we ‘re adding pavement we don’t want the perception 
to be that we are making this runway longer, they agreed they said the maximum you can take up is 400 
feet to maintain to 5000 feet, know this is very confusing, there is a 327 foot displacement on that north end 
but that cannot be used in the takeoff calculations if you’re taking off from Runway 31.   You can use it 
when you're taking off from the 13 end.  So the displacements can only be used for takeoffs.  Let’s go to 
the next slide.  One of the other calculations TODA, TORA plus clearway, we don’t have a clearway at this 
airport, so the TODA remains exactly the same as the TORA and leave it at that for this airport.  The 
Accelerate-stop Distance, is an important one for the ability of an aircraft to be able decelerate in they’re 
going to abort their takeoff so this is fairly important distance available, keep in mind for the primary runway 
we’ve got to maintain 5000 feet.  So the ASDA, in this case, you cannot use in calculating any of the 
runway on the 13 end as included in that calculation so again it will end at the beginning of the 
displacement at the 13 end.   

The LDA, however, is the length declared available and suitable for landing an aircraft, this is where you’ll 
see a difference on Runway 4 in comparison and if you look back can see where the LDA begins and ends, 
and in this case the LDA will begin should be in front of the displacement.  The LDA should begin in front of 
327 foot displacement at the end of Runway 31 and it will go to the end of Runway 13 end of pavement.  
Because we have a full 1000 foot Runway Safety Area.  So we have the 5000 feet calculated.  It worked 
with the EMAS being able to shorten the Runway Safety Area on the 31 end.  If we place that EMAS on the 
other end of the runway it doesn’t work. It has to do with where we place the Runway Protection Zone to 
get the RPZ away from the homes.  Our proposed alternative, the LDA needs to be in front of the displaced 
thresholds and for 13-31 we’re able to get a full 5000 feet by removing even 400 feet of existing pavement.   

4-22, quickly, remember the bridge is requiring additional displacement so we have a total of 526 feet that 
the runway has to be displaced on the north end.   The Runway Safety Area won’t fit completely 1000 foot 
down at south end of golf course, so short 160 feet, remember FAA said practicable, looked at all 
alternatives, looked at EMAS on that end so this was the most practicable solution that came out of all 
discussions.  The LDA is probably the one area where I need feedback from our pilots that use the airport 
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and find out how they feel about that.  I do know that Runway 4-22 , once its rehabilitated with these 
declared distances, could be used 50% of the time, at least with the weather conditions as they are, huge 
amount of use for noise abatement purposes, so would like to hear from our users today if they can provide 
any more input to that.  Want to show that not just handing a bunch of words the declared distances being 
published, this is a sample of the Airport Facility Directory for Paige field in Ft. Myers, they have declared 
distances that they use and it’s published, so even though there’s 327 feet of additional pavement its 
published that these are the declared distances that the airport needs, in addition the airport master 
records, it would be published in the highlighted area and also published on the approach and departure 
procedures for the airport in particular because the bridge is there and boat masts any penetrations and 
special procedures would all be published.   

Next slide indicates there would be approach and departure notes about the drawbridge and vessels.  For 
next 10 minutes I’ll have David give an overview to understand what EMAS is, remember  we are 
shortening the 1000 foot standard Runway Safety Area to 600 feet and putting blocks of cellular material 
there that would stop an aircraft and that’s supposed to equate to a standard 1000 foot Runway Safety 
Area.  It is an unusual case where FAA says okay to get that RPZ on to the airport let’s try EMAS to work 
something out. David give a quick overview. 

 

David Heald: 

Thanks for having me here, I am a regional director for EMAS, we’ve been decelerating aircraft for about 60 
years, if anyone is familiar with Naval tail hook systems we do about 95% of the worlds’ military arresting 
systems, we have over 4000 of those systems in nearly 70 different countries, how we started with this 
general aviation commercial aircraft system, we were approached by FAA about 16 years ago, and they 
wanted to know whether we could use modified military system to decelerate general aviation and 
commercial aircraft.  For various reasons the tail hook systems was in essence used in military systems 
was not usable, we embarked on a search and development program with FAA and Port authority of NY 
and NJ, University of Dayton, and a system was developed that was found suitable for this applications.  
Currently EMAS Max , the name of our product, differentiated between our product and application used by 
FAA which is simply EMAS, currently the FAA standards equate to an EMAS equal to a 1000 foot safety 
area, there are a lot of airports in the US that have difficulty meeting the 1000 foot safety requirements, in 
such instances an EMAS can be deployed.  

The footprint of the EMAS is much smaller than the 1000 foot safety area, can reduce the environmental 
impacts, or in this case impacts where the RPZ extends out into residential areas.  I don’t think I need to 
talk too much about this system, 50 yrs of stopping aircraft, pictures of space shuttle system that is at all 
airports that could take the space shuttle in case of emergency situation.  I presume that those will be 
decommissioned now that the space shuttle will not be operating at the end of the year.  EMAS Max simply 
put, is a bed of soft concrete, aerated, no stones, if were to hold some material in hand, could actually 
crush it in hand, people familiar with runway truck ramps that might see in the mountains, similar concept, 
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system stays at end of runway until aircraft enters systems, aircraft sinks into system and comes to control 
decelerated stop without damage to aircraft or injury to passengers.  It is rather simple straightforward 
concept. The lower photo is of test by FAA in Atlantic City.  Wheels engage in material, crush material, drag 
force absorbed by landing gear up into the fuselage of aircraft to bring the aircraft to a controlled stop.   

Systems deployed are typically just a little wider than runway width, systems have side steps to allow 
rescue vehicles to climb up onto the bed, the steps are there to permit passengers and pilots to evacuate 
the aircraft and safely exit the system.  The systems typically start 5-7 inches deep on the runway end, as 
you run away from the end the systems get deeper.  In Venice it starts at 6” deep runs to a depth of 17”.   
We control the rate at which that system increases in depth to accommodate a fleet of aircraft using the 
runway without exceeding gear loads since we don’t want to do any damage to aircraft. 

This is some of early FAA testing during development, live aircraft testing, brief video, FAA standards for 
EMAS requires that any system that is used must not emit fumes, must not allow combustion, some of the 
earlier materials tried were ph…foam, light a match and get nice toxic fumes, cellular concrete is non-
combustible, and doesn’t emit fumes, which turned out to be material of choice.  Also see a rescue FF 
vehicle being tested, these systems will accommodate these vehicles, however they will damage the 
system, but the system being there at the end of the runway does not prevent vehicles from doing their job, 
which is get to the aircraft and assist in evacuation.   Some of the other testing we did Lisa mentioned, 
systems are placed as close to 35 feet from the runway end. If you have a jet aircraft taking off in opposite 
direction, you have wind from jet engines, the jet blast rolling over the system so had to do testing. The left 
corner is B-52 engine blowing jet blast across system, system was installed at a FAA tech center, ran 
engine continuously for 2 months to simulate 20 yrs of jet blast that you might see at airport at LaGuardia, 
NY where you have 747’s taking off every 90 seconds.    

The purpose of test was to ensure that systems required design life, designed to last 20 yrs and some of 
tests were performed to validate materials. This picture is of live aircraft testing done in May 1996. The 727 
no longer able to operate exceeded pressurization cycles, had compromised nose gear, one of the 
requirements to be certified as EMAS manufacturer is to have the ability to predict how aircraft will respond 
when they enter systems.  Developed very complex computer model, have a number of aeronautical PhDs 
on staff, test was for 2 reasons, to validate ability to predict what will happen with aircraft when it 
encounters an EMAS, as well to validate the materials being useful itself.  AC entered system at 55 knots, 
predicted by computer model, would stop aircraft at 314 feet. The aircraft came to rest at 326 feet. We were 
12 feet off prediction.   

Video:  The Safety Requirements of Part 139:  as they had their own employees on aircraft, passengers 
inside aircraft experience a g-load. 1g of deceleration of forces probably experience more than that on 
amusement rides.   

Simple concept, effective, safely decelerated 6 aircraft since systems were first deployed 10 yrs ago, little 
or no aircraft damage, no injuries to any passengers.  Currently we are the only approved source for 
material, so this is a sole source situation for bidding purposes, the FAA provides sole source letter that’s 
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employed to put in bid packages to ensure counties that there are no other sources for material.  Reliable, 
predictable, properties don’t change over time, it works. I would say it’s not a solution for every airport.  If 
there is a sugar beet field or soybeans on other side of fence, go talk to a farmer.  50 systems deployed in 
30 airports to date since 1999. In a vast majority of situations, they have topographical features, on a 
mountain, near the ocean, or manmade structures, highways, railroads, neighborhoods that prevent 
airports from establishing 1000 foot safety areas, and that’s where EMAS is typically deployed.  If a photo 
worth 1000 words, maybe this is 3000 words, top left hand picture is photo of front of bed, the lower picture 
in the back on lower right hand side, photo from rear of bed, can see steps that permit passengers from 
stepping down off aircraft without twisting an ankle.  Bed on right hand photo is speaks for itself. Boston 
Logan where 2 systems are deployed, trying to keep aircraft out of Boston harbor.  You can see that a 1000 
foot safety area is not an option.   

The ability to accommodate NAVAIDS, approach lights, install them in some cases…..  Here are photos of 
6 different arrestments to date. In every case, upper left corner, SAAB 340 left runway at 100 mph, safely 
arrested in the system, Greenville DT airport, first general aviation installation, aircraft is Bob Ginn from Bob 
Ginn golf resorts, he was on the aircraft Falcon 900 that had breaking problems, couldn’t stop, entered 
system, and stopped about 25 yards from a 50 foot cliff. The airport had previously had a Lear run off the 
runway and exit property, across a public road and was destroyed on other side of road.  A successful 
arrestment. 

Mastropieri: 

We will stop at that point. Dave will take questions from council and from public, let’s keep moving so we 
can get all feedback after we are done.  As far as the alternative I mentioned that we had to do some order 
of magnitude costs to compare them as part of elimination, one of the base cases that had to look at to 
compare against was the existing conditions if we were to purchase all the homes in the Runway Protection 
Zones, that was $16.5 million or more, most likely more, so we can see the costs.  The alternative for 13-31 
is 1C which is $10 mil, the EMAS is close to $5 million or so, depends on width if its 150 feet or 100 feet.  4-
22, is alternative 2A which is a little bit less at $3 million.   

Total proposed alternative is about $13 million and the FAA is willing to invest that much money at this 
airport. A lot of people from what I’ve read in articles, believe in the future, because we are putting more 
pavement down that the airport is going to have a longer runway, and FAA is going to take away the 
displacements and we are going to end up with longer runway for larger aircraft to use, it’s not going to 
happen. It was so hard to convince them to take that 400 feet of pavement at the other end of the runway, if 
they invest $5 million in the EMAS system at the Runway 31 end, there is no way that they will ever take 
that away, and the runway cannot be extended any further.  I’m just trying to instill some confidence as far 
as not looking at this alternative at future growth scenario, just looking to maintain 5000 feet and get folks 
out of the RPZ.   

Next steps, what happens after today, all depends on outcome of today’s meeting, let’s say the City 
accepts the concept and allows DY to put that on the Airport Layout Plan and sent it to the FAA to start all 
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of their review process that alone is going to take a minimum of 6 months to get through whole review 
process, we’ll get comments again, have to respond, etc.  if all goes through, its accepted contingent upon 
an environmental assessment, so not going to get implemented until environmental assessment is 
completed, that environmental assessment includes social impacts, meaning we look at the impact on the 
business of the golf course, impact to the homes that are impacted in the RPZ, look at the natural impacts 
contained in the National Environmental Policy Act. Long process, has large public involvement, it also 
looks at alternative again.   

If this alternative needs further refinement it can happen during that process.  This is not the end but it’s the 
only way to move forward, that EA is a minimum of a year to year-and-a-half process, no way around that.  
Continuing on if you accept it there will not be according to ADO the City cannot accept any funds on the 
design of those projects until the EA is done because during the EA process they may not find significant 
impact, there may be impact that the FAA says you cannot construct this project here at the airport.  The 
preliminary design if everything moved along could start in 2012, not guaranteed but needs to be 
programmed as soon as possible so that it can be obtained for airport.  If decided today not going to move 
forward with it or anything similar to it, there won’t be future funding, the homes in RPZ today will remain in 
RPZ, Runway 4-22. The Runway Safety Area would remain as it is, it would be substandard, and the city 
would have to pay for the rehabilitation of 4-22 on their own.   

Last but not least, wanted to give quick update on airport counts from Jan – June of this year, as you can 
see, particularly note April of this year, 38% higher, but those of you involved in the counts, if you 
remember last April, we lost a week and a half because cameras were down so that why these numbers 
are probably that much higher, across the nation it has been indicated that traffic is starting to pick up a 
little bit, also notice in June that traffic was down from last year, so up-down-up-down. We didn’t have 
numbers from last January or February so that’s why it says n/a.  We will continue to keep counts going. 
The City has said let’s update everybody when we can and go from there.  Hand it over to Council 

Mayor Martin: 

What I’d like to do is give the council a chance to ask questions, we would not debate issues at this point, 
but to try and make sure we understand things or additional info, then hear from the public, then we will get 
into a discussion for as long as it takes to decide what we’re going to do.  Mr. Bennett and then give 
everyone on the council to ask questions. 

Bennett - EMAS, can I land on it? 

Heald – Uh no, you’re not going to want to land on it, however the FAA requires should you touch down on 
an EMAS the pilot should have no detrimental impacts on control of his aircraft.  I would have to get into a 
short explanation of aerodynamics but essentially when an aircraft touches down on an EMAS, particularly 
smaller aircraft there is still a lot of lift on the wings remaining, in fact by the time you get your full weight on 
the wheels your actually beyond the EMAS.  We’ve actually seen C-130’s touch down on the EMAS, in fact 
the pilot didn’t even report that he did so, he just went and parked his aircraft.  We’ve seen an occasional 
172 land short on the EMAS and they’d skip off it almost like a stone on water. 
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Bennett – Do you have any data or photographs or both relating to A & B aircraft using EMAS 

Heald – the EMAS itself is designed to accommodate aircraft for 12,500 lbs and above.  We’ve not seen 
any aircraft below those weights entering EMAS to date. 

Bennett – if an aircraft is lighter than 12,500 lbs will the EMAS be of any effectiveness in slowing that 
aircraft down? 

Heald – Well, it certainly depends on aircraft type, gear arrangements and weight, weight is an important 
factor, below 12,500 lbs, let’s say, just below 12,500 lbs you’ll have some effectiveness.  I should say 
though for aircraft of that category they typically only have a 600 foot safety area requirement.  The EMAS 
is deployed for those aircraft that have 1000 feet safety area requirements.  So if you put an EMAS within a 
600 foot safety area you’re already meeting RSA standards for those aircraft.   

Bennett – that’s all I Have 

Mayor Martin – Thank you, Mr. Moore. 

Moore – thank you for this very comprehensive presentation today, I think in all honesty you prolong the 
city staff and city manager, Ike Turner of going to the FAA and come back with what you feel is probably 
the best alternative to meet the concerns that the community had about homes in the RPZ and the impact 
on the golf course and that sort of thing.  I don’t think you’ve done 100% but maybe 80%.  I guess my initial 
question is you still have 2 homes in the RPZ, is there any way to bring the RPZ back on the airport so that 
no homes whatsoever will have to be purchased or we won’t have to obtain any air rights or anything like 
that. 

Mastropieri – We looked, we did our best, um, there isn’t, there isn’t. That’s as far as we can move that 
RPZ in without reducing the runway length that the folks that use the airport need the 5,000 feet, that RPZ 
is set for the take off run available to the north, off of the, if you’re taking off the 31 end that’s the maximum 
we can bring it in and get 5,000 feet for those folks to use it 

Moore – ok, um, on the, on your proposal, you said that this alternative is subject to further FAA review and 
comment and additional input from the USCG, have you obtained that now? 

Mastropieri – we are, yeah, actually we’re in the process, Mike’s going to be staying here today to talk to 
the Coast Guard and we’ve received info from the St. Pete Coast Guard station indicating that the tallest 
vessel in Sarasota bay is 45 feet, and that they were continued to investigate further down here, but it’s 
looking good that it’s going to be 50 feet. So, yes. 

Moore – ok, I guess that’s my question, what is going to be the design standard in terms of mast height, on 
the intercoastal in terms of what’s going to satisfy … 

Mastropieri – We’re going to submit for 50 feet and I’m 98% certain we’re going to have the backup, that’s 
what FAA wanted. The back up to show to them that the majority of all the masts that pass through that 
intercoastal are 50 feet or less and so far all indications are. Isaac’s staff provided us a list hundreds of 
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vessels that are in this area, was a survey that was taken and the majority, I think there were 10 that were 
above 50 feet the rest were all 50 feet and under so it’s looking very good for that and I’m very positive 
about that, and we’re going to, that’s what we’re going to definitely going to fight for that. 

Moore – ok, I don’t have any problem with it if you and the FAA are satisfied with the 50 foot- 

Mastropieri – Correct. 

Moore – then that becomes a design criteria within a determined declared distances and you know, landing 
slopes and everything else based upon that, but I think the analysis in your report was correct that bridges 
in the continental US waterways now basically are constructed at sixty-,fixed bridges at 65 feet – 

Mastropieri – correct. 

Moore – so there are many mast heights that are manufactured today in the 63.5 to 64 foot range for that 
very purpose and there’s absolutely nothing to prevent a boat traveling north to south- 

Mastropieri – correct 

Moore - coming in to our intercoastal with a 70 foot mast. 

Mastropieri – right 

Moore – I realize that’s a pretty remote possibility but I’d just like to pin down what the design height is 
going to be. 

Mastropieri – we would like to submit it at 50 feet. 

Moore – okay, the other question, I had several other questions, I’ll try to be brief, in looking at this, you use 
a Runway Safety Area width of 400 feet, but your chart says Runway Safety Area is 500 feet. 

Mastropieri – the, yes, in the airport design standards for a C-category airport, you can use either 500 feet 
or 400 feet and because of the constraints here, were using 400 feet. So the actual design could be either 
up north in the different ADOs they require that you use 500 feet, down here you can use 400 feet at 
constrained airports. 

Moore – okay, well I was simply going by the chart that you included in the materials.  I noticed the 2000 
plan. The 2000 plan shows with one exception, it shows a landing slope of 20:1, and your new plan shows 
a landing slope of 34:1, so am I correct that that’s going to mean that aircraft that are landing on most these 
runways are going to be coming in at a much lower height above the ground than the houses below them? 

Mastropieri – well at 13-31 today has 34:1 approaches on both ends, 4-22 has 20:1 however, the, what 
gets confusing is there’s a threshold citing surface to site the threshold and for those approaches it’s a 20:1 
surface so that’s where the threshold gets placed, but as far as 13-31 the aircraft will be actually they’ll be 
higher over the homes in gulf shores and they’ll be a little bit lower south of the airport because we’re 
moving, we’re shifting to the south. 
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Moore – well, I know you said that in the report that the homes are going to be lower in south Venice and I 
think you said higher over the Gulf Shores. 

Mastropieri – correct, on takeoffs and on landings because the runways displaced, actually they’ll be 
landing 727 feet further down the runway than they are today, so that they will be higher over the homes. 

Moore – and I understand that, you’ve got a 727 foot displaced on Runway 13 

Mastropieri – correct 

Moore – if you’re landing 

Mastropieri – correct 

Moore – but when you go from a 20:1 to a 34:1 slope approach for the landing I really, I don’t know, I 
haven’t done the math, and I’m assuming you’re going to do that, it seems to me the planes would be 
lower. 

Mastropieri – Yes. See you’ve got, you do have a 34:1 instrument approach there now that was 
implemented in 2007 so it is a 34:1 today. 

Moore – is that a change from the 2000 airport layout plan? 

Mastropieri – yes it is 

Moore – ok, when you do this you’re going to actually name what kind of an airport this is, it’s going to have 
some sort of a service code and I think the existing airport is General Aviation Airport, is it going to remain a 
General Aviation Airport? 

Mastropieri – It is a General Aviation Airport, correct, and the Airport Reference Code will be C2 just as it is 
on the 2000 Airport Layout Plan. I believe it would still, if you’re referring to the Reliever status that some 
people have brought up. It is a Reliever Airport in the sense that is General Aviation Reliever airport, you 
have over 100 based aircraft, you’re a reliever airport, if your located in any kind of vicinity of larger, say 
Sarasota Airport or Port Charlotte down in Charlotte County, but all that means is that they will, they’re not 
going.  Let’s say a runway went down at Sarasota or the airport had to be closed due to an accident,  they 
would request that general aviation aircraft perhaps come here to Venice, they would request air carrier 
either up to St. Pete/Clearwater Airport or down to Charlotte County Airport.  They would not send your air 
carrier airports here. It’s a reliever in the sense of general aviation only. 

Moore – I noticed that on Runway 22 for landing purposes you have increased the displaced distance to 
526 feet from the existing end of the runway and prior to that it was 294 feet, is that, what changed that 
caused that to happen? 

Mastropieri – We did all of the calculations, we don’t know why, and no one, we even went back to prior 
consultants, no one knew where the 296 feet came from, but when we did the calculations with a 93 foot 
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bridge that’s open, the requirement is 526 feet so we did every kind of calculation to try and back into the 
296 and we just couldn’t come up with it, even with FAA we couldn’t figure out where that number came 
from and looked like it had sort of been passed on. 

Moore – so we’ve been operating in an airport with an incorrect displaced distances for purposes of landing 
on Runway 22. 

Mastropieri – Yes 

Moore – one question about the EMAS, what is the annual cost on this EMAS and – 

Heald – from a maintenance perspective? 

Moore – yes 

Heald – it’s quite minimal actually, some of our early systems, this is a 3rd generation product now, up until 
2006 the systems that were deployed here in the US required periodic painting with an epoxy type aircraft 
paint system so prior to 2006 you would have to budget resurfacing the EMAS every 5 – 6 years or so. We 
developed a 3rd generation product and fielded it in 2006 after a lot of testing there is essentially no need to 
resurface the system any longer. We would expect that other than simple monthly walk throughs, there’s no 
FOD that falls from the sky that punctured the top of the system that maintenance is really very very 
minimal. 

Moore – ok 

Mastropieri – And the life of the EMAS is improved too, it’s now 20yrs 

Heald – yes 

Mastropieri – versus an original 10 yrs. 

Heald – by FAA standards these systems are required to be designed for 20yr life. I think it would be a bit 
disingenuous of me to say I can guarantee a 20-year life, the oldest system we have now is 11 yrs old, that 
was a generation 1 product, we’re now up to, I mentioned generation #3. We’re pretty confident we’re going 
to get to 20 year life cycle cost, we have FAA approved field strength test methods that we can deploy at 
year 5,10, 15 to perform testing on the bed and provide an engineering report, stamped with a Florida 
license, that will let airports know exactly what condition the bed is in. 

Moore – just one other question, on Runway 13-31, I sort of got the impression that some of this is still up 
in the air. I guess what I want to ask you is will in fact 400 feet of that runway be removed? 

Mastropieri – Yes. 

Moore – Thank you. 
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Zavodnyik – Lisa thank you, that was very informative presentation that you opened with, a number of 
questions based on your knowledge given the what I would call the infrastructure needs of major airports in 
the US, what really are the realistic possibilities that the FAA is going to put $15 million approximately into a 
small general aviation airport. 

Mastropieri – I think it’s very real, they –  

Zavodnyik – Is there a precedent for this? 

Mastropieri – correct me I’m wrong Dave but Stewart has 2 EMAS’ that are going to be implemented, other 
general aviation? 

Heald – Yes, sir, we’ve got about half a dozen general aviation systems in the US, Kansas City downtown, 
Minneapolis-Detroit Airport, Teterboro- NJ has one installed, is getting a 2nd one and a 3rd one, we’re doing 
4 systems in Trenton NJ, Mercer county, one in Poughkeepsie, New York, Greenville downtown airports, 
so, I would say we have a half a dozen GA airports already, either with systems installed or shortly to be 
installed. 

Zavodnyik – with planes coming in lower over 13-31, it seems to me that it’s going to create additional 
difficulties, more noise it would seem, more particulate matter. Will the environmental assessment look into 
that kind of thing? 

Mastropieri – that’s a good question and yes absolutely, the noise and air quality there are very specific 
guidelines that have to be followed, and we can deploy actual noise monitors into the field if you folks are 
interested in that as well as the air quality analysis takes into account every type of aircraft that operates, 
their height, where they land, where they are, so yes it does. 

Zavodnyik – and I understand the environmental assessment has begun prior to the rehabilitation of 22. 

Mastropieri – yes 

Zavodnyik – so that’s 2 to 3 years off 

Mastropieri – could be, the environmental assessment is at least a year long, at least a year, and 

Zavodnyik – are we assured pretty much that we’re going to get that?  I think in the minds of many of us 
that is a requirement that it must be 

Mastropieri – absolutely, now FAA has said, over and over at our meetings the folks from DC and the 
compliance folks have said you’re going to have to do the environmental assessment. 

Zavodnyik – and finally, ask you about some of the other alternatives which appear simpler and don’t 
involve as many changes I have mine, 1C, can you indicate to us what is the short coming with 1C 

Mastropieri – 1 C our proposed alternative for 13-31. 
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Zavodnyik – but 4-22 

Mastropieri – 4-22 we didn’t do anything to, we tried to, in the document, what we tried to do was all the 
alternative 1’s deal with 13-31, and all the alternative 2’s deal with 4-22. 

Zavodnyik – well then just a general question about all the other alternatives, the shortcomings is, you saw 
them in the other alternatives are enough to, they don’t, they take away from our ability to come up with a 
solution that satisfies most of the parties involved here. 

Mastropieri – that’s correct, there’s a couple that we eliminated simply because we were adding more 
runway.  We just knew that wouldn’t be acceptable to the community, so those had to be eliminated 
basically.  And on 4-22 we did look at EMAS as well on that end it would be very expensive if that runway is 
considered the secondary runway and in addition for the aesthetics for the golf course I think it would be 
much better to have a clear graded Runway Safety Area versus the system out there at the end. 

Zavodnyik – thank you that’s my questions for now. 

Mayor Martin – thank you, I just want to clarify the 34:1 ratio currently obtains over 13-31, is that right? 

Mastropieri – yes 

Mayor Martin – so if the alternative that you’ve presented comes through the planes should come in higher, 
the Vice Mayor may have had a slip of the tongue he thought the planes would be lower, but the planes will 
actually be higher because they have to go further down the runway and in order to do that they’d come in 
on a different slope. 

Mastropieri - that is absolutely correct, and in the opposite direction the same thing, they’ll get off the 
ground sooner so that they’ll be higher over the homes on takeoff. 

Mayor Martin – whether it’s just a noticeable difference we’ll probably find out when they do the 
environmental assessment.  The 2 houses, Mr. Turner, I know you’ve had some conversations, do you 
have anything you want to upgrade or update us a little bit? 

Turner – I spoke with the owner of one of the houses, that house has just the corner, I don’t know if you 
have that slide, just the corner that is in the Runway Protection Zone, the gentleman that I spoke to 
understood the issues very well, apparently the President of the Gulf Shores Homeowners Association is 
very astute in a number of these issues, it’s that white house, white roofed house- 

Zavodnyik – right on the corner here 

Turner – yes sir, we, I did get a chance to visit with him, I didn’t ask him for anything I just want to make 
sure he understood what the situation was, he did, and I didn’t pursue any dialogue and discussion, the 
other house I wasn’t able to get a hold of the residents at this time.  And that, the majority of that house is in 
RPZ, that brown roof there. 
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Mayor Martin – your assumption on this is that we would, assuming we’re unable, and I’m taking the 
document, we’re not going to be able to do that, if we go forward with this alternative that we would want to 
work with the homeowners to give them a choice on whether they would remain there or whether they 
would ask us to purchase their property and so forth and so on. 

Turner – and I’ve heard that expressed from a number of council members, I think that would be staff’s 
recommendation that we do that. Mr. Moore pointed out our objective was to get all of the homes out, we 
tried absolutely as much as possible, as a matter of fact, at one point we thought we had gotten them all 
out, and I was particularly happy but you have to let the technicians and DY, and they talk with the FAA just 
to calculate the measurements and everything and we weren’t quite able to do that, but I would think we 
would talk with the homeowners and offer them some options and maybe look at some appraisals, if it 
came to that point, but  

Mayor Martin – the reason that’s important to me is because several on the council have said that we would 
not ask for waivers to safety requirements on behalf of neighbors we simply didn’t think that was an 
appropriate role for us to do, however, if they would like that option obviously they should have the right to 
do that and  or to ask something else, now that’s all pending I’m assuming for the moment that we, that 
council would favor this alternative, obviously if we don’t favor this alternative it’s a whole different ball 
game. 

Mastropieri – and in addition, any mitigation or whatever would come out of the environmental assessment 
you would really start your true discussions in that environmental assessment detail and would have to be 
done and what they agreed to, that would be written into the record of the decision of the environmental 
assessment. 

New person – the declared distance calculations you’ve already spoken to that and you’ve recognized the 
concern that people have which is that somehow the extra 327 feet would be an incentive and if I 
understand you markings on the significant documents would be there and that pilots you said could not 
take in the extra pavement behind the declared distance in their calculations I assume that’s probably mute 
for the A and B pilots who take off probably half way up the runway anyhow but if a jet, let’s say a random 
jet or a resident jet should come in and want to take off their calculations for weight and for takeoff 
necessary and so forth would have to go with the declared distances 

Mastropieri – correct, and they should adhere to that.  It’s actually, Mayor, its part of Part 135 Operator 
Regulations that they follow that. 

Mayor Martin – well I think it’s one of the questions that I have wanted to ask you today was just that 
because I definitely want to try and understand as well as I can that I happen not to believe that the FAA is 
playing games with us on this, obviously down the road the City might look differently at it, I guess there’s 
not anything to prevent the FAA, did you find any examples of the FAA unilaterally changing these? 

Mastropieri – I haven’t 

Mayor – I asked you to do that. 
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Mastropieri – I didn’t find any, the only case I can think of where it would be changed is in a case at an 
airport they didn’t have the ability for full Runway Safety Areas for regular expansion and then down the 
road they were able to acquire a property, but as far as for when an EMAS is implemented, absolutely not. 

Mayor Martin – ok, the last question, and I think you’ve answered it as well is one of the parts that’s 
troubling to me is that the rehabilitation of 4-22 would be down the road, did you explore at all whether 
should the City submit this plan there would be any willingness on the FAA’s part to under a tentative plan 
or whatever conditional approved plan deal with repaving 4-22? 

Mastropieri – we, I’m sure we can further, that was their initial input, I think we could probably start that 
environmental process sooner, that plan has to get approved first, the ALP, but we would still have to do 
the environmental because we’re impacting a business which is the golf course with the Runway Safety 
Area and the Runway Object-free Area changes, so we could start 

Mayor Martin – on that end conceivably. 

Mastropieri – correct 

Mayor Martin – I think it would be worth exploring, well I didn’t mean to get into that part of it. I just wanted 
to ask questions at this time. 

Mastropieri – the phasing, we could phase it such 

Mayor Martin – ok, the other thing I, the last question for me, and I believe I know the answer to this one to 
but I just want to get it for the record, the FAA does not have a record of unilaterally taking houses down, 
I’m not using the right, condemning houses without the sponsor having requested that, that’s what they’ve 
told us repeatedly. 

Mastropieri – that is correct 

Mayor Martin – and that’s your experience as well? 

Mastropieri – that’s correct 

Mayor Martin – ok 

Mastropieri – Most places, I worked at an airport in Pontiac, Michigan where there were homes in the 
Runway Protection Zone and they did purchase them all and took them all out, razed them all but that was 
because the city said they wanted to do that so they condemned them. 

Mayor Martin – Yes, alright Ms. Lang 

Lang – ah yes, morning Ms. Lisa 

Mastropieri – morning 
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Lang – I’d like to thank you for your work on this project and I know it’s been very difficult for your firm, I 
think you’ve been really put in the middle of this situation and I especially want to commend you for several 
months ago when your firm stated to us on the record that your finding was that this really was a B airport 
both its existing condition and in terms of any future projection and we’re here today because the FAA has 
refused to accept the facts.  So I have a few questions and please don’t take these personally.   

Mastropieri – ok 

Lang – you mention that there’s a 34:1 slope, approach slope on 13-31, both ends, can you show me 
where on any approved ALP we have 34:1 approach slope on the North West end. 

Mastropieri – no you’re absolutely correct, that was implemented, I believe in 2008. 

Lang – with the GPS which was improperly unilaterally implemented by FAA 

Mayor Martin – Ms. Lang, would hold off the commentary and just ask the questions now, but this 
afternoon, well not this afternoon, but the next go around when we hear from public I know want to make 
these points and I appreciate them but I, if we all start arguing our case right now we’re not going to get 
through this process, thanks. 

Lang – ok, you mentioned that there are homes in the RPZ today, again, not on the ALP, there were only, 
because of this GPS that was implemented in ’08, because on the existing 2000 ALP, there are, on the 
northwest end there are no homes in the RPZ both future and existing, is that correct? 

Mastropieri – correct, on the, the FAA has indicated that there was an error on that ALP, that it was put on 
there incorrectly. So yes, it was shown incorrectly. 

Lang – the signed it, that’s what’s on there.  One of the things I especially want to look at, a couple of other 
things, the whole utility question of the airport, to me, its’ not clear that the calculations you’ve used or the 
numbers you’ve used to define the existing utility are what really exists there today. And I’ve also, you 
know, after talking with people who have far more knowledge than I do about airports, former airport 
engineers, pilots, former pilots, etcetera, it appears to me that your declared distances are not accurate, at 
least this is what I’m being told, so I want to go over these things. First of all, starting again with the utility of 
this Airport, which as we know through your studies and with certified counts there are less than 500, far 
less than 500 operations a year, by C aircraft, your design aircraft at one point several months ago you 
mentioned you were using a particular C2 aircraft, and I’d asked at the time if there was any documentation 
showing that that aircraft was actually based at this airport, and I believe you said that there was no 
documentation, it wasn’t checked, nothing in regards to rent receipts. It is my understanding that that 
aircraft which is no longer by the way I understand, and was in here for service and painting and was kind 
of parked here while it was being brokered for sale. So is that still the aircraft you’re using as your design 
aircraft. 



DRAFT 8‐31‐10 

Mastropieri – It’s the Challenger, is that what I had mentioned before, and Staff had done research over 
with the FBO and I believe it provided them the lease terms to indicate that that aircraft is actually based 
here. 

Lang – well it’s gone, and we were never provided that documentation, I remember asking for it, but I never 
got it. 

Mayor Martin – you had a question, was it still here as Ms. Lisa answered it. 

Lang – so that is still the aircraft that is being used as the design aircraft, and nothing has been done to 
determine whether that really is still here. 

Mastropieri – it was just a few months ago that we got that info, I can’t remember, Heather got it from the 
new FBO owner, Marty. 

Lang – I would like to get a copy of that. 

Mastropieri – sure 

Lang – I think we had asked for that in the past I never saw anything.  Ok so now looking at the utility of the 
airport, and I think this is really critical, and from what I understand the FAA, they just want to maintain the 
existing utility of this airport, preserve the existing utility, so it’s really important where we start from and that 
we all agree on what the real existing utility of this airport is. And from what I’m understanding, the existing 
utility of this airport is not 5000 feet and each of our runways. It’s really more in the neighborhood of 4,440 
feet, so I don’t understand how you came up with an existing utility for your takeoff runway area, takeoff 
distance, landing SDA, etcetera of 5000. 

Mastropieri – I’m not sure where your meaning or where you come with the 4400 feet but in terms of utility 
of what the FAA has indicated its runway length from end to end available for use by pilots 

Lang – available 

Mastropieri – in their calculations 

Lang – so we just talked about this situation with 4-22 as an example where you said the declared distance 
had been used for years and is in fact published is about 296 ft , but in reality its really 500 and something 
feet, another error, you know, going on. So doesn’t that tell you and then if we look if that’s because of the 
bridge end and now we know that that applies to the 31 end as well because boats travel down and it’s not 
just the bridge opening but it’s the masts going by which are either based on 50 feet or 65, so what we 
really have on 4-22 and 13-31 is not 5000 feet its less, 514 feet, right?  Because, or more, because of 
those bridge masts and boat masts, etc. 

Mastropieri – well, that’s where it’s very confusing and that why it’s going to be published that those 
declared distances are 5000, because, you’re right, there will be 5327 feet of pavement on the ground. 
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Lang – and that’s assuming they rip up the 400 and I’m not convinced  because Staff, I know your saying 
today that the FAA has said they would rip up the 400 but Staff told us just a couple of weeks ago that they 
didn’t want to rip up any of the extra 700. 

Mastropieri – they didn’t 

Lang – and there’s no guarantee, you showed an example of the Ft. Myers listing publication, the Facilities 
Directory, here’s the page for the Venice Municipal Airport and it’s really important to note, this is not only in 
the Facilities airport Directory but also in if you go to airnav.com, skyvector.com, what you’re going to see is 
the first thing that gets published here is the physical length and width of the paved runway, that’s the first 
thing that’s listed 

Mastropieri – correct 

Lang – the physical not the utility, so then further down in the info if there’s a displacement or an 
obstruction, etc, so basically Venice states 5000 by 150 for each of its runways, published physical paved 
length of runway, ok?   When we, if we completed this project this statement is going to say instead of 
5000, it’s going to say 5327. 

Mastropieri – that is correct 

Lang – to me that’s an increase of 327 feet in terms of this published information and this is the bible, I 
understand for pilots.  Going down and looking at your table on your declared distances on your map, on 
your Alternative 1-C, what I’m understanding, I’m looking at TORA total take offs, take off runway area, for 
13 and 31 for example, shouldn’t those figures be 5327 assuming the 400 is removed and not 5000.   

Mastropieri – no, not in this case, if you as an Airport, a City were wanting additional runway length, yes, 
we could publish it at that, but because we know that you did not want additional length at this airport we 
have indicated to FAA that we want it published at 5000 ft and that’s what it will be, those will be the 
declared distances published. 

Lang – okay, so on our little directory here, they’re going to see that the total length is the new length 5327 
but then they’ll be the declared, a declared distance 

Mastropieri – 5000 

Lang – at each end, which will bring it to 5 

Mastropieri – that’s correct 

Lang – but as we have right now 4400 so that’s still an increase because the utility right now really is 4400. 

Mayor Martin – Ms. Lang, that’s not a question, and I think undoubtedly there are people who will testify 
about that and that would be useful but since we’re not aviation experts we can make that estimation. 

Lang – and I had the same question on Runway 4-22.  Again the physical length is going to go to 5160. 
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Mastropieri – actually no, if you look at the newly published document that we had, the proposed 
alternative, we had put 160 feet initially on that, on July 9th that we released, we thought by adding 160 feet 
to the north end that we would be able to increase our ASDA to 5000 feet.  FAA came back and said, no, it 
doesn’t make a difference if you add that or not, your ASDA has to start where your threshold starts, so that 
was a misprint at that time so the Runway 4-22 pavement end to pavement end is 5000 feet.  We have not 
added any additional feet on the runway. 

Lang – the, you mentioned, that your keeping the approach visibility at 1 mile or greater but the approach 
visibility except for approaching from the south, these had always been 3 miles or greater, except for in ’08 
when they added the GPS to the northwest end so now we have 2 ends with less than a mile, it’s not even 
1 mile or greater its less than a mile, did that GPS on both of those ends? 

Mastropieri – no its 1 mile or greater it’s not less than a mile, otherwise we’d have to increase the size of 
the Runway Protection Zone and we have indicated now and we will make sure on the Airport Layout Plan 
that we indicate if the City wishes us to indicate that no GPS approach can have minimums better than a 
mile or greater otherwise the Runway Protection Zone would increase in size. 

Lang – ok, and again, in terms of 4-22, there has been no GPS, that is still 3 miles or greater so it’s only the 
1 runway 

Mastropieri – correct 

Lang – that’s less than the 3 miles 

Mastropieri – we considered it for 4-22 just to increase the potential for jets to use it more for your noise 
abatement runway; we don’t have to show it. 

Lang – the gentleman mentioned that EMAS has been used in several other GA airports, those GA airports 
have 500 or more operations by C-1 2 whatever jets, and or any scheduled air traffic, scheduled flights type 
of traffic. 

Heald – I would say with one exception, Poughkeepsie New York that most of the airports do exceed 500 
operations for taxi aircraft, in the case of Poughkeepsie I would say no 

Lang – and how about schedule air 

Heald – no scheduled service at either of them, any of them. 

Lang – in looking, did you do anything in terms looking at the noise contours and how they would lay out on 
this, the proposed? 

Mastropieri – well we did noise contours, I’m sorry did I cut you off? 

Lang – yeah, on the, on this, you know, plan that the FAA the only option that the FAA’s wanting us to look 
at? 
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Mastropieri – we had done noise contours for your existing case and none of the contours in the original 
document that we gave you, none of the contours went off the airport, for the same operations and all, it 
would not change, we just kind of did a shift of the contours based on departures and arrivals, and it would 
be pretty much the same footprint, however in the environmental assessment, each and every alternative 
that we’ve looked at here would be in the environmental assessment and each and every one would have a 
set of noise contours to compare them to. 

Lang – okay, so at this time you looked at but there isn’t any graphic depicting 

Mastropieri – no 

Lang – because one of our citizens did an overlay and in fact it went, it was all very similar to the noise 
contour that MEA had projected with that plan that this council rejected a couple of years ago, actually the 
former council rejected it.  And that really concerns me. 

Mayor Martin – can I asked you this, we’ve got a couple of other council members that haven’t had a 
chance yet 

Lang – okay 

Mayor Martin – and we will come back for you to make both points, but go ahead if you have another 
question or so 

Mastropieri – just real quick Ms. Lang on the noise, when we ran the contours , the existing contours 
remember we ran those with the new numbers from the counts and those contours from the MEA plan, they 
shrank, big time, remember because your C operations were so much lower than what the MEA plan 
stated. 

Mayor Martin – okay, thank you 

Lang – that’s it for now, I might have some later 

Mayor Martin – good please, thank you, Mr. McKeon 

McKeon – Lisa, team, and when I say team I also mean the city team, excellent job.  I think you took the 
direction that we gave you, safety first, minimize RPZ impact on homes, maintain the utility of the municipal 
style golf course and I think you’ve done an excellent job.  I'm going to just try and do a couple of quick 
questions.  Facility directory, Ms. Lang asked will the total length of pavement be shown 

Mastropieri – yes 

McKeon – I now as a pilot I see further down in the facilities directory what regulation do I follow? 

Mastropieri – as a C operator I believe its part 135 

McKeon – I mean do I follow the declared distances or do I 
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Mastropieri – declared distance 

McKeon – and that would take priority over physical length of the runway 

Mastropieri – yes 

McKeon – thank you, the previous 3-mile visibility landing for an instrument approach versus the greater or 
equal than 1 mile, the previous one was with a non-directional beacon if I’m correct. 

Mastropieri – on the south end 

McKeon – on 13-31 

Mastropieri – right on the south end 

McKeon – and a non-directional beacon only for me as a pilot gives me lateral guidance on coming into the 
runway it does not give me vertical 

Mastropieri – correct 

McKeon – so in effect, is a GPS which gives me 3-dimensional on orientation and space on approach for a 
runway, is that said to be more safer than probably less accurate non-directional beacon? 

Mastropieri – I believe it’s more accurate I would like you to get the input of your users on that 

McKeon – Well what I’m really getting is while the visibility seems to have shrunk from my experiences as a 
pilot we’ve increased the safety of an instrument approach on that runway by using a GPS approach.  I 
guess generally I would like to ask you do you feel that is correct? 

Mastropieri – Yes 

McKeon – reference airport designation codes from the FAA perspective, while I have some real concerns 
over the MEA airport count as being inordinately high even though I understand how they arrived at it, but 
coming forward is aircraft count the only criteria used by the FAA to designate an airport reference code 

Mastropieri – no we learned from them that if there is an C based aircraft or in fact there are any C aircraft 
that utilize the airport on a regular basis they are going to consider it a C. 

McKeon – okay, and I’m correct in the history that you looked at we have had over the past years, A, B, C, 
and even a few D aircraft use the airport 

Mastropieri – correct 

McKeon – then I’d like to move on to the, my belief is that the FAA will support this City as we talk to the 2 
homeowners and the Venice Golf Association to come up with a cooperative manner to meet the needs of 
both the City the Airport and those 3 entities, we’re not going to force something on them. 
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Mastropieri – that’s correct 

McKeon – the City has already made some contact with the 2 owners who appear to have discussion with 
us, Mr. Boone in a previous meeting described that the Venice Golf Association would be open to 
discussion, reference the concern on probability of funding knowing that funding is tighter in the 
government as well as the private sector.  Am I correct to assume that whatever pot of money the FAA has 
is also distributed according to a larger plan that they have, so it’s going to be some that’s regional, some 
that’s GA airports, some will be commercial airports, so that when we start looking at a reduced pot, we can 
still have possibly a very high priority within southeast funding for general aviation airports, specifically 
Florida. 

Mastropieri – that’s correct, we have to get it into your JACIP, Joint Automated Capital Improvement 
Program. 

McKeon – that’s all I Have thank you. 

Mayor Martin – Mr. Carlesimo 

Carlesimo – thank you, thank you for my education on airports, I appreciate it, my question, I have 1 
question, it’s very short, referring to slide number 11. I see that the RPZ impinges on 1 home, the main 
residence but the upper part is not real clear.  It looks, it appears to me that it’s hitting, it impinges on a 
garage, what is it hitting? 

Mastropieri – there’s a home with the white roof, it just touches the corner of that house and then there’s a 
home just to the right of that, it encompasses the bulk of it.  It goes right to the middle of the home. 

Carlesimo – could you point to that on the…  Oh ok, I see 

Mastropieri – it’s the darker roof 

Carlesimo – a little bit harder to tell, thank you. 

Mastropieri – You’re welcome 

Mayor Martin – any other questions sir? 

Carlesimo – no 

Mayor Martin – what I’m going to suggest we take a short break and then we’ll hear from the public, I’m 
going to ask the public, many of you are here, there had been a suggestion which I’m not going to take to 
use the 3 minute time rule that the county uses I prefer to stay with the 5 minutes but I would ask you to do 
something that the public has been very cooperative in before and that is if your points have been made 
well made, then I would hope either that you wouldn’t repeat entire thing for the 5 minutes or you could 
come forward and I say I favor a blee or a blah or I agree with Mr. so and so, or whatever so that you could 
be on record as having made your point, but given that we have a 1:30 meeting this afternoon, it’s my hope 
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and I believe the hope of the council that we would try have a decision in the next 2 hours so a lot will 
depend on whether or not we can hear from you and then have time for the council as I mentioned before 
to express its wishes to try and make its case on various perspectives and if I’m able to do that I’m going to 
ask the council for a motion about this plan and we’ll whether that is the majorities wish or not.  Ok we’ll 
take just 5 minutes just a quick time to stand up and stretch. 

Mayor Martin – I think what we’ll do now is have you and the DY group step aside for a minute while we 
have the, good thank you very much, that was the new world record, we actually did 5 minutes in a 5 
minute break.  Clerk, I expect you have the names of people who have signed up? 

Clerk – I’ll call about 3 people if you’ll come down and sit at the chairs and be ready to go, I have Alex 
Clemmens first, Dick Alexander and Deidra Sharp. 

Mayor Martin – it helps a lot if you are able to come forward and make your switch in the witness chair as 
quick as possible.  Thank you sir would you like to begin, there’s a microphone in front of you 

Clemmens – I want to thank the city council and the DY for doing an amazing amount of work, I’m just 
really appreciative of everything you’ve done because it’s been a long process. I’m a resident of Gulf 
Shores and I’ve been called special interest, but it seems that all the players involved are special interest, 
the pilots have a special interest, the city has an interest, the Gulf Shores people have an interest but I just 
know that I’m very thankful that our democracy allows to cover inputs even though its David facing Goliath.  
It really is in the realm of David versus Goliath or FAA bureaucracy.  My research about the FAA and 
airports led me to one conclusion that in the late 1990’s culminating in the December 2000 order entitled 
Field Formation of the National Plan of Integrated Airport Systems or NPIAS, FAA ordered 5090-3C, the 
decision was made that, it was going to be a reliever airport  and thus it was going to be a C2 airport and 
that was decided totally irrevitably of how many flights we have or what the runway availability was the 
capacity and local interests it was all decided they have this plan and they were going to implement it 
regardless of what the local interests are.  As proof, I have an example of the penciled in C for the 2000 
airport , 2000 zone, 2000 master plan where they penciled in C , and they said that’s okay where previously 
they had never allowed a master plan to be modified that way, the strengthening of Runway 13-31, which 
was strengthened in excess to what the airports required, the failed Hanson master plan which included a 
control tower which we haven’t talked about at all, ignoring of our documented take offs and landings, they 
said that’s irrelevant, and the sudden appearance of GPS on Runway 13-31 which Runway 13, we never, 
City Council never approved anything it was just put in it required be put in.  So now it seems we have a 
nexus point, to be or not to be.  Or is it go along and plan where is it responsible for maintenance and fees 
and everything else and possibly have to give back money to the FAA.  That’s a bold move, but I believe 
that it’s the best decision for Venice.  I’ve lived here for 10 years using installed cameras, we can document 
that we don’t have that much traffic at all, and as Councilman Lang said we have an airplane that’s being 
defined being here but is it really here and utility is questionable on that aspect.  The FAA has budgeted in 
their NPIAS plan for their 2009-2013 they have budgeted $31 million to be applied for this airport and I 
have documented proof of their plan for the next 5 years, and I wonder if it’s feasible being as we are in 
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such financial strains in government, we have such a budget deficit, and putting $13 million and $15 million 
into an airport, that doesn’t particularly need it, seems to be very financially imprudent.   

Mayor Martin – thank you sir 

The last thing I want to say is, I stress that the 400 feet are torn up; FAA is going to come back later and 
say we think we need new uses for this runway area so we need a larger runway.  And finally we haven’t 
talked about the control tower, one of the requirements of the C airport is to have a control tower… 

Mayor Martin – No 

Clemmens – I thank you for your attention, I hope you make the best decision possible, thank you. 

Mayor Martin – thank you, very much, just fact of the matter the control tower is not on the table, council 
doesn’t have it.  There are about 500 general aviation airports in the country, there’s only about a hundred 
that have control towers. Thank you. Yes sir, go ahead 

Alexander – My name is Dick Alexander my wife and I have owned property since 1975 at 308 Beach 
Road.  And obviously we did some due diligence on the Airport back then. The property in front of my 
house was designated a park and Airport Road was designated to go straight through to Harbor Drive and 
so I had a buffer for the airport and that buffer got changed several times but I think intent to note the file 
still considers my house is 308 Center Road, which goes back to before the intercoastal was dug and 
Center Road got interrupted.  At that time, the golf course was there and the city council has always tried to 
develop something on the Airport to make it better and a group of people who got involved with the golf 
course were local businessmen, doctors, lawyers, so if I had a problem I could get my teeth pulled or what 
have you, but they continued to develop it by allowing businesses to build buildings, hangars, what have 
you, and it was very entertaining when we first moved there, one of the businesses was Sunshine 
Enterprises, who was somebody who called himself Frank Guzman. He used to give us air shows, he was 
the first jet, and he used to fly off of 4-22 and do spirals and the kids loved it but then unfortunately he got 
shot in the back of the head over by Lauderdale for running dope.  We haven’t had any interesting people 
there since that I know of.  So at least the business relationship between City Council and the business is 
historic and it has been through all kinds of shades and who knows what it is now, but my main point would 
be that like in about 20 years ago I was President of the Gulf Shores Association, not now obviously, and 
got together with the President of Golden Beach and South Venice Associations.  These people were all 
very interested in airport noise and basically we were all on the county, we didn’t rely on city council for 
anything so we wrote a letter to the FAA and asked them for any law regulation or policy that governed the 
operation of Venice Municipal Airport.  The answer was none.  They were only responsible for flight safety, 
so over the years where City Council has gotten overwhelmed by the FAA, is asking them for money.  
Anytime you ask for money, they get control.  That’s what bureaucrats do, I used to be one. There's people 
who write the regulations who determine which consultant the City can hire, all those are in FAA 
regulations, so I guess my main play is stop asking the FAA for any money or if it’s going to be $2 million to 
buy houses, my neighbor and I will split it. 
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Sharp – hello my name is Deidra Sharp, and I purchased the house next to Dick in 2006.  I’m the one with 
the brown roof that everyone’s talking about.  My house is directly impacted by this decision.  I have not 
been contacted by anyone from the city. 

Mayor Martin – we tried, I believe you’re out of the city at the time, or something. 

Deidra – well I do have an answering machine, voice mail, I have other people that answer, I have not been 
contacted.  I do get my water bill though… 

Council – Mr. Alexander can tell you I came by your house the same guy visited his house. 

(Unintelligible) 

Deidra – he got a hold of me, anyway… 

Council – we did try and reach you. 

Deidra – I get my tax bill and my water bill just fine.  Also I do have some questions, why there is such a 
rush on this all of a sudden why it can’t be kept as a B airport and all of a sudden has to be changed to a C 
airport.  And as Dick Alexander said why is the FAA so interested?  They can cram this down our throat 
and down the City and tell you what you’re going to do with your airport.  Another thing I guess I question is 
why are they willing to say they are going to be willing to invest so much money?  That scares me a little bit 
too.  If this could take 2 or 3 years what’s to say that 2 or 3 yrs down the road budgets have changed and 
money’s not available then what is the City going to do with this airport that they have started to change.  
Where is all that money going to come from?  Probably from the tax payers I can imagine.  I also question 
why the EMAS cannot be constructed on this end of 13-31.  The lady that was giving the presentation said 
they looked at it and it couldn’t be done, but she didn’t really explain why that couldn’t be done.  I also have 
a question about if we are going to have the RPZ zones , how does that affect our roads because we do 
have Beach road  and Harbor Drive that is in a RPZ zone and how is that going to be affected by this new 
plan. 

Council – those questions we’ll speak to after all the audience commented. 

Sharp – when I did purchase my home in 2006, it’s for my retirement home , I hope to retire very soon and 
will be down here full time but none of this was mention but now all of sudden this changes everything, if 
this plan goes through this way. Thank you. 

Mayor Martin – thank you 

Clerk –  

Nick Carlucci - Mayor Martin, council members, city staff, city airport consultants, fellow members of the 
general public, good morning, I’m Nick Carlucci President of the Venice Aviation Society and called VASI. 
And I prefaced my remarks with a sincere thank you to council for affording me the opportunity to publicly 
state for the record VASI support for the ALP option just briefed.  These options developed by your City 
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staff and consultants in full collaboration with the FAA were only made possibly council’s providing 
necessary critical guidance.  Your individual and collective demonstrated moral and political courage to 
permit this to occur is both noted and welcomed.  VASI supports and recommends your adoption for the 
ALP option for the following reasons:  1st the absolutely without argument, absolutely and exponential 
improvements in overall community public safety and operational airport safety.  The positive environmental 
results that overlap the safety enhancements, the reinforcement of a positive Venice brand is the City on 
the gulf with an airport.  Beach downtown airport, that’s Venice.  The short and long term economic impacts 
to the City in region positive reporting in the national and international news services, compliance, and 
finally, compliance with great assurances and reservations and restrictions of the deeds of transfer.  Due to 
time constraints I will only address the first 2 items and briefly mention potential funding concerns.  Safety 
environmental impact, Runway 13, while you already know about the RPZ, increased, because of the 
displacement down range, the increased landing aircraft height above the 3 or 4 houses in Gulf Shores is 
very important.  Right now aircraft that are on glide slope doing the proper thing, following the lights, the 
landing lights, the PAPI if you will, they pass over those homes at a 100 feet and that’s legitimate.  Well that 
is going to substantially increase by landing 700 feet further down range.  After crossing the airport fence, 
pilots will have enhanced reaction time by landing further down on airport property and better options on 
airport options on airport property are forced to land short.  Taking off from 13 will eliminate the jet and prop 
wash dirt fumes all those things associated with a full power run up, because they’re further away from the 
airport fence this directly impacts in a positive way the environment and the quality of life.  Runway 31 with 
the take offs starting further away from Gulf Shores, aircraft will be higher will be higher when they cross 
the airport fence but more importantly it will improve the effectiveness of the sites that maneuver.  This is 
very important for training aircraft, think touch-and-go.  There are increased and safer options for aborted 
takeoffs because of the increased runoff area for the airport.  Runway 22 , it will become attractive to use 
by all classes of aircraft and its going to eliminate the confusion, the safety concerns that we currently have 
by aircraft concurrently using crossing runways.  The rebuild of 4-22 will enable its effective uses of 
common runway.  It will reestablish for the community a positive noise mitigation program.   The overrun 
area improved and the cost of landing safety area is enhanced.  Runway 4 is the same thing, the landing 
safety is enhanced the takeoff overrun is improved and the taxi way adjustments increase separation for 
ground safety for aircraft.  And that’s the northern part of the runway.  Golf Course adjustments will 
enhance public safety and the driving range will be useful for all clubs not just for irons.  Funding – airport 
improvement funds are essentially an application that is very similar to the highway trust fund.  Avgas, my 
impact I have taxed 19.3 cents on a gallon of Avgas.   That’s going to increase to about 23.1 cents.  Jet A 
at general aviation airports is 21.8 cents, its going to increase to 35.9 cents per gallon shortly.  The first 
$3.2 billion of the AIP by law must go to commercial airports.  Commercial airports also receive passenger 
facility charges so they have more funding opportunities than GA airports.  Grants cover 97.5% of costs, 
Venice has only been eligible for AIP grants for 3 years out of the past 17 for by submitting to this plan we 
urge you for prompt approval, submit the plan and then bring the city into compliance with federal 
regulations and get it eligible for the grants. 

Mayor Martin – thank you Mr. Carlucci, Mr. Schmieler 
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Schmieler – for the record Chuck Schmieler, President of the Venice Airport Business Association.  I would 
like to thank city staff, DY, FAA for all their hard work, let you know that we at VABA support moving this 
plan forward to the FAA.  For those who might not be aware of this that triggers the allocation of assets and 
resources at the FAA to do a detailed study on this plan.  They cannot provide that, they can only go so far, 
they’ve probably gone farther than they have anywhere else in the US.  But they need that trigger to 
dedicate those resources.  Just a couple of comments rather than repeat what Mr. Carlucci said.  The 
funding here, there was some comparison of $60 million to buy the houses versus $13.5 million for this 
proposal. Well, that’s sort of an unfair comparison because $3.5 million is for the renovation of Runway 4-
22.  It’s really $10 million vs. $16 million.   

And Mayor I’d like to remind you, on May 8, 2008 when you and I visited with the Airport District Office, Mr. 
Vernace told us that the FAA does not have the authority to condemn houses.  It’s not just a matter of what 
they are willing to do or not willing to do, they simply do not have that authority.  I’d like to comment for just 
a moment on displaced thresholds.   Displaced thresholds are clearly marked from the air, this is not 
something a pilot can miss.  Pilots do not routinely violate that rule because they don’t know what will 
happen with their airplane if they land in a displaced threshold.  They know they can takeoff on a static 
standstill and not cause any damage to the airplane, but that the main reason we don’t violate it, we’re 
concerned about what will happen to the airplane.  With respect to concerns about people violating the 
declared distances, we’re very fortunate the city spent and all of us supported the acquisition of camera 
equipment so we can see who comes and goes from our airport.  Very unusual for a GA airport of our size 
to have that ability.   With regards to some of the issues that Lisa M. asked for feedback on, instrument 
approach minimums of 1 mile or greater are fine here at the Venice Municipal Airport.  Commercial users 
have no interest in reducing those minimums, for our purposes an airport of this size and configuration, a 
mile is just fine.   And as long as that number is never reduced the architecture and size of the RPZ will not 
change, that is to say the one that is depicted is the one we’ll have.  And you can have precision GPS 
approaches with this type of RPZ as long as we have 1-mile visibility or greater which as I indicate is fine.  
To give you an idea, a mile of visibility as you approach the airport is essentially about the length of the 
runway. And just like when you drive your car you like to keep a certain distance between you and the car 
in front of you depending on speed so you can stop.   

So a mile is just fine for us.  With respect to the displaced threshold on Runway 22, 526 feet came as a 
surprise to us.  Not any happier than anybody else. I will tell you that this is going to mean that the jets that 
are operating under Part 135 whether they are B2 or C2 are going to have a harder time making landing 
weight on Runway 22.  Because we have a 40% penalty, in other words, a 5000 feet runway to an aircraft 
that operates, turbo jet aircraft operates under 135 really has to look at that as a 3000 foot runway for 
making landing weight.  Only 60%, so we have a 40% penalty.  So if you take 60% of 4314 feet you get 
2588.  There aren’t going to be that many jets that will be able to land on 22.  Having said that that’s not 
where we make the most noise it’s on takeoff so we heartily enforce renovating that.  GPS vs. NDB 
Councilman McKeon’s question. First of all Mr. McKeon, the minimums on NDB to Runway 31 are 1 mile 
not 3 miles. Secondly, there is absolutely no comparison to in terms of accuracy.  An NDB is an aerial 
arrival procedure it’s not an instrument approach.  My wife will tell you one Christmas Eve, popped out of 
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the clouds on Runway 31; right on the center line and we were over by the Publix, that’s how inaccurate it 
can be.   Lastly, all I would say is please recognize that this is not an expansion of this airport it’s simply a 
reconfiguration for safety for primarily the community and secondarily us users of the airport.  Thank you. 

Mayor Martin – Thank you, very much.  Mr. Newnan 

Newnan - good morning Lady and Gentlemen, it’s good to be back with you again.  I always forget how 
cold you keep it here.  And I’m going to be rushing right out to get a jacket, I tried to borrow one, but he 
wouldn’t let me, I’m freezing to death.  I don’t live in the danger zone of the house, I don’t play golf, and I 
haven’t even been a pilot since Spanish – American war, I said Civil War last time, but I’m one of those 
worried folks that live in this City and on the island, Golden Beach, I’m very very worried about the direction 
this airport is taking.  It’s very technical and hard to understand even for those very competent consultants 
said it’s hard to understand.  But I think the end product defined is sitting there if you guys pass this stuff 
and move it along I think it’s going to result in an unbearable place to live with a bunch of big noisy jets 
popping in, and how very safe it’s going to be.  I would love the environmental impact to be done before we 
do anything, before we even pass anything, I don’t trust the FAA, nothing personal, they’re bureaucrats the 
way I used to be, but only we the horror of the thing, but I wrote something, I wrote yesterday after looking 
at these plans, the more the FAA keeps after us the more preposterous it gets.   T 

he attempt now to spend a pile of money to turn the Airport into what it never was in reality, a C airport.  In 
my 25 years here, it has never operated as a C airport, it’s always been a low activity airport used by small 
airplanes, that’s what we’ve had here, when someone stuck that designation on it, unknown to us citizenry, 
the community had already grown completely up to its edges, when somebody decided to call it a C, the 
damage has already been done, we’re all surrounding the place, living comfortable, and getting along pretty 
well with the Airport and then included the houses now in question that supposedly have to be saved, isn’t 
that an indication that the dedication was improper and capricious?  Runway 13-31 should be left alone it 
was just repaved not too long ago, and we do not need to make it longer, that’s my feeling, to induce more 
larger jet traffic.  We do need to repave 4-22 and really make it the principle runway and it has been so 
designated but it was never enforced that way.  I recall a neighborhood group that I was part of pleading 
city officials to repave 4-22 before paving 13-31, that’s what we needed, that was the good airport to keep 
thing quiet around here.   

Whatever they had in mind I don’t know but they wanted to do, didn’t they foresee this, it’s going to be a 
nightmare when we’re done with this.  In Conclusion, I just find the FAA insistence on the C designation 
incomprehensible and certainly inconsistent with the needs and desires of this community in my view and I 
get a little carried away here, its acting highhandly and grossly bureaucratically, I’m an old federal guy 
myself and I know bureaucracy when I see it you get a fixation in your mind and that’s it, we’re not all that 
way, but some behave that way.  In my view, is just no room here in this place, in this locale, for such an 
airport. You can see how they’re going crazy trying to make it fit here, it doesn’t belong to be a C, a big 
busy airport so I’m urging you to stand your ground and not approve this proposal or any other for enlarging 
the scope of this airport. 
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Deer – If my name is Ray Deer, nervous, I’m a pilot, I have been since I was 17, 23 years ago, turned 40 
this year.  Not a commercial pilot, I’m a user of the Airport, I pay aviation taxes I pay a lease and a hangar, I 
love Venice.  The pilot community at Venice, safety is number 1 to them.  Obviously we’re in the plane 
every time we take off.  I’m not a rich man, not a jet setting playboy that everyone fears.  I share a 42-year 
old airplane with 9 other pilots, and my plane, my 10th share of the airplane is worth less than ½ the cars in 
the parking lot, so I’m the common user of this airport.  First I would like to start with I applaud the decision 
that council made to sit down with the FAA, with the city staff, and with the consultant in a spirit of 
cooperation to come up with a solution.  Because of that this is first City Council meeting I’ve ever attended 
in any city, and it’s motivated me that the process can work when it’s erred on the side of compromise.  
Many of us live in deed-restricted communities, I’m on the board of my homeowners association and we 
have 1500 homes, it’s hard to make everybody happy, I also understand deed restrictions.   

This airport is deed-restricted by the FAA, it’s a land grant airport, and the FAA is doing nothing more, 
nothing less than trying to maintain the deed restrictions of maintaining the utility of the Airport, by deed 
restrictions supposed to do, just as homeowners are supposed to the same.  I don’t believe in the big 
conspiracy that the FAA is trying to get us or bring airliners here so to speak, major air carriers don’t want 
to be here, there’s no profit in it and airports too small and can’t expand it.  Let me tell you 3 reasons why I 
support this compromise and I’ll be done.   As a user of this airport, forgetting all the C2 and the B2 and the 
RPZ, the RPZ is not drawn on my chart when I come in for a landing, all I see is houses, trees, grass, 
beach, roads.  From a practical standpoint of safety by shifting the airport, the runway is the same length, 
and just shifting it south, aircraft will be at a higher altitude coming over the homes.  Altitude to pilots like 
me, mean options.   

The 2 house in the north east corner that the last place I would try to put that airplane down.  With another 
100 feet of altitude I can make a 20 – 30 degree turn and put it in the water, or when I’m low and slow, 100 
feet and instead of being over the houses I’m over the grass and that makes all the difference in the world 
for the safety of me and the people in the houses.  House is the last place you want to land by doing this, it 
practically increases safety. By getting this ALP done and getting right with the FAA and meeting 
everyone’s needs to the best compromise possible we get on with the business of being able to repave 
Runway 4-22 which I much would rather prefer to use.   It’s a much better view, you come over the beach 
or you come over industrial property, you’re not over someone’s houses.  And that is what I would use 90% 
of the time unless the strong wind forced me into the other runway.  That’s what I used to do before the 
runway really deteriorated.  And when I do have to use Runway 13 and 31, I’ll continue to use the fly 
friendly procedures which the pilot community and City put in place which at any time possible as soon as 
you take off your side step over the beach and get away from the beach in both directions as well as soon 
as it’s safe to do so, pull the RPM back on your engine and be cognizant of our neighbors so it’s not so 
loud. By moving the runway to the south it will give us even more area to do that successfully without 
impacting our neighbors. Thank you. 

Mayor Martin – thank you. 

Clerk – Stanley Sigala, Bernie Goldman, and Dan Boone 
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Mayor Martin – we have I think before us, 2 options for the council.  1 is that we support this recommended 
plan and the other is that don’t and the option I think what I want to say is council has been studying this for 
2 ½ years and we really know the issues, we know the mistakes the FAA has made, we know that in their 
mind it’s a C, we know that we’ve had repeated meetings with them.  And now we’ve heard both sides 
about some of the reason that airport users would like this plan, so what I’m really saying to you is I think if 
you have anything new to add to that that it would be very helpful to council to hear it but if you’re just going 
to make the arguments on one side or the other I think it would be better for you if you would and help us to 
make a decision today if you would simply say I’m in favor of one or in favor of the other.  If you have any 
new facts or information but basically we’re at that point where people are repeating stuff that we already 
know and probably that’s not going to change the facts and that’s not going to change the council face, but 
new facts would be welcome. So go ahead 

Sigala – I’ve been here about 40 years and my wife and I both have an airplane that we pay $600 a month 
to rent.  We come down from Connecticut and the first thing, you want to spend a lot of money on airport 
improvement you can’t take care of what you’ve got.  First thing the marking on the runway was 12272 to 
call the office, it’s not that it’s supposed to be 127 with a 2 after it.  They did it wrong.  That’s number 1.  We 
watch when we come down when we come down from Connecticut, we want to know what the weather is 
in Venice airport, it has been out for a year.  That’s number 2 – Safety.  The approach NDB, we practice 
that all the time.  It’s out, it’s probably been out for 6 months now.   All these things to me, seems to be 
should’ve been done and we’ve talked to everybody about getting it done and no one’s done a thing about 
it.  Not a thing.  Now this is safety and here you want to spend money to put a new airport on and you can’t 
take care of what you’ve got.  The main thing is one thing more, I’ve been talking about, all the hangars 
over there, the city hangar are rusting on the sun side towards the ocean and nobody’s ever scraped them 
off and painted them.  I’ve told the men at the airport, I’ve told everybody. Watts spent $35k on an 
appraisal, had an appraiser come in, told him what’d it cost to do it and it was never done. 

Mayor Martin – thank you those are helpful points.  We are hiring right now a new Airport Manager, we are 
searching for a new airport director and we’re expecting that maintenance will improve. 

Coleman – I’m Ernie Coleman, I’m the current president of Gulf Shores Homeowners Association.  I 
handed out an e-mail that was sent to me from my neighbor across the street and was sent to you all 
yesterday, about we were expecting the black marks on our driveways and around our house was jet 
particulate matter and the preliminary conclusion is that that is the case.  We’ll have the definite soon.   I’ve 
no doubt that the environmental assessment if this is approved for a C airport, will pass.  My problem is 
what if down the road the increase in jet traffic the jet particulate matter even gets worse.  There’s’ going to 
be no new environmental assessment done.  Santa Monica California, I’ve handed it out their 
environmental assessment that was done, they’re trying to fight to get back to a B, they’re a D.  The 
assessment says that the residents are in danger because of the carcinogens but the FAA is not doing 
anything about it.  It’s a D, it’s going to remain a D, it’s in the federal courts right now.  I believe to designate 
this airport as a C would benefit very very few at the expense of many.  I am aware of the dire economic 
conditions of our country.  Unemployment alone in our county is 12.5% and exceeds the national average.  
In 2007, we citizens of Venice voted to bring financial responsibility back to our City.  Mr. Z- you were one 
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of the candidates we voted into the position of council members to take this task.  You’ve done your best to 
fulfill this trust.  Based on what you’ve done today you can rightfully ask voters to keep you in your position.  
The proposed multimillion dollar plan to expand Venice airport does not fit your fiscal profile, I believe.  
Please vote your conscience and do not vote the fiscal liability of this plan.  Thank you. 

Mayor Martin – thank you Mr. Coleman.  I appreciate the way that you testified before this council, the last 
comment might have been a little heavy and the same from the VABA, it’s always a matter of our interest to 
respect and listen carefully to the things you’ve presented on both sides, so thank you for your participation.  
Mr. Boone 

Boone – good morning.  My name is E.G. Dan Boone, I am a member of Boone, Boone, Boone, Koda Law 
Firm and our firm represents the Venice Golf Association Incorporated.  The Lake Venice Golf Course has 
a major stake in what is taking place at the Airport.  The golf course has been there and in business for 50 
years. It has 18 years to go on its lease and with that many years to go on the lease, they are really 
concerned with what is taking place with this work going on now.  When I was first approached on this, the 
golf course board of directors told me that if they had their way, there would be no changes.  That the golf 
course would stay as is.  50 years of operation prove that we don’t have a problem with airplanes and the 
airplanes don’t have a problem with the golfers.  4 years ago in 2006, you’ll recall that 13-31 was rebuilt 
and repaved.  At that time, no changes were required of the golf course by the FAA, that is to say the golf 
course was not approached about moving fences back, the golf course was not approached about moving 
the driving range and we found out by doing a little inquiring that no changes were requested by the city of 
Venice at that time back 4 years ago.  And because no changes were requested by the city of Venice the 
FAA in turn did not make any request for changes.  Now, we received, all of you have the report of DY, very 
thorough, very exhaustive, very detailed over 200 pages.   

It was released to us on July 20, and that gave us 5 working days to prepare for this meeting here today.  
Once we had a chance to go through that report, we were able to find out what we need to do and in 
getting ready for today, the golf course hired a well known golf course architect and asked this architect to 
prepare 2 proposals.  One is a full compliance proposal, that is to say moving the fences back so you have 
400 feet from the middle center line of the runway and the fences, and that was a request which also 
included moving the driving range.   The second request is to draw a minimal impact on the golf course 
presentation and what you have today, what we have today to submit only having 5 days to work on this is 
a rough draft, preliminary sketch for the full compliance with the FAA’s rules and regulations.  We haven’t 
had the time to do the minimum impact but we will.  And once that’s done, we will submit within the 30 
days, we will submit both in finished form along with the report prepared by the golf course architect.  She 
is here today, you will hear from Jan Bell Jan and Mike Wheeler who as most of you know is president of 
the Venice Golf Association. 

Mayor Martin - Thank you sir 

Clerk – We have Jan Bell Jan and Michael Wheeler, and Chris Davis 
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Bell Jan – Good morning.  Thank you all for having me here again on such short notice, I don’t have 
anything here but a quick sketch.  What I’d like to do first is look at the plans that had been submitted 
previously by Mr. Lagrease as part of your preliminary plan and this would be the very minimum impact to 
the golf course.  The minimum impact to the golf course, again doing what he was asked to do, showing 
only 50 feet in some locations.  You can see off what the current property line is there’s 50 feet there, and 
in some locations here, and this is off Runway 4, this is Runway 13.  Anyway part of what you can see 
here, and a practice range was moved from here, now that’s about a 1/3 of a mile where the clubhouse is 
to get to this location which makes it very difficult for an operator to keep his clientele to keep his patrons 
happy and close by where he can manage them.  You can see they shortened what had been a par 4 to a 
par 3 and I do recall having heard Ms. Lisa M saying that this may be relocated, and maybe not even be a 
par 3.  So one of the things that I see here that hadn’t been mention and I did see on one of your plans was 
that taxiways meant to be relocated too.  If the taxiway is relocated, this is the centerline of the runway, taxi 
way is here, and the taxiway gets pushed this way more, this hole and this hole come, or in areas where 
the people who are right handed, 90% of people are, and those that hit to the right, the majority of shots err 
to the right, the majority of shots put in play now, the taxiway comes closer, now you have a standing 
airplanes not ones in motion that could be, have an impact.  In this area you can see there’s a lot of 
congestion, and I think everyone even ones that don’t play golf can see this could be an issue from a safety 
standpoint and above all were looking at safety.   

And one more thing about the practice range we do see that there’s meant to be a pole and fence netting 
hear and that will be good along Harbor Drive, but again if we think about the people that might be having 
errant shots to the right then those shots would impact the people here on this hole number 23.  So we’re 
looking at there might be some additional costs in what had been submitted, so my plan here in the short 
time I’ve had to look at this shows where, I’ve reposition the practice area, pretty close, this shows the full 
400 foot compliance, from the center line and I’ll leave this with the City Clerk.  The practice range has 
been brought over here and we have a fence line along the newly relocated fence and back from behind 
the practice range to protect the people who will be coming in.  And I’ve re-routed the golf course, you can 
see its much more open than it had been, you can see the dashed line where the existing golf holes had 
been, the solid lines show where the proposed are.   Now the reason I re-routed it because thinking about 
how people slice, they hit the ball to the right, I have all of the sliced balls going into the property, not into 
the road, not into the airport, again, this is safety situation.  You can see we have the 400 feet we have 
plenty of space here and we really have a golf experience that you as a community and as a City-owned 
piece of property really need to have.   

It benefits your users, your patrons, this is a recreational asset for you.  Although this is much more 
expansive than what we were talking about previously, my numbers come up to $2.1 million and that 
doesn’t include storm drainage, and I heard someone talk about storm wash off the runways on to the 
course, and makes the course less usable, and will have to shut down, they have no business, no business 
is no taxes that you collect.  So it benefits everybody to improve the golf course.  There’s also safety 
netting, we don’t know how high to have to go, and haven’t had enough time to do thorough research, 
utilities impacted, clubhouse showing the entry road would be rerouted, but don’t know numbers on that. 
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Mayor Martin – thank you, when the presentations over, we’ll talk to DY about the follow up to this 
presentation that you’ve made. 

Wheeler – I am Michael Wheeler, president of Venice Golf Association at Lake Venice Golf Course.  VGA 
does not own Lake Venice Golf Course, we lease the rights to operate this course from the City.   We have 
a very unique golf course which caters to the golfing public.  No tee times, walkers allowed on 9 holes or 18 
holes, most golf courses restrict this type of play.  The VGA does not want any changes made to the course 
that affect the golfing experience that we provide to the community at this time.   Our golfers, many of them 
residents in the City of Venice do not want any changes to the course.  Lake Venice Golf Course is just one 
part of your layout of the plan of the Airport Master Plan.   From the Airport Master Plan one word that 
surfaces is safety.   

Runway length – safety, EMAS systems, homes in the Runway Protection Zones – safety.  Practice range 
in the Runway Safety Area, fences in the Runway Object-free Area.  VGA is not against safety.  We’ve only 
had 5 days to look at the plans, proposed layouts and your proposals.  A positive note in this is the FAA will 
not require any effect on the front 18 holes of golf with any changes.  In our opinion DYs proposed changes 
to the golf course creates a lot of safety issues on the course and the airport, with their preliminary plan B 
as presented.  New proposals would affect the routing, the playability of the new course we slowed down 
golf play opens a lot of questions but does not give a lot of answers.  Front entrance location, accessibility 
to the 3rd 9, location of fences along the entrance roadway, new fencing around the old practice area which 
buffers the golf course now.  How will that all look and affect us?  The new practice range located such a 
far distance from the clubhouse creates any problem in managing in use of control. We would need some 
type of parking area for the general public, more safety netting around the area to protect the golfers and 
the ball pick up which we are responsible for.    The preliminary plan B as presented is not a minimal impact 
to the golf course as per our estimation.  Does not meet your standards FAA for the ROFA.  Venice Golf 
Association cannot endorse this option.   

A great number of problems exist and would have to be changed as is.  In DY’s report they addressed a 
preliminary plan A, it touches on a larger realignment of the golf course meeting some of the problems as 
there.  This plan meets the FAA standards of the ROFA at 400 feet.  Practice range is moved out of the 
RSA, Runway Safety Area.  Still many concerns on the layout, the routing, the playability, safety on the golf 
course, safety on the airport, again the entryway, the practice range, still questions with no answers.  This 
option is not in your proposal but we still do not support it.  As you saw VGA has hired a golf course 
architect, we’ve presented a preliminary plan meeting many of the safety requirements as required by the 
FAA.  Meets the Runway Safety Area because the practice range has been removed, meets the 400 feet in 
the ROFA area because it protects the golfers on the golf course.  Good flow, playability, protects the 
Airport from golf shots.  Practice range is put closer to the clubhouse with protection netting and improves 
the overall golf course, improvements to the overall golf course.  Even in our preliminary plan, many 
questions remain as to how things will be handled.  Hopefully these will be a start to a better golf course.  
VGA is not against improvements to the golf course.  Improvements should be what are in the best interest 
for the golf course.  Lake Venice was voted first place for 3 years in the reader’s choice in the category 
public semi-private golf course.  That’s a pretty good item we have, it’s an impressive item and a thing we’d 
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like to maintain.  If any changes are made to the course it should at least be in the quality and the level that 
we now have.  The City has made many improvements to the surrounding areas, the dog park, the 
beaches, the pier.  All in the name of recreation for the visitors and the residents of the city of Venice, 
golfing is recreation, we fall right in that category.  Lake Venice Golf Course belongs to the City of Venice.  
VGA is not looking for a new golf course.  Improvements that happen will last longer than our lease; they 
are improvements to the City’s golf course not VGAs.  The golf course will be a representation of the City of 
Venice.  As stated in your own consultants report, preliminary Plan A which you’re not voting on, to develop 
the most cost effective approach to realignment of the golf course while creating a balanced routing plan 
and genuine golf experience.  The only thing that I would add to that would be doing it safely. 

Mayor Martin – thank you for your testimony.  Do you have anything to add to that? 

Council – have you prepared any type of a cost estimate for the VGA to do these 2 alternatives at all? 

Wheeler – at this point we had rough number on the full compliance as Jan reported it was $2.1 million.  
We haven’t had time to put together moving the fences 50 feet with and arrangement at that.  A common 
mans appearance it would probably be less.  How much less?  A lot of it depends on when the 
environmental impact statement comes.  One thing is, we are proposing this, we don’t know if it will work 
either.  The biggest concern is where the environmental impact statement says we can do. 

Mayor Martin – thank you.   

Davis – City council members, my name is Chris Davis, I’ll be brief.   I have 5 or 6 bullet points I want to talk 
to you about today.  It’s clear that the FAA wants to make this a C2 airport and they apparently want to do 
so to cover up the errors on the 2000 plan that they did not catch, and the missteps they have made in the 
last 10 yrs regarding this airport.  What we know is that the 4-22 runway needs to be rehabilitated and it 
needs to be done as soon as possible.  Waiting a year or 2 is not a solution.  If we moved forward with the 
B2 plan we can go forward with the 4-22 runway and make the improvements to that and it would probably 
be a simple checklist because you’re not changing a length of that runway your changing on anything.  
What requires the environmental assessment and what happens in a environmental assessment that look 
to see if there are impacts and if there are impacts you have to do an environmental impact statement.  
That’s the full blown process that takes a lot of time.   

We don’t’ have that time we need to move forward with the 4-22, let’s call this a B2 and move forward.  
When you look at what it’s going to cost to put this plan in place, think about what the county or the city’s 
position is going to be on this cost.  Do you think the FAA is going to pay 100%.  No, the city is going to pay 
a few million dollars of this entire cost.  Why don’t we just put that money towards the renovation of 4-22 
right now?  An environmental after you approve as a C2 designation is doing it backwards, you’re 
supposed to have that information before you call for the expansion of your airport.  And lastly, I had one 
other thing, because we have been requesting freedom of information documents, and one of the 
documents that we received from the FAA shows that it’s less than 1 mile, so maybe Lisa could address 
that and why they’re thinking now that it’s not that.  This is the document that we requested when we tried 
to find out when the GPS could have been implemented on the 13 runway, and of course you can see that 
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there is no other runway that was requested it was just on the 31 runway but somehow it got placed on the 
13 runway, so we’re still investigating this.  Again I ask that you consider removing that GPS system from 
the 13 runway which puts the homes in an RPZ, and last I’d like to say spending $15 - $20 million and most 
of that federal dollars that is going to be the debt that my children have to pay is wrong. 

Clerk – Joe Ryan, Bob Vetter, and Pat McDonald and that’s the end of the speakers 

Mayor Martin – Mr. Ryan 

Ryan – I want to thank you for the amount of time you’ve put it.  At this time we’d like to move this ball 
forward and get this plan approved as been suggested by DY.  It is a good compromise. It is something that 
will help this community as we move into other areas of discussion.  We are supportive for a variety of 
reasons but I did want to touch on the economic benefits of this community.  There’s been a lot of 
discussion about whose money we’re spending, we’re spending the airline, the pilots, that’s whose money 
we’re spending, those federal dollars are coming out of a special pot.  It is important that we take that 
investment, members of this council and suggested taking federal money for other projects. This is a 
project that would be very beneficial to this community and will turn dollars into more dollars for us.  Again I 
just want to ask you to on behalf of the Chamber support this alternative plan. 

Vetter – My name’s Bob Vetter, most of my questions have been answered, one of the things I haven’t 
seen the impact on and I’m kind of curious about, what the effect on the festival grounds is.  To a lot of 
people the festival grounds are more important than the golf course and if we had that eliminated that 
would be a tragic loss. 

Mayor Martin – we can answer that question for you. 

Vetter – good.  The other is just an observation, considering that we’re very interested in safety it seems 
very strange to me that we would spend a lot of money to tear up 400 feet of a brand new runway, I don’t 
mind if we move the approach 400 feet so that take offs would take off from 400 feet down but to take a 
runway away that plans that overshot the runway could use, just does not make sense to me, but then that 
seems to be using common sense.  The only other point that I’m not sure I’m clear on, it seemed to me that 
Ms. Lisa the City has the only right to give assurances to the homeowners and RPZ, assurances that they 
won’t take their homes and if that in fact is the case, which I think it is, I hope that they do that in some 
strong form so that they can feel they have the assurance that isn’t going to happen. 

Mayor Martin – is that it? 

McDonald – My name is Pat McDonald I reside here in Venice, I just have 2 short comments to make to 
you.  #1 when we speak about the driving range I do not want anyone to think that its unimportant to put 
any money of the groups who use the golf course and that driving range has been a service to many many 
groups in this area so I think it is important to understand when you’re talking about reconfiguration of any 
type on this golf course.  Secondly, since this plan came up so quickly from this expert that was brought in 
from the Lake Venice association, I think it would be only fair for you to make sure you understand it and 
the importance of it and that golf course.  The golf course is no more or no less than what we make it and 
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it’s important that we tell the FAA because they’re supposed to help the needs of the people, and they’re 
supposed to help you decide what’s best for us.  And I just want you to keep that in mind when you make 
your decisions today. Thank you. 

Mayor Martin – thank you, would you come forward please DY, Lisa.  I really want to see what we can 
understand about this issue but I would say that the goal as DY has pointed out was actually improve the 
golf course and provide a longer driving range and I’m sure that in general we’re going to be able to work 
together on this.  One of the comments that was made earlier the goal would be the golf course would be 
more desirable as a result of this.  Obviously we want to respond, not necessarily answer, but what’s the 
impact of the suggestion like this does it throw us off a decision point, can we move forward with the 
principle that we’ll reconcile these interests? 

Mastropieri – absolutely. In fact the golf course situation we would never normally have even provided you 
concepts at this point.  So those are just concepts and we wanted to show because you are so interested in 
protecting the golf course that something could be done its going to cost money and we wanted to be able 
to show that to the FAA.   They are totally concepts, A or B to move forward with, so it’s great that the VGA 
is taking steps and we’ll bring those to the FAA and we can even put the preferred on the ALP and I’m sure 
we’ll even get comments back.   It should not slow us down and the EA we’ll address that as well. 

Mayor Martin – I think we asked you to do that because we were concerned as a matter of fact and the golf 
course from the start the 2 issues, the homeowners and the golf course were the 2 issues, there are other 
issues, noise, pollution, so forth, but those were the problematic issues and I just wanted to be able to 
understand the impact so that the council could do that.  Does the council have any other questions for DY 
before we go into other deliberations? 

Lang – Mr. Mayor, Ms. Davis raised the point on the document and I was thinking about the same 
document but I didn’t have it with me that clearly says that the approach is less than a mile and the 
document provided for the GPS to be put on the 31 south east end, somehow mysteriously… 

Mastropieri – you gave me a copy of that, and I was trying to see the date on that, 10/07, somebody also 
the put the published minimums that are out there in the publications which says 1 mile, and all the 
information that I’ve been gathering from the folks in the region as they’ve been looking at our plans, they 
are 1 mile, so my first inclination this X in the box was put in the incorrect box because all of the published 
data and all says 1 mile. 

Mayor Martin – this issue has never come up with the FAA that it should be less than 1 mile 

Mastropieri – No 

Mayor Martin – so it’s not in dispute 

Mastropieri – I received information as of yesterday that it indicates 1 mile 
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Mayor Martin – I would still state for the public as council members have pointed and as neighbors have 
pointed out there have been variations in what the FAA has said on one hand and shown on the other.  
There are also circumstances with regard to this where the Airport Manager seemed to send in information 
that was not something that the council necessarily had voted on at this time.   It’s one of a number of 
problems that let us make the changes, but as long as it’s not in contention with the FAA I think 
homeowners could feel reassured. 

Council member – some there is some? 

Mayor Martin – that’s what I’m saying, actually in this case, our own Airport Manager probably filled a paper 
that he thought was within his jurisdiction. Sir? 

 Moore– I have a question, the large map we originally got, we did 7- 9 and the one in the book that says 
proposed alternative says 7-19. Which are we talking about? 

Mastropieri – the latest one that we provided in the full document is the correct version 

Moore – this 7-19? 

Mastropieri – yes 

Person – so you are not physically extending the end of 4-22? 

Mastropieri  - that is correct 

Moore – and you have a lesser displacement? 

Mastropieri – that is correct 

Mayor Martin – thank you, why don’t you stand by and we’ll have a motion and if there’s a motion and a 
second then we’ll have discussion. 

Mastropieri – could I just answer a question that came up from the audience? 

Mayor Martin – please 

Mastropieri – one of the questions that came up was, let’s say an aircraft does overrun and goes into the 
EMAS bed, who pays for that repair, and almost all cases that I know of and David maybe you can help me 
out, the insurance policy of the operator will kick in and will have to pay for the repairs on that.  Now 
remember that the small aircraft the 12,500 and under will not go through. 

Mayor Martin – and we’ll probably be able to use the lawnmower and stuff.  The Festival grounds 

Mastropieri – I don’t think that it’s impacted. 

Mayor Martin – I don’t think it’s on the ALP at this point, the question has come up about the festival 
grounds independently where the complaint was made by a citizen to the FAA that the festival grounds was 
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becoming a permanent change and wasn’t reflected as such on an ALP, in commentary City Managers, 
perhaps you’ve had with the FAA, we’re not asking for that to be decommissioned from the airport, it’s in 
the grounds, it doesn’t interfere with operations, and should the FAA want to use that name for operations 
we would have to relocate but we’re not anticipating that as a problem.  Thank you. 

Calessimo – Mr. Mayor , Id’ like to make a motion to accept the plan that DY has submitted to us today, 
submit it to the FAA and move forward with eventual detailed planning for the Venice airport 

Person – second 

Mayor Martin – okay, moved and seconded.  We’re going to discuss it; we’ll use the 5 minute rule to make 
sure that everyone gets a chance to chat. 

Moore- I think Mr. McKeon gets the chance to speak first. 

McKeon – alright, I guess I’ve been involved in this process longer than anyone up here, I feel like it’s been 
the entire 7.5 years I’ve been on council and I’ve been dealing with airport issues and the last 5 years with 
the Airport Layout Plan.   It is an extremely difficult issue and I thin the council not just this council but prior 
council have really gone out of their way to make it possible for the public to weigh in on every step of this 
issue as we come down the road these last few years and there’s been a lot of difference of opinion.  
Frankly, the question that’s always been in my mind, if in fact this is a C airport like the FAA says it is, then 
why are we spending $13 - $15 million to shoe horn a C airport into a space allocated for a B airport.  Didn’t 
make any sense to me.  But this Council voted on their last meeting, we needed to direct Staff and our 
consultant to get together with the FAA and come up with the compromises that were necessary to address 
the issues the FAA had identified.  The RPZ and the homes in the RPZ, the minimum impact to the golf 
course obviously and certainly safety utility, and compatibility of the airport.  And that’s what this is, a 
compromise.   

This is not my first choice I’ll be honest with you.  I would have voted to send the B 2 proposal that we 
requested DY to give us to send to the FAA to start the process.  We didn’t do that so this is what we have 
to deal with, but it is time to move forward and what does concern me in approving this motion if for 
example we have identified today numerous inaccuracies.  We know that the 2000 layout plan was 
inaccurate in the RPZ and no one picked it up.  We know that the RPZ is inaccurate in the displacement for 
Runway 22, in landings for Runway 22 now.  And there are many other inaccuracies, in fact there have 
been changes to this draft that I have here, for example removing the 160 feet, so very uncomfortable that 
really haven’t nailed down the parameters.  I think we’re dealing with the 50 foot height on the mast, and I 
think we’re dealing most of what we’re talking about today, but I want to get it right and that we’re accurate 
and we don’t run into any big surprises as we go forward but we do need to go forward. 

Zavodnyk – let me begin by first thanking Mr. Coleman for his sincere accolades, I certainly appreciate that, 
and I hope that after he hears me, watches my vote, he’ll be with me in November, but I want to repeat 
some of the comments I made previously when I positioned and I want to stay with that changed position 
and I want to support Mr. McKeon's motion.   The point being that we’ve been at this a long time, we have 
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spent considerable amount of money, not from the general fund, but still from the enterprise fund of the 
Airport, we still have to be sharper in terms of our expenditures, the Venice community, the greater Venice 
community is interested in that come to a reasonable compromise, I think, DY has gone out of its way to 
come up with a solution that meets the interests of all concerned here.  We have spent a considerable 
amount of time at this, as Moore indicated, there are still a lot of unanswered questions. We still need to go 
ahead we need to move on this.  We’ve made considerable progress in the last 6 months on this for these 
reasons I support the motion at this time. 

Lang – well probably no surprise to any of you out there, I am not going to be supporting this plan today, I 
think it’s a very bad plan, I think it is an expansion of our airport, it’s not improving existing utility, it is an 
expansion of existing utility.  After spending $15 million not counting the rehab of 4-22 we still have several 
properties in the RPZ at the northwest at the northeast, we’ve got roads in the RPZ, safety areas that are 
encroaching on right of ways, not a single job is going to be created. $15 million not a single permanent job 
will result from this.  I feel it is a travesty, I feel it is a miscarriage of the FAAs authority. I feel they have 
forced us into this plan, I feel they have gone way beyond their jurisdiction which is really supposed to be 
about safety and they essentially blackmailed our City into accepting this expansion which is a cover up in 
their errors or whatever you want to call them, but their sort of unilateral decision making capricious 
decision making regarding this airport and we’re still stuffing 10 lbs. of flour into a 5 lb. sack, we’re not 
addressing the pollution, the noise contours, the businesses along Airport Avenue, the industry, that we’ve 
talked about for years need to be moved, the jet servicing and maintenance operation service what not 
needs to be moved away from Airport Avenue we have room to move it down south, if the FAA was ever 
going to give us money to me that would have made more sense, instead they’ve never tried to mitigate the 
pollution and help to move these businesses, these legitimate businesses need to be moved from there, 
they never should have sprung up there, across from residences, daycare, assisted living, etcetera, I really 
think that 2 wrongs don’t make a right, and might doesn’t make right, and I for 1 am not going to be bullied 
by the FAA because I really think this is a travesty to the American people.  

$15 million we could solve these problems for much much less money, and as Mr. Moore stated the 
inaccuracy, the documentation, the declared distances, is it 50 is it 65, what is our existing utility.  We’re 
just rushing into something, the people are tired, I’m tired, of course I’m tired, I’ve been dealing with this 
issue for how many years, 6 – 7 yrs now, but I don’t want to have a bad plan that hurts our community that 
doesn’t really affect the pilots and it doesn’t do anything for economic development and it wastes a whole 
lot of money.   My biggest fear is that we’re never going to get this money that after we sit here and agree 
to this plan the FAA is going to turn around in 2 years and say we really justify or we really don’t have this 
$15 million and it’s just a lot cheaper for us if you start condemning the houses and that’s the future we’re 
looking at here, but make no mistake about it I don’t trust the FAA as far as I can throw them. Thank you. 

Council – following Councilman Lang’s remarks, maybe this move doesn’t create any jobs, and I can 
dispute that in my opinion, however it does preserve jobs.  We had the business community from the airport 
testify here that their livelihood and the future of their businesses depended on whether that became a C 
airport.  So to that I can say that we are preserving jobs, we know that people at the Airport have $16 
million invested in their properties, we know their payrolls are substantial and if you look at the pessimistic 
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and most optimistic views how much that airport contributes to our economy it’s as low as $7 and has high 
as $22 million. Once the situation is put behind this I think there will be proper economic development, the 
kind that Venice wants, so we can be discriminating on that.  So I think putting this behind this, it is a 
compromise and they have been involved longer than I have but I agree that it’s time to move on and it will 
have a positive impact on the city. 

Bennett – I will try to keep this simple, I don’t even get as far councilwoman Lang.  I don’t even get to the 
money, I don’t get to the height of the masts. I do not find this proposal to significantly as a practical matter 
enhance the safety of this airport.  As a matter of fact I find it increase the risk of going into the drink in the 
intercoastal waterway.  It discourages people from using what we want to be our noise abatement runway 
by making it too short, it would increase the traffic over Gulf Shores because people will not want to take 
the risk of going into the waterway, they will not want to take the risk of hitting the bridge.  That’s there 
whether it’s up or not.  And I do not think it accomplishes anything of significance for the golf course except 
moving a lot of things around.  So I am not in favor of this plan in the least.  I like EMAS, I think it would be 
very good to put EMAS at the other end of 13-31, that would reduce the risk of someone not making the 
end of the runway and going into the homes.  And that is really all I have to say. 

McKeon – obviously I’m in disagreement with the negative comments.  I think this is a great compromise.  
And I want to point the reason why we are doing all this work for 13-31 is to accommodate the concerns of 
the citizens who own those properties and Judge Moore’s concern as to the efficacy of supporting 
something that had our PC over the house.  We initiated that, we’re not going to take the houses. We will 
have dialogue with the 2 remaining homeowners. We will come to a good solution for them and for the city.  
Additionally the golf course, my mom and dad have been here for 40 years, I’ve played on that golf course 
for 40 yrs I’ve played on it when it was a lot worse condition, it’s in wonderful shape now, I want it to stay a 
municipal-style golf course personally.  In accommodating safety standards we can also improve the golf 
course again, I think the process will go forward with Venice Golf Association as it should. This is the start 
of giving us the allowance, accommodating the concerns of the citizens, the requirements of the FAA and I 
do in fact believe that it makes this a safer airport for those surrounding areas, and I’m very strongly in 
support of this, in cooperation with the FAA.  And I think we have set a couple of standards over the last 
few years, some of it tumultuous, we have a comprehensive planning process now. A builder or a 
developer who wants to come into make a development in a given area is going to be required to have 
dialogue with that surrounding community upfront.  We’ve learned that while it takes a little time to do that, 
quite often the results are best for both the development and the surround community.  Likewise, for the 
first time that I have ever heard of the FAA offered and joined us, a City, to try and develop a cooperative 
plan to satisfy the needs that we specify.  If they came in and told us to pound sand, I believe that they 
could do that, but you wouldn’t see the compromise that we have today.   And finally I think that this is a 
great for a reason that I can’t prove but I have a gut feeling for.  If we did not move forward with cooperative 
efforts of the team and the FAA there is also that most negative option that could have occurred that they 
could take the control away from Venice and give it to some other entity that could run the airport 
effectively.  For example Bradenton Airport Authority.  In my view I don’t know that that would have 
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happened. This airport should remain under our control so that we can be perfectly or imperfectly 
responsive to the citizens of Venice.  Thank you. 

Council – excuse Mr. Mayor, I have written down one thing that is very important, that’s probably why I 
forgot it and that’s to thank all of you and particularly our City Manager for your work on this, I have read 
every single page and looked at every chart much of which was on an airplane and I appreciate the work, I 
think it’s been very thorough.  I’m sorry I didn’t mention it in the beginning. 

Mayor Martin – I want to share a little of my thinking about this with you, I think you know where I am on the 
policy issue.  First, I want to thank the homeowners in Gulf Shores and in Golden Beach and the business 
people and the pilots as well, I can tell you having started this process with the FAA the first year I was 
Mayor that we’ve come a long long way in terms with what was going to happen with this Airport.  It doesn’t 
seem this way if you’re convinced as I am and have been that B would suit this Airport better.  I pursued 
this as vigorously as I could in 3 separate meetings with the FAA.  So I’ve put my position around when I 
voted to not send the B, actually there was a 4:3 vote before that, but I was on the minority side of that, I 
did that for a very practical reason, based on everything I knew, my conversations with the FAA everything 
knew from research, and everything that I knew about the federal government that we were not going to get 
them to move and they were locked in to the position that it was a C.  There’s nothing new here about it, I 
written about it, spoken about it in public, they were not going to change that position and for a variety of 
reasons, most known to them and we’ve speculated numbers about that, precedent for other airports, all 
kinds of things, and it has been a shifting target. 

For example, I was frustrated over the fact that it seemed like their criteria was over 500 for flights, that is a 
published criteria, I went to Washington and spoke with the FAA Director, Catherine Lang for Airports.  
They basically said that isn’t a binding, that’s one factor.  If you were a B and you wanted to be a C, we 
would use that criteria to upgrade you to a C and we would spend the extra money, etcetera, but since your 
already a C, more or less, I came home with the feeling that is was still going to be a C.  And even though 
we had demonstrated around 100, less than 500 it didn’t make any difference.  When I began this I felt as 
though we wanted to try and resolve some of the problems and I thought for a long time, before I was 
Mayor and since I was Mayor if the FAA would take a relook at this there’s no place to expand, they might 
decide that it’s a B, the runway lengths would not be shortened. We’ve made various suggestions, none of 
which came to pass.  But the suggestion came to me, if we don’t make a compromise then the FAA sees 
us a C period, when I first went to Washington, I asked them about EMAS, they said no way, they wouldn’t 
even talk about it.  I asked them about changing some of the declared distances, no way, we don’t do 
declared distances.  And so I think the process, a lot of the correspondence that’s gone to the FAA, a lot of 
the work that’s been done by volunteers here in the community to try and show them the problems have 
that.  I think we did as well as we could in terms of going up there.  I used the best tools that were available 
to me, even though the congress did not support us, I could tell you if some of the things that people were 
afraid of happened, you’d get a lot more congressional support after the FAA put the money into, and 
turned around and changed their position.  That’s a big difference.  Right now though, I do believe we’ve 
got enough to at least get a hearing.  I came back with the feeling they were serious and the fact they 
would send their top people down here to Venice says something, I think that’s a result of all of our efforts.  
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I think it worked I think we’re much better off than we would have been if we hadn’t gone through this 
process, had 3 separate meetings with them, of course others of you have had many more meetings with 
them.  So I can’t be happy about it, it doesn’t meet 100% of my goals, does it protect Gulf Shores, with 
exception of the 2 house, it does.   

Will it make some noticeable difference in the height of the planes over their houses?  It seems like it will. 
Will we be able to based on our electronic monitoring be more proactive if people violate the declared 
distances, we certainly will be in a position to do that and pass that information on.  Will we be able to make 
better golf course? I believe so.  I think we’ll have a longer driving range and I think we’ll have , I was 
impressed by the separations and so forth, so the I’ve said over the years that the purpose of the enemy is 
the good, and if you try to get  everything you sometimes don’t get your, if its 80% or 90% I think we have it.  
I’m taking the time to say this to you because I feel badly for my neighbors, how they feel this is a mistake, I 
feel badly for my colleagues, Bennett and Lang, they feel it’s a mistake, I feel it’s the best we can do and 
that it will represent some improvements.  I asked about the EMAS at the north end and Jim the reason it’s 
not necessarily there is because we have 1000 feet of RSA already and if we put the EMAS in there it 
wouldn’t change the RPZ, it doesn’t change the dimensions of the RPZ, if we put the EMAs in there we 
could pull the RPZ back, it doesn’t work that way. So that’s why it’s at the other end because the only thing 
we could do is to move the runway and get a threshold shift, so that’s why I’m willing to approve this 
motion.  Shall we call a question? 

Council Roll call please 

Clerk – Mr. Bennett 

Bennett – NO 

Clerk – Mr.Carlesimo 

Carlesimo - Yes 

Clerk – Ms Lang 

Lang – NO  

Clerk – Mr. McKeon 

McKeon – Yes 

Clerk – Mr. Moore 

Moore – Yes 

Clerk – Mr. Zavodnyik 

Zavodnyik – Yes 
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Clerk – Mayor Martin  

Mayor Martin – yes.  Motion carries.  I do want to say one last thing, the ALP has shown some dimensions 
along the Airport Avenue for taxiway any hangars, not hangars, just the opposite, terminal, and I have no 
indication from the council that they want to change that on the ALP that the existing definition on the ALP. 

Lange – Mr. Mayor I raised that question and that was never resolved and I’m very concerned about the 
change to that terminal designation to this kind of generic designation that’s going to perpetuate  

Mayor Martin – I don’t want to do that 

Lang – so we’re staying with the terminal plan  

Mayor Martin – yes 

Council – motion to adjourn 

Mayor Martin – approved. 
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Remarks for July 27,2010 Special City Council Meeting
 

Mayor Martin, Council Members, City Staff, City Airport Consultants, fellow 
members of the general public, Good morning. 

I am Nick Carlucci, president of the Venice Aviation Society, Inc (VASI). I 
preface my remarks with a sincere "thank you" to council for affording me 
the opportunity to publicly state for the record VASI support for the ALP 
options just briefed. These options, developed by your city staff and 
consultants in full collaboration with the FAA were only made possible by 
councils' providing the necessary critical guidance. Your individual and 
collective demonstrated moral and political courage to permit this to occur 
is both noted and welcomed. 

VASI supports and recommends your adoption of the briefed ALP options 
for the following reasons: 

1) The absolutely expediential improvement in overall public and 
operational airport safety. 

2) The positive environmental results that overlap the safety 
enhancements. 

3) The reinforcement of a positive Venice brand as "The City on the 
Gulf with an Airport". 

4) The short and long term positive economic impacts for the city and 
region. 

5) Positive reporting in the national and international aviation news 
services. 

6) Compliance with grant assurances and the reservations and 
restrictions of the deeds of transfer. 

Due to time constraints I will only address the first two items and brie'fly 
mention potential funding concerns. 

Safety and Environmental impacts: Rwy 13 - RPZ, Increased landing 
aircraft height above houses when on short final. After crossing the airport 
fence pilots will have enhanced reaction time by landing further on airport 
property and better options if forced to land short. Takeoff - eliminate jet! 



prop wash, dirt, fumes by starting full power take off runs further away from 
the fence line. 

Rwy 31-. Takeoff starting further away from Gulf Shores permits higher 
altitude when crossing the airport fence. Improves the effectiveness of the 
side step maneuver. There are increased and safer options for aborted 
takeoffs - increased runoff area on airport property. 

Rwy 22 - Becomes attractive to use by all classes of aircraft, eliminates 
confusion/ safety concerns of using crossing runways. Enables its effective 
use as calm wind runway. Reestablishes a positive noise mitigation 
program. Overrun area improved. Landing safety enhanced. 

Rwy 4 Landing safety enhanced. Takeoff overrun improved. Taxiway 
adjustments increase separation and ground safety for aircraft. 

Golf Course adjustments enhance public safety. Driving range becomes 
useful for all clubs. 

Funding 

Airport Improvement Program (AlP) projected $ 4 billion> increased by $ 
100 million/yr - federal grants, funded by users of the system. 

Similar to Fed Highway Trust Fund. GA - av gas 19.3 > 24.1 Jet 21.8 > 
35.9 cents/gal 

First $ 3.2 Billion by law goes to Commercial Airports then GA 

Commercial airports also receive Passenger Facility Charge (PFC) 
Program funds. 

Venice grants would cover 97.5% of project costs. VNC has only been 
eligible for grants approximately 3 of last 17 years. The rest of the time the 
city has been noncompliant with Federal regulations hence ineligible. AlP $ 
will be spent - if not here then somewhere else. 

The VASI membership urges prompt approval and then submission of an 
ALP utilizing the briefed courses of action. Bring the city into compliance 
with Federal Regulations and eligible for AlP Grants. 

Thank you. 
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FAA Reauthorization: An Overview o[Legislative Action in the llUh Congress 

Summary 

Funding authorization for aviation programs set forth in Vision 10D---Century of Aviation 
Reauthorization Act (p.L. 108-176) and authorization for taxes and fees that provide revenue for 
the aviation trust fund expired at the end of FY2007. While Federal Aviation Administration 
(FAA) reauthorization legislation was considered during the l10th Congress, the only related 
legislation enacted consisted of several short-term extensions for aviation trust fund revenue 
collections and aviation program authority, thus carrying the issue ofFAA reauthorization over to 
the 111 th Congress. While FAA reauthorization debate has continued during the 111th Congress, 
additional short-term extensions have been passed to extend the authorization of aviation 
programs, funding, and aviation trust fund revenue collections. 

On February 11, 2009, Representative Oberstar introduced the FAA Reauthorization Act of2009 
(H.R. 915). The bill is similar to FAA reauthorization legislation passed by the House during the 
llOth Congress (see H.R. 2881, HOth Congress). H.R. 915, as amended, was passed by the House 
on May 21, 2009. H.R. 915 would authorize almost $54 billion for FAA programs over three 
years spanning from FY2010 through FY20l2. The financing title of the bill would raise fuel 
taxes for corporate jets and other general aviation aircraft, but would keep fuel taxes paid by the 
airlines and passengers' taxes at their current rates. The bill would also allow airports to increase 
passenger facility charges (PFCs), raising the maximum from $4.50 to $7 per passenger. The bill 
would increase authorized spending for facilities and equipment to support development ofNext 
Generation (NextGen) air traffic modernization initiatives, and would authorize increased funding 
for airport infrastructure improvement grants. The bill seeks modifications in FAA management 
and oversight ofNextGen air traffic modernization projects, and includes provisions addressing 
system capacity, aviation safety, environmental issues, and airline industry issues, including 
airline passenger rights issues. The House also passed the Airline Safety and Pilot Training 
Improvement Act of2009 (H.R 3371) on October 14,2009, a bill containing numerous 
provisions related to airline safety. 

On July 14, 2009, Senator Rockefeller introduced the FAA Air Transportation Modernization and 
Safety Improvement Act (S. 1451), containing a two-year FAA reauthorization proposal. The bill 
would authorize $34.56 billion over a two-year span covering FY2010 and FY2011. Unlike the 
Aviation Investment and Modernization Act of 2007 (S. 1300, 1l0th Congress), S. 1451 does not 
contain any proposal for aviation system user fees. Rather, it focuses on accelerating the 
deployment ofNextGen air traffic technologies and a number of safety issues, including the 
safety of air ambulance operations, unmanned aircraft, commuter airlines, and FAA oversight of 
airlines and aircraft repair stations. The bill seeks to streamline the PFC approval process, but 
does not seek any increase to maximum PFC levels. The bill also seeks to improve airline 
consumer service through enhanced disclosure requirements and contingencies for flights that are 
substantially delayed, and it seeks an increase in funding for Essential Air Service (EAS) 
subsidies and small community air service grants. On March 22, 2010, the Senate passed H.R. 
1586 as amended, which is similar to S. 1451 and includes an aviation trust fund revenue title. 
Subsequently, on March 25, 2010, the House passed its amended version of H.R. 1586, titling it 
the Aviation Safety and Investment Act of201O, which incorporates the text ofH.R. 915 and H.R. 
3371. A conference to resolve the differences on H.R. 1586 is pending. This report will be 
updated as needed. 
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Table 1.AviationTaxes and Fees 

Existing Tax or Fee 
Tax or Fee Rate (2009) 

Passenger Ticket Tax 
(domestic) 

flight Segment Tax 
(domestic) 

Cargo Waybill Tax 

Frequent Flyer Tax 

General Aviation Gasoline" 

General Aviation jet Fuel 
(Kerosene)· 

Commercial jet Fuel 
(Kerosene)' 

International 
DepartureJArrivals Tax 
(indexed to CPt) (prorated 
AlaskalHawaii from 
mainland) 

Fractional Ownership 
Surtax on general aviation 
jet fuel 

7.5% 

$3.60 

6.25% 

7.5% 

19.3 centS/galion 

21 .8 cents/gallon 

4.3 cents/gallon 

$16.10 (Alaska/Hawaii to 
mainland - $8) 

NA 

House 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

24.1 cents/gallon 

35.9 cents/gallon 

NA 

NA 

NA 

Senate 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 
35.9 cents/gallon 

NA 

NA 

14.1 cents(gallon 

Source: Compiled by CRS from existing statutes and proposed legislation. 

a. Does not include 0.1 cents/gallon for the Leaking Underground Storage Tank (LUST) trust fund. 

House-passed H.R. 1586 

The House Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure (T&1) does not have jurisdiction over 
the aviation taxes and fees that constitute the revenue stream for the airport and airway trust fund 
(aviation trust fund). The Committee on Ways and Means, which has jurisdiction on revenue 
issues, held a Hearing on the Financial Status of the Airport and Airway Trust Fund on May 7, 
2009. As bad been the case in the 110tb Congress, the T&I Committee recommended an increase 
in the general aviation gasoline tax to 24.1 cents per gallon and in the general aviation jet fuel tax 
to 35.9 cents per gallon, which the Ways and Means Committee chose to support. The Ways and 
Means Committee did not mark up separate legislation on this issue. Rather, the Committee 
provided a Revenue Title, including the proposed fuel tax changes, which was incorporated into 
the House passed version of the bill as an amendment during floor consideration. 

The legislation passed by the House also includes a provision calling for the adjustment of 
existing overflight fees (flights that do not take off or land in the U.S.) (these fees are currently 
used primarily to fund a portion of the Essential Air Service (EAS) program). The FAA is to 
adjust these fees by expedited rulemaking to insure that the fees are reasonably related to the cost 
ofproviding air traffic services for overflights. The bill, however, specifically excludes altitude as 
a factor that must be used in the adjustment of the overflight fees. 
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Table 2. Proposed Reauthorization Funding Levels for FAA Accounts 
($ in millions) 

Account FY2010 FY20J J FY20J2 

FAA Operations and Maintenance (O&M) 

House-passed 9,531 9,936 10,350 

Senate-passed 9,336 9,620 

Conference 

Enacted 

Airport Improvement Program (AlP) 

House-passed 4,000 4,100 4,200 

Senate-passed 4,000 4,100 

Conference 

Enacted 

Facilities and Equipment (F&E) 

House-passed 3,259 3,353 3,506 

Senate-passed 3,500 3,600 

Conference 

Enacted 

Research, Engineering, and Development (RE&D) 

House-passed 215 226 245 

Senate-passed 200 206 

Conference 

Enacted 

Totals 

House-passed 17,005 17,615 19,301 

Senate-passed 17,036 17,526 

Conference 

Enacted 

Source: CRS analysis of House-passed and Senate-passed H.R. 1586. 
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From:  Chuck Schmieler <vabassociation@gmail.com> 
To: <citycouncil@ci.venice.fl.us>, <NWOODLE@ci.venice.fl.us>, Frederick Watt... 
CC: Greg Giles <ggiles@venicegondolier.com>, Bob Mudge <bmudge@venicegondoli... 
Date:  7/22/2010 10:24 PM 
Subject:  Informational Video concerning the DY Assoc./City Staff Venice  Municipal Airport ALP 
proposal 
 
Honorable City Council Members: 
 
Recently I was asked by the Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association, a well 
known organization representing the aviation interests of over 400,000 
members, to make a video which seeks to explore the current design and 
operational issues at the Venice Municipal Airport. 
 
I thought this informational video might be of some interest and help to you 
in evaluating the proposal to be presented to you by DY Associates and City 
staff on July 27, 2010 at 8:30 A. M. 
 
Please accept my apologies in advance for its length and my poor “camera 
presence”. 
 
I would be pleased to accept any comment or and answer any question you 
might have. 
 
To view the video, please click the link below: 
 
http://www.aopa.org/aopalive/?category=advocacygasacontainer&watch=5xcm9rMTqRQbiFjN6W_bsA3fNR6nnkS
u#ooid=5xcm9rMTqRQbiFjN6W_bsA3fNR6nnkSu 
 
Thank you for your interest in our Airport. 
 
Chuck Schmieler 
President, The Venice Airport Business Association 
AOPA ASNV for the Venice Municipal Airport 



 

-----Original Message----- 
From: ljfr@aol.com 
To: vabassociation@gmail.com 
Cc: council@ci.venice.fl.us; ITURNER@ci.venice.fl.us; lstelze@ci.venice.fl.us; 
pjohnso@ci.venice.fl.us; randerson@hall-anderson.com; ggiles@venicegondolier.com; 
bmudge@venicegondolier.com; kim.hackett@heraldtribune.com 
Sent: Fri, Jul 23, 2010 9:17 am 
Subject: AOPA Interview on Airport 

AOPA Interview on Airport 
  
Good Morning Chuck, 
  
I just viewed your interview with John Collins of AOPA. 
  
The tape was very well done, and, as you have always been in our dealings together, 
professional with your comments.  In addition, although you suggested to the contrary in 
your comments transmitting the video, I thought your camera presence was quite 
composed and relaxed; good job! 
  
We share common ground on the issue of effective use, effective useable length, and 
utility of the airport. 
  
There are a variety of terms to describe this condition, but, bottom line, this feature is 
what runway lengths are available today, and in the future based on any changes, under 
contemporary design standards and conditions. 
  
This length is significant as it establishes the utility of the airport.  The utility is the 
criteria FAA uses to evaluate any changes with respect to, is the utility reduced, 
increased, or the same.  FAA insists it can not be reduced, Council does not intend an 
increase, and, the community should support a balanced condition, no increase and no 
decrease. 
  
Those contemporary design standards and conditions, as you pointed out, include a 
reduction in the useable length of 4-22 due to a re-evaluation by FAA of the impacts of 
the drawbridge and a reduction in the useable length of 13-31 due to sail boat masts now 
being recognized by FAA as penetrating the 34:1 approach slope to the 31 end of our 
non-precision instruement runway. 
  
In the video, you mention the effective use of 4-22 as being 2,500-feet due to problems 
under Part 135.  I didn’t hear any effective length mentioned for 13-31 due to the 
incursion of masts into the approach slope on 13-31.  What is your opinion of the  
effective use of 13-31? 
  



Although you and I may have a disagreement on how these conditions reduce the 
effective useable lengths, we both agree that it is less than the 5,000-foot physical 
dimension of the paved surface. 
  
We need to encourage Council to have DY and FAA determine and make available the 
effective useable runway lengths under contemporary design standards as they are 
today so an intelligent evaluation can be made regarding any changes in the utility of our 
airport associated with any proposed plan. 
  
I am always available to discuss further. 
  
Regards, 
  
Mike Rafferty  
 



ORIGINA.L DOClTMENT FOR RECORD
 

JU~ 2 7 20107/26/2010 

Lori, 

Attached are my review comments on the Airport Plan being considered at 
the July 27,2010 workshop; an original attached directly to this note, and 
7 copies clipped together andfollowing this item. 

As there would not be sufficient time to present these comments under the 
Public Participation portion ofthe workshop, I am submitting them to 
you; please take the necessary steps to see that they are incorporated into 
the recordfor this workshop. 

Couldyou also provide the Mayor and each Council Member one ofthe 
copies so they may be considered by them during the proceedings ofthe 
July 27, 2010 Workshop? 

Note that the original copy has severalparts that are highlighted in yellow. 
Unfortunately, the copies did not capture the yellow highlight. However, 
on the copies, the material that is highlighted on the original is also shown 
in italics and underlined to try andprovide similar emphasis. 

I would ask that Council consider the issues raised by these comments and 
for those items they may consider ofsignificance, request they be resolved 
to their satisfaction. 

ORlfJINA.LD()ClTMEJ\TT FOR RE('ORD
 





Constituent Review Comments Page - 1

Page Number Reference is based on DY data posted to the City Server on July20, 2010; 
much of the data posted is dated 7/19/10; however, there are some pages dated otherwise. 

From page 9 

ESCO found the Challenger 600, GulfStream IV. and the Lear 60 to be the most critical 
for assessing the EMAS requirements. 

Comment: These aircraft are not representative of the family of aircraft for 
design purposes at Venice. The Challenger 600 is a C-II aircraft (and none 
are based in Venice) with a required runway length well in excess of 5,000
feet; the G- IV is a D-II with a weight in excess of 70,000 pounds (and none 
based in Venice) with a required runway length in excess of 5,000-feet; the 
Lear 60 is a D-1 with a weight in excess of40,000 pounds (and none based in 
Venice) with a required runway length in excess of5,000-feeL 

From page 12 

Further, based upon DY Consultants-Vector departure operations data collection 
infonnation and survey data of based aircraft and tenants, it was determined that an 
existing runway length of 5,000 feet should be maintained at a minimum to accommodate 
the mix of aircraft currently based at the airport and those that use the airport on a regular 
basis. 

Comment: General observation without technical substantiation. The piece 
ofdata required (and missing) is, what is the utility length ofeach runway as 
it exists today given identified restrictions (including Part 135 operational 
considerations? These are the lengths that establish the "utility" of the 
airport...•the "utility" as it exists today.....•the "utility" which can not be 
reduced by FAA rules. 

Page 13 

At the request ofthe FAA, further analysis and additional data was obtained to verify the 
wind coverage statistics on record for Venice Municipal Airport. Wind data for the 
analysis were obtained from the National Climatic Data Center (NCDC) in Asheville, 
North Carolina for the Venice Pier located just west of the airport for the period 2000 
through 2009. No data was available for 2005 as the National Oceanographic and 
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) upgraded their weather observation 
instrumentation located at the pier during that year. The NCDC compiles data received 
from pier station VENFI which is owned and maintained by the National Data Buoy 
Center (NDBC). The VENFI station is not capable ofproviding visibility and ceiling 
infonnation to generate individual IFR and VFR windroses. However, sufficient wind 
data exists to generate an all-weather windrose to provide an understanding ofwind 
direction and speed at Venice Municipal Airport. 

7/24/2010 



Constituent Review Comments Page - 2

Conunent: This added work -element, along with· several others of minimal 
technical significance, has added considerably to the extra cost to the City of 
Venice and contributes little to improving the plan. Prior extensive analysis 
by Dufresne-Henry and MEAlHansen was suffice for this minor element of 
the project. This extra cost should not have been authorized. This is one of 
several examples where FAA is intentionally adding to the cost of the DY 
effort to the detriment ofthe City who is footing this bilL The study even went 
into developing wind persistener charts (sounds like something more 
appropriate lOr some ofour Council Meetings rather thananvthing to do with 
airports). In all my professional career, stretching over 40 years I have never 
seen a windpersistency analysis associated with airport planning or design. 

Page 20 

Existing "As- Is" Conditions 
Runway 13-31 The existing conditions will serve as a baseline to compare impacts of the 
alternatives. The Runway 13 RPZ contains 24 homes within its C-II dimensions. 
Alternatives will investigate ways to eliminate or reduce that number. 
The center of the intracoastal waterway is located approximately 1,300 feet from the 
approach end ofRunway 31. The waterway is approximately 20 feet below ground 
elevation and is used intermittently by water vessels to and from the Gulf ofMexico. 
Sailboat mast heights above 50 feet would currently clear the, existing 20:1 threshold 
siting surface but slightly penetrate the existing 34:1 approach surface and 40:1 
departure surface when passing by the runway. Research to date indicates that the vast 
majority of all sailboat masts are less than 65 feet. This is a manufacture design 
characteristic generated by the fact that federal highway bridge design criteria call for a 
65-foot waterway clearance (mean high water). Therefore, anY mast greater than 65 teet 
would typically not be able to pass under (non-opening) bridges located throughout the 
us. waterways system. 

Comment: Need to quantify the slight penetration; 65-/00t masts and higher 
are capable of traversing this part of the intracoastal as there are no 
stationary bridges limiting this part ofthe waterway. My calculations suggest 
a 600-foot threshold shift to avoid a 65-/00t mast, which establishes the utility 
length of this runway under today's contemporary standards, our instrument 
runway, to 4,400-/eet; and that's not considering Part 135 restrictions. 

7/24/2010
 



Constituent Review Comments Page - 3

Runway 4-22 

The VGA golf course club house is located within the Runway4 RSA, ROFA, and RPZ 
while the cart storage building is located within the Runway 4 RSA and ROFA. The golf 
course driving range and parts of the golf course that impede compliant RSA and ROFA 
standards would remain and the City would ask the FAA for modifications to standards. 
Runway use remains "as-is" fewer jets will use Runway 4-22 as a noise abatement 
runway on a consistent basis until it is rehabilitated from its present condition as well as it 
lacks a nonprecision approach to either runway end. An existing condition that will be 
considered in the alternatives analysis is the bascule bridge (Circus Bridge) over the 
intracoastal waterway on Business 41 approximately 1,200 feet northeast ofthe existing 
end ofRunway 22. The bridge has two leafs that open on demand for water vessels 
needing more than 25 feet of vertical clearance. The top elevation of the bridge when 
open is approximately 93 feet. The open height of the bridge must be considered for the 
approach, threshold siting and departures surfaces for Runway 4-22. 
According to calculations conducted a 526 foot displaced threshold is necessary to clear 
the existing 20: 1 approach surface. In addition the bridge is located within the Runway 4 
40:1 departure surface. 

Comment: Need to identify the present utility of 4/22. With the updated 
threshold displacement identified by FAA, 526-feet, the utility length of this 
runway under today's contemporary standards is reduced to 4,500-jeet; and 
considering the Part 135 restrictions as recently pointed out by VABA, a 
further reduction to 2,500-jeeL The present utility of this runway is 
significantly less than the physical length of 5,000-jL Consequently, as our 
noise abatement runway, it can take away from 13/31, only those noisy jet 
operations that can operate in an environment of2,500 to 4,500-feeL At best, 
4/22 can function as a noise abatement facility with signifICantly less utility 
than our primary runway. Bottom line, even when 4/22 is rehabilitated, it will 
not be capable of handling the larger noisy C-ll jets; and that is based on 
today's utilityfor that runway. 

Page 24 & 25. Alt lA, add 800-feet 13/31, use declared distance concept, no EMAS 

Relocating the Runway 13-31 thresholds will require an airspace evaluation to adjust the 
existing GPS approach procedures. It appears that the 20:1 threshold siting surface 
would clear intermittent water vessels having a maximum mast height of 50 feet. 

Comment: This alternate seems to have been summarily dismissed without 
much analysis.•.••the distances listed in the declared distance chart do not 
appear consistent with declared distance criteria. Despite the above statement, 
sail boat masts ofgreater than 50-jeet will penetrate the 34:1 approach slope 
to the 31 end ofthe instrument runway. 

7/24/2010 
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Aircraft will fly slightly higher on approach and departure over the residential area off the 
end of Runway 13 due to the threshold being shifted to the southeast. 

Comment: Aircraft will be lower over GulfShores even with the shift in the
 
runway due to the change in the approach slope/rom 20:1 to 34:1.
 

Page 25 & 26, AIt 1B, add 400-feet 13/31, no declared distances, EMAS @ 31 end 

Relocating the Runway 13-31 thresholds will require an airspace evaluation to adjust the 
existing GPS approach procedures. It appears that the 20: 1 threshold siting surface 
would clear intermittent water vessels having a maximum mast height of 50 feet. 

Comment: This alternate seems also to have been summarily dismissed 
without much analysis. Despite the above statement, sail boat masts 0/ 
greater than 50-feet will penetrate the 34:1 approach slope to the 31 end 0/ 
the instrument runway. 

Aircraft will fly slightly higher on approach and departure over the residential area off the 
end of Runway 13 due to the threshold being shifted to the southeast. 

Comment: Aircraft will be lower over GulfShores even with the shift in the
 
runway due to the change in the approach slope/rom 20:1 to 34:1.
 

Page 29, AIt 1C, add 727-feet 13/31, use declared distance concept, EMAS @ 31 end 

It appears that the 20:1 threshold siting surface would not clear intermittent water vessels 
having a maximum mast height of 50 feet. 

Comment: The distances listed in the declared distance chart do not
 
appear consistent with declared distance criteria. The above states a
 
clearance issue with the 20:1 TSS. The real issue is that sail boat masts 0/
 
greater than 50-feet willpenetrate the 34:1 approach slope to the 31 end 0/
 
the instrument runway and there is no reason to preclude encountering
 
masts greater than 65-feet in height (there are no stationary bridges to
 
limit mast heights to 65-feet in this section 0/the intracoastaL)
 

Page 29 & 30, AIt 1D, add 725-feet 13/31, use declared distance concept, EMAS @ both 
ends 

It appears that the 20:1 threshold siting surface would not clear intermittent water vessels 
having a maximum mast height of 50 feet. 

7/24/2010
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Comment: The distances listed in the declared distance chart do not
 
appear consistent with declared distance criteria. The above states a
 
clearance issue with the-1D:-ll'SS.· The FellI issue· isthatstlillHHlt-l'IUIStsof
 
greater than 50~eet will penetrate the 34:1 approach slope to the 31 end of
 
the instrument runway and there is no reason to preclude encountering
 
masts greater than 65~eet in height (there are no stationary bridges to
 
limit mast heights to 65~eet in this section ofthe intracoastaL)
 

Aircraft will fly slightly higher on approach and departure over the residential area off the 
end of Runway 13 due to the threshold being shifted to the southeast. 

Comment: Aircraft will be lower over GulfShores even with the shift in the 
runway due to the change in the approach slopefrom 20:1 to 34:1. 

Comment: Page 32, Alt 1D Plan shows adding 725~eet to the northwest 
end of13131..•..Scribner's error? 

Page 33, Alt IE, Use 1C as config for 13/31, make 4/22 a B-II 

The declared distances or useable runway length available in this scenario would be as 
follows: (Table presented and not shown here) 

Comment: The distances listed in the declared distance chart do not
 
appear consistent with declared distance criteria. The above states a
 
clearance issue with the 20:1 TSS. The real issue is that sail boat masts of
 
greater than 50~eet will penetrate the 34:1 approach slope to the 31 end of
 
the instrument runway and there is no reason to preclude encountering
 
masts greater than 65~eet in height (there are no stationary bridges to
 
limit mast heights to 65~eet in this section ofthe intracoastaL)
 

Maintaining the runway to B-II (4/22) standards only would not provide the FAA 
standard utility necessary for noisier C aircraft to use the runway in a safe manner. RSA, 
ROFA, and RPZ dimensions would be substandard. 

Comment: DY needs to identify the specific aircraft that would be
 
excludedfrom using 4/22 under the described conditions, ie, compliant to
 
all B-II safety requirements in the future compared to those same aircraft
 
that are precluded from using them under the conditions of
 
today..•....they are the same, whether they are a B-II or C-II designation.
 
Having 4/22 the noise abatement runway, as it is under contemporary
 
design standards and operational restrictions, can only handle those
 
aircraft diverted from 13131 that can land on 4,474-feet (the new length
 
for 4/22 based on a re-evaluation of the bridge by FAA) and signifICantly
 
less (2,500-feet cited by VABA) when Part 135 operations are considered.
 

7/24/2010
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4/22 can not accommodate all aircraft that can or will use 13-31 and 
therefore is available only for noise abatement for those aircraft that can 
operate in the 4/22 environment..••.regardless ofwhether or not it is called 
a B-ll or a C-IL 4/22 is what it is, a constrained runway with a major 
restric-tion -a1-theR61'theastendtluzt severely-limits itsU'l'-lUTY••••.forever, 
or at least quite some time! 

Page 35 to 43, Alt 2A, 2B, 2C, and 2D, Four detailed studies changing the 
primary runway from 13/31 to 4/22 

The FAA has indicated they will not support such an alternative as it violates the grant 
assurances currently in place on Runway 13-31. 

Comment: Another questionable expenditure of time and Airport 
Enterprise funds to study something FAA has stated it violates grant 
assurances; although hardly worth pursuing, it would be interesting to 
know exactly what assurance(s) was(were) violated and how (certainly not 
worth a $500,000 Parl16 investigation). This is another example ofFAA 
using their regulations to suit their position without any factual backup. 
Who on the team agreed to take on this added expense? 

Page 35 - 37, Alternative 2A - Primary Runway 4-22 Standard RSA 

Alternative 2A would not meet the runway utility requirements in terms of length. 

Comment: The distances listed in the declared distance chart do not 
appear consistent with declared distance criteria. Those distances are 
listed as 5,000-/eet except on 22 which shows 4,628 ASDA and 4,102 for 
LDA. 

This is the alternative selected for 4/22 along with lC for 13/31, even 
though it is stated that it would not meet the runway utility requirements 
in terms oflength. The recommended alternative also adds 160-/eet onto 
the northeast end. Could not find any explanation/details ofthis 160-/00t 
extension of4/22(?) 

Page 43 - 46 Cost Analysis 

Cost to acquire, provide relocation assistance and raze 24 homes in the Gulf 
Shores Area is shown as $16,690,000 

Comment: As this is the yardstick against which other alternatives are to
 
be measured as far as cost benefit, this is an important number to have
 
accurate, or at least reasonably accurate. Based on the average figures
 
provided, the cost of acquisition is $360,000, relocation assistance is
 
$75,000 and demolition is $250,000,for a total of$685,000 per unit This
 
works out to$16,440,000 rather than the $16,690,000 amount shown by
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DY ($250,000 difference)(btw, looks like all the totals in the estimated total 
cost column are off by $250,000; common excel spreadsheet error). The 
cost to acquire does not come anywhere near the 2009 county assessment,' 
the relocation amount looks reasonable,' the demolition costs are way out 
o.fline~ 1'hec-ost-peJ!unit-is IIWrs realistically-in-ths order ofmagnitude of 
$500,000 for a total cost of $12,000,000. This is the figure against which 
alternatives need to be compared. 

The other costs cited are equally suspect, particularly the dollllrs citedfor 
doing runway extensions; the cost for extensions associated with Alt 1A 
and 1B are $1,150,000for each Alt, even though Alt 1A is 800-feet and Aft 
1B is only 400-feet. Alt 1C and 1D which callfor a 727-/oot extension is 
priced at $1,800,000. Based on my experience, you can not even complete 
an environmental impact study and obtain permitsfor a runway extension 
for less than a million dollars. 

The overall cost numbers need an independent reality check if they are to 
be relied upon. 

Page 47- 50 The Proposed Plan Alt 1C for 13/31 and 2A for 4/22 

Runway 4-22: Alternative 2A - Standard RSA Using Declared Distances and 160 
feet to Runway 22. 

Comment: not clear if intent is to add 160-/eet to 4/22 or not: title says it, 
but not shown on the plan, page 51, although the length on that pllln says 
5,160 x 150. Material previously posted showed the 160-/00t extension. 

The ASDA and LDA shown for 22 stated in this section are 4,840 and 
4,314; on pages 35 - 37, the ASDA was indicated as 4,628 and the LDA 
4,102; which are correct? 

Comments previously cited above under each ofthe alternates: 

Alternative 2A would not meet the runway utility requirements in terms of length. 

Comment: The distances listed in the declared distance chart do not 
appear consistent with declared distance criteria. Those distances are 
listed as 5,000-/eet except on 22 which shows 4,628 ASDA and 4,102 for 
LDA. 

This is the alternative selected for 4/22 along with 1C for 13/31, even 
though it is stated that it would not meet the runway utility requirements 
in terms of length. The recommended alternative also adds 160-/eet onto 
the northeast end. Could not find any explanation/details of this 
extension of4/22(?) 

7/24/2010
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Need to identify the present utility of 4/22. With the updated threshold 
displacement identified by FAA, 526-feet, the utility length of this runway 
under today's contemporary standards is reduced to 4,500-/eet; and 
considel'ing --tht!-Pal'tl.JSrestrktWns- JlS-reu-ntly-pointed out by VABA,.. a 
further reduction to 2,500-/eet. The present utility of this runway is 
significantly less than the physical length of 5,000-/t. Consequently, as our 
noise abatement runway, it can take away from 13/31, only those noisy jet 
operations that can operate in an environment of2,500 to 4,500-feet. At best, 
4/22 can function as a noise abatement facility with significantly less utility 
than our primary runway. Bottom line, even when 4/22 is rehabilitated, it will 
not be capable of handling the larger noisy C-Il jets; and that is based on 
today's utility for that runway. 

Page 29. Alt 1C, add 727-feet 13/31, use declared distance concept, EMAS @31 end 

It appears that the 20:1 threshold siting surface would not clear intennittent water vessels 
having a maximum mast height of 50 feet. 

Comment: The distances listed in the declared distance chart do not
 
appear consistent with declared distance criteria. The above states a
 
clearance issue with the 20:1 TSS. The real issue is that sail boat masts of
 
greater than 50-feet will penetrate the 34:1 approach slope to the 31 end of
 
the instrument runway and there is no reason to preclude encountering
 
masts greater than 65-/eet in height (there are no stationary bridges to
 
limit mast heights to 65-/eet in this section ofthe intracoastaL)
 

This proposal needs to stand the test of cost benefit, is it the most
 
economical of the options available, ie, is removing 24 homes less
 
expensive than this proposal and the test on airfield utility, ie, is the utility
 
increased, decreased, or the same as it is under contemporary standards;
 
the key, what is the utility of our airport today (including any Part 135
 
operational consideration)
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-------.---------------._----------

To: Venice Town Council, Venice, FL. 

JU~ 2 7 2010 
Re: Pollution from Venice Airport 

My wife and I purchased a home at 409 Sunset Dr. on August 06, 2007. 
Prior to this purchase we seasonally rented on Golden Beach Boulevard for 
seven years. During the rental years we would clean our furniture on our 
small porch noticing a black residue that collected on our cleaning cloths. 
Our simple explanation, it was the common air pollution that originates in 
western states and carried by the westerly winds to Florida. In our rental we 
noticed that bare footed people in our home had "black bottomed feet" 
which we attributed to our lack of cleaning. We adopted a cleaning schedule 
to eliminate the problem. The black persisted; we then placed the blame on 
an old air heating and cooling system. 

We moved into our Sunset Drive winter home on November, 2007 after a 
complete renovation that included new airlheat system, updated duct work, 
new tile floors etc.; everything inside and out freshly painted. At last we 
would not have to tolerate the "black bottomed feet" from our previous 
rental home. It took three weeks for the "black feet" to appear again. We 
logically reasoned that this was a material brought into the house by foot 
traffic. It also collected in our pool filter, our pool screen, clung to our house 
walls, our tile roof, etc. Upon talking to friends from the Sawgrass and 
Jacaranda areas, we have discovered they have similar "black bottomed feet 
problems" which tends to indicate that this is a town wide problem. 

I began to notice our new driveway pavers installed in spring of2009, 
(colored a light pink) were showing black tire marks. I reasoned if these 
marks were carbon rubber from tires then our car tires would wear out in 
quick fashion. Apparently the carbon left on the driveway was not black 
carbon from the tires but black carbon deposited from the air. 

In the winter of2010 we noticed our white tile roof had turned black in 
just three years. Last May 3 & 4, 2010 we had the roof pressure-washed. 
We were stunned to see piles of black oily residue accumulating on our 
sidewalk and driveway pavers during the pressure washing. We collected in 
a clean container a good amount of the black residue. 



---------------_._---_.__._---------

On May 05, 2010 I attended a Town Council Airport meeting concerning the 
proposed increase of larger jet aircraft. This meeting and the above 
mentioned circumstances led me to suspect that this black carbon substance 
is unburned carbon from jet fuel. To prove this without a doubt, I have 
suornittedthe-substance"coliected-from ourrnofto-anindependent analytical 
chemical test lab. The chemist called me today saying, 'the preliminary 
results lead me to believe that this material is carbon fuel". He explained to 
me that he had worked 'previously for oil companies and was familiar with 
study results for particles like these. Most disturbing to me was his remark 
that these particles are highly carcinogenic and once ingested within the 
body are of the type that will not dissolve. "Studies have proven," he said, 
"that this material causes lower IQ's and earlier deaths". He is submitting to 
me a final report by this week's end. As I will be in Venice for a few days 
next week, I intend for this report to be available for the Venice Town 
Council to review. 

Sincerely, 

H. William (Geoff) Geoffrion 



From:  <RITAKUTIE@aol.com> 
To: <lstelzer@ci.venice.fl.us> 
Date:  7/24/2010 10:00 AM 
Subject:  Venice Airport Discussion 
 
Lori: 
  
Please distribute the following message to Council Members and City  
Manager.  Thank you. 
  
  
"After following the VNC “airport issue” carefully for the past 40 months  
and generally for the past 25 years, I urge you to submit a “B” Airport  
Master Plan Update.  Despite FAA bureaucratic and self-perpetuating management  
tactics, verifiable statistics and other empirical evidence indicate that  
Venice has never been a “C” facility.  
The FAA has for years endorsed inflated operations counts (currently by at  
least 300 percent).  A verified operations count now available should be the  
starting point in analyzing not only projected airport activity but its  
impact on the community as defined in the city’s comprehensive plan recently  
submitted for state approval."   



From:  "joyce ranalli" <joyce-in-venice@comcast.net> 
To: "Lori Stelzer" <lstelze@ci.venice.fl.us> 
Date:  7/26/2010 1:17 PM 
Subject:  For distribution to Mayor and Council 
 
Dear Mr. Mayor and Council Members: 
 
The two main goals and concerns of Golden Beach regarding the airport are noise reduction and no increase in jet 
traffic over our neighborhood. I feel the proposal before you solves neither of these problems and will only make 
them worse for our residents. Please keep the airport the way it is, save taxpayers twelve million dollars, and show 
us you care about our quality of life. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Bruce Lebedun 
President, Golden Beach Associates, Inc.  



































 

 

 

APPENDIX B 

Agenda and Presentation  



 

Venice Pier Wind Data – January 2000 – December 2009 

  



Lake Venice Golf Course – Preliminary Plan A and B 
Alternatives and Budget Analysis 

  



Preliminary Non-Precision Instrument Approach 
Information – Runway 4-22 

  



Alternatives - Runway End Profile Drawings 
 



AGENDA 
SPECIAL MEETING 

VENICE CITY COUNCIL 
COUNCIL CHAMBERS – 401 West Venice Avenue 

 
July 27, 2010 – 8:30 A.M. 

 
 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
ROLL CALL 
 
I. UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
 

A. Lisa Mastropieri, DY Consultants: Proposed Alternative for Airport Layout Plan 
                (15 min) 
a. Review of Alternatives Process and Meetings with Federal Aviation 

Administration (FAA) 
b. Engineered Materials Arresting Systems (EMAS) Presentation – 

Engineered Arresting Systems Corporation (ESCO) 
c. Summary of Aircraft Counting Program 

 
II. AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION 
 
III. COUNCIL ACTION 
 

A. Proposed Alternative to Allow DY to submit Airport Layout Plan to Federal 
Aviation Administration to Begin Their Review Process 

 
IV. ADJOURNMENT 

 
*   *   *   *   *   *   *   * 

 
If you are disabled and need assistance, please contact the City Clerk’s office at least 24 hours 

prior to the meeting. 
 
NOTE: No stenographic record by a certified court reporter is made of this meeting. Accordingly, 
any person who may seek to appeal any decision involving the matters noticed herein will be 
responsible for making a verbatim record of the testimony and evidence at this meeting upon 
which any appeal is based. 



Bringing the
N

AIRPORT

pieces together… New
Opportunities

AIRPORT 
WORKSHOP

SPECIA

Presented to 

Venice City Council
d th Citi f V iSPECIAL

MEETING
and the Citizens of Venice

July 27, 2010

Venice 
MunicipalMunicipal 

Airport
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Bringing the The City and DY metg g
pieces together… The City and DY met 

with the FAA on May 6th, 
Welcome & Introductions

June 9th and June 30th 
11th to discuss viable

Welcome & Introductions

Summary FAA Meetings

Meeting Summary 11 to discuss viable  
Alternatives for the 
i t

g y

Declared Distances

Proposed Alternative
airport.EMAS   

Aircraft Counts

At the June 30th meeting 
a Proposed Alternative

Council and Public input

a Proposed Alternative 
evolved from the 

ki i
Slide 2Slide 2

working sessions.



Bringing the
pieces together… Meeting Summary

Representatives from Washington, D.C. 
tt d d ll tiattended all meetings
Goals and objectives were identified
O 15 lt ti di d iOver 15 alternatives were discussed in 

detail
Wind Anal sis completed to determineWind Analysis completed to determine 

primary runway
Golf Course reviewed and “concepts”Golf Course reviewed and “concepts” 

developed
Profile views of existing and alternativesProfile views of existing and alternatives 

developed to show threshold siting surface, 
departure surface approach surface

Slide 3

departure surface, approach surface



Bringing the
pieces together… Meeting Summary

Preliminary Airspace reviews conducted 
f GPS f ibilit R 4 22 d 13for GPS feasibility on Runway 4-22 and 13-
31 new threshold locations

Ci B id i d f thCircus Bridge required further 
investigation with regard to open height and 
impactsimpacts

Vessels using the intracoastal
Declared DistancesDeclared Distances 
EMAS
Order of magnitude cost estimatesOrder of magnitude cost estimates
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Bringing the
pieces together…Alternatives Dismissed Immediately

Do-Nothing

Acquisition program in Runway 13 RPZ

Relocating Runway 13-31 or Runway 4-22

Re-orienting Runway13-31 or Runway 4-22

Relocating the airport
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Bringing the
pieces together… Alternatives Investigated in Detail

Shifting the runways

Declared distances

Use of EMAS

Hybrids using B-II/C-II combinations
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Existing Conditions
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Bringing the
pieces together… Key Considerations

Maintain design standards and operational g p
utility of primary runway (equal landing and departure 
lengths, equal approach capabilities, maintain ARC)

To extent practicable, relocate Runway 13 
RPZ onto airportRPZ onto airport

To extent practicable provide standardTo extent practicable, provide standard 
RSA on Runway 4-22

Use of EMAS is an option
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Bringing the
pieces together… Key Considerations

Provide adequate wind coverage

Circus Bridge

Intracoastal Waterway and vessel masts
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Proposed Alternative
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Alternative 2E Runway 13 End RPZ
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Bringing the
pieces together… Declared Distances

Takeoff Run Available – TORA 

Takeoff Distance Available – TODA

Accelerate-Stop Distance Available – ASDA

Landing Distance Available – LDA

Slide 12



Takeoff Run Available – TORA 

The length of runway declared available andThe length of runway declared available and 
suitable for satisfying takeoff run requirements.

TORA = 5,000’

13 31

400’ of 
Pavement 
R d

Departing Runway 31 35’ Setback and 
312’ EMAS

327’ Displacement Unavailable 
for Use in Takeoff Calculations

Removed

727’ of Pavement Added, 
with 327’ Displacement

Slide 13

for Use in Takeoff Calculations with 327  Displacement



Takeoff Distance Available – TODA 

The length of the TORA available plus theThe length of the TORA available plus the 
length of the clearway, if provided

TODA = 5,000’

13 31

400’ of 
Pavement 
R d

Departing Runway 31 35’ Setback and 
312’ EMAS

327’ Displacement Unavailable 
for Use in Takeoff Calculations

Removed

727’ of Pavement Added, 
with 327’ Displacement

Slide 14

for Use in Takeoff Calculations with 327  Displacement



Accelerate-Stop Distance Available – ASDA
The length of the TORA plus the length of the 
t if id d f th l ti d

p

stopway, if provided for the acceleration and 
deceleration of an airplane aborting a takeoff

ASDA = 5,000’

13 31

400’ of 
Pavement 
R d

Departing Runway 31 35’ Setback and 
312’ EMAS

327’ Displacement Unavailable 
for Use in Takeoff Calculations

Removed

727’ of Pavement Added, 
with 327’ Displacement
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for Use in Takeoff Calculations with 327  Displacement



Landing Distance Available – LDAg

The length of runway declared available g y
and suitable for landing an airplane

LDA = 5,000’

13 31

400’ of 
Pavement 
R d

Landing Runway 31 35’ Setback and 
312’ EMAS

327’ Displacement Unavailable for 
Use in Landing Calculations

Removed

727’ of Pavement Added, 
with 327’ Displacement

Slide 16

Use in Landing Calculations with 327  Displacement



Proposed Alternative Runway 13-31p y

TORA= 5,000’

ASDA = 5 000’
TODA= 5,000’400’ of 

Pavement 
R d

LDA = 5,000’
ASDA = 5,000Removed

13
TORA= 5,000’

31

ASDA = 5 000’
TODA= 5,000’

727’ f P t

35’ Setback and 
312’ EMAS

LDA = 5,000’
ASDA = 5,000’ 727’ of Pavement 

Added, with 327’ 
Displacement
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Proposed Alternative Runway 4-22p y

TORA= 5,000’
160’ of 
Pavement 

ASDA = 4 840’
TODA= 5,000’

526’ Displaced 
Th h ld

Needed for 
Runway 22 
ASDA and 
LDA S f t

LDA = 4,314’
ASDA = 4,840 ThresholdLDA Safety 

Factors

04 22
TORA= 5,000’

ASDA = 5 000’
TODA= 5,000’

LDA = 5,000’
ASDA = 5,000’
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Sample Airfield Facility Directory Entry
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Bringing the
pieces together… Approach and Departure Notes

Drawbridge can be classified as a Low

pp p

Drawbridge – can be classified as a Low 
Close-in Obstruction less than 200’ and 
listed in the Takeoff/Departure section of thelisted in the Takeoff/Departure section of the 
Approach Procedures 

Intracoastal Vessels above 50-65 feet - can 
be classified as a Low Close-in Obstructionbe classified as a Low Close in Obstruction 
less than 200’ and listed in the 
Takeoff/Departure section of the ApproachTakeoff/Departure section of the Approach 
Procedures 
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Bringing the
pieces together… Alternatives Investigated in Detail

ESCO-EMASESCO EMAS
OverviewOverview

M D id H ldMr. David Heald

Slide 22



Alternatives Evaluation Summary and Cost – 13-31
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Alternatives Evaluation Summary and Cost – 4-22
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Proposed Alternative Summary and Cost
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Bringing the
pieces together… Next Steps

City Accepts or Rejects Proposed Plan

p

If Accept:
- Complete ALP and submit to FAA (1 month)
- FAA Review Process Begins – complete 
airspace and technical reviews (could take 6 
months minimum)months minimum)
- Accepted “Contingent upon Environmental 
Approval of Projects”
- Environmental Assessment: includes social 
impacts - business and public as well as all 
NEPA categories and public involvementNEPA categories and public involvement 
(minimum 1 to 1.5 years)
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Bringing the
pieces together… Next Steps (con’t)

City Accepts or Rejects Proposed Plan

p ( )

If Accept:
N f d l f d b d d- No federal funds can be expended on 

design until EA is complete (design 
minimum 6 12 months if fast tracked)minimum 6 - 12 months if fast-tracked)
- Preliminary Design – Possibly 2012

Funding not guaranteed but needs to- Funding not guaranteed, but needs to 
be PROGRAMMED NOW!
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Bringing the
pieces together… Next Steps (con’t)

City Accepts or Rejects Proposed Plan

p ( )

City Accepts or Rejects Proposed Plan

If Rejects:If Rejects:
- No Future Funding

Homes Remain in RPZ- Homes Remain in RPZ
- Runway 4-22 RSA remains 
substandard City must improve RSAsubstandard – City must improve RSA 
on their own if rehabilitate with own 
fundsfunds
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VNC 6 Months 2010

Aircraft Operating Sensors 2010 Preliminary Data
Venice Counting Sensors Preliminary Data Count January 2010 June 2010Venice Counting Sensors, Preliminary Data Count, January 2010‐June 2010

Operations = Departure x2 Jan‐10 Feb‐10 Mar‐10 Apr‐10 May‐10 Jun‐10
A‐I 1,958 1,624 2,142 2,416 2,286 1,482, , , , , ,
A‐II 10 10 12 14 14 6
B‐I 92 112 132 168 120 92
B‐II 152 160 182 154 144 142
C‐I 24 24 32 28 14 8
C‐II 2 0 8 14 8 4
D‐I 6 4 8 4 6 6
D‐II 6 4 0 0 0 0D‐II 6 4 0 0 0 0
H 0 0 4 2 6 0
A/C in ? 0 0 2 0 2 2
Touch and Gos x 2 2,942 2,656 2,844 2,444 3,434 2,646
Total Operations 5,192 4,594 5,366 5,244 6,034 4,388

Total Ops % Change from 2009 N/A N/A (0.20) 37.99 13.32 (17.74)



Bringing the
pieces together…

Other Items & CommentsOther Items & Comments
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Profile for Proposed Alternative – Runway 13-31
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Profile for Proposed Alternative – Runway 4-22
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