Committee of the Whole Agenda
July 14, 2021
6:00 PM
Virtual Zoom Meeting https://zoom.us
Meeting ID: 699 640 6767 Password: 85916111
To join via phone: 1-312 626 6799 US (Chicago)
We encourage participating via Zoom but you may also attend in person at
Middleton City Hall Council Chambers, 7426 Hubbard Avenue

Posted on the City's web site at meetings.cityofmiddleton.us/
Call to Order
Roll Call
Discussion Items for Committee of the Whole Direction
1.)

Airport Master Plan Background Information/Origin & Purpose of Master Plan

2.)

Various Topics Raised by the Public
a. City Related Issues (non-technical)
b. Operational Concerns
c. Financial Questions
d. Environmental

3.)

Alternatives from the Airport Master Plan
a. Runway 10/28 (Current Paved East-West Runway)
b. Runway 01/19 (Current Turf North-South Crosswind Runway)
c. Hangars
d. Current Pattern vs. Change to Right Turn

4.)

Community Survey Proposal from Polco

5.)

Discussion of Alternatives

Adjourn
POSTED: July 9, 2021 3:30 p.m.
It is possible that members of and possibly a quorum of members of other governmental bodies of the municipality may be in attendance at this
meeting to gather information; however, no action will be taken by any governmental body at this meeting other than the governmental body
specifically referenced in this notice.
Any person who has a qualifying disability as defined by the American With Disabilities Act that requires the meeting or materials at the meeting
to be in an accessible location or format must contact the City Administrator at (608) 821-8350, 7426 Hubbard Ave., Middleton, WI at least 24
hours prior to the commencement of the meeting so that any necessary arrangements can be made to accommodate each request.
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Airport Master Plan Background Information/Origin &...

Committee of the Whole Agenda
July 14, 2021 – 6:00 PM
Virtual Zoom Meeting https://zoom.us
Meeting ID: 699 640 6767 Password: 85916111
To join via phone: 1-312 626 6799 US (Chicago)
Anyone concerned about long distance charges who would like phone access other than by the listed
long-distance telephone number should contact the City Administrator at 608-821-8358

We encourage participating via Zoom but you may also attend in person at
Middleton City Hall Council Chambers, 7426 Hubbard Avenue
Posted on the City's web site at meetings.cityofmiddleton.us

Call to Order by Council President Olson
Roll Call
Discussion Items for Committee of the Whole
1) Airport Master Plan background information
a. Origin and Purpose of Master Plan
2) Various Topics Raised by the Public
a. City related issues (non-technical issues)
i. City of Middleton Resolution 1998-20 “Intent for Morey Airport
Property”
ii. Survey of the community
iii. Concerns over eminent domain
iv. Does the Airport affect property values?
v. Questions concerning special events at airport
vi. What is the City’s liability in the event of an airplane accident?
b. Operational concerns
i. Will changes attract larger aircraft?
ii. Why not just rely on the Dane County regional Airport?
iii. Safety of operations
iv. Can the City impose restrictions on aircraft operations?
v. Making unleaded aviation fuel available for purchase at the Airport
(C29)
c. Financial questions
i. Estimated costs and the cost-effectiveness of alternatives
d. Environmental
i. Aircraft noise and noise complaints
ii. Air pollution, particularly emissions from aircraft using leaded fuels
iii. Additional impervious area and the potential for increased flooding
iv. Water quality
v. Zoning and incompatible land use
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3) Alternatives from the Airport Master Plan
a. Runway 10/28 (Current Paved East-West Runway)
i. 3 options – No Change, Alternatives 1-2
1. No change in length (keep at 4000 feet long)
2. Alternative 1 - Increase in length by 200 feet (to 4200 ft)
3. Alternative 2 - Increase in length by 440 feet (to 4440 ft)
b. Runway 01/19 (Current Turf North-South Crosswind Runway)
i. 9 options – No Change, Alternatives 1-8
1. No change in length or location of turf runway (keep at 1800
feet)
2. Alternative 1 – Reduce in length by 550 ft to separate two
runways (to 1250 ft)
3. Alternative 2 – Reduce in length by 800 feet to separate two
runways and to bring Runway Protection Zone (RPZ) onto
airport property (to 1000 ft)
4. Alternative 3 – Shorten, shift runway north, and realign turf
runway (to 1270 ft)
5. Alternative 4 – Eliminate turf runway, no crosswind runway
6. Alternative 5 – Shift runway north, pave and increase in length
by 1480 feet (to 3280 ft) – requires land acquisition and
relocation of Schneider Rd.
7. Alternative 6 – Shift runway north, pave and realign (02/20) to
avoid obstacles and to increase in length by 1480 feet (to 3280
ft), taxiway on east side of runway – requires land acquisition,
relocation of Schneider Rd.
8. Alternative 7 – Shift runway north, pave and realign (02/20) to
avoid obstacles and to increase in length by 1480 feet (to 3280
ft), taxiway on west side of runway – requires land acquisition,
relocation of Schneider Rd.
9. Alternative 8 – Shift runway north, pave and realign (02/20) to
avoid obstacles and to increase in length by 2400 feet (to 4200
ft) – requires land acquisition, probable elimination of
Schneider Rd.
ii. Notes:
1. Alternatives 5, 6, 7, and 8 all feature longer, paved north-South
runway.
2. Due to wind conditions generally favoring planes taking off to
the north, a longer paved North-South runway is likely to
become the main runway for many of the planes using this
airport.
3. Redirecting more planes to the north may reduce many of the
overflights and noise complaints from populated subdivisions
to the east and west of the airport.
c. Hangars
i. 4 (or 5) options – No Change, Alternatives 1 and 1b, 2-3
1. No change to Hangar locations at the airport
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2. Alternative 1 and 1b – Hangar development on current airport
property
3. Alternative 2 – Requires land acquisition northeast of airport
for hangars to be located east of crosswind runway 01/19
4. Alternative 3 – Requires land acquisition north of airport for
hangars to be located west of crosswind runway 01/19, north
of the Solar Array
ii. Notes:
1. Hangar placement is highly dependent on runway
configuration
2. Hangar placement will also be dependent on environmental
issues
d. Current Pattern vs. Change to Right-Turn
4) Community Survey Proposal from Polco
i. Questions should be regarding topics within the scope of a Master
Plan
ii. All questions to be developed independently by a company that
specializes in surveys
5) Discussion of Alternatives
Adjourn
Posted:
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DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
CITY OF MIDDLETON
7426 HUBBARD AVENUE
MIDDLETON, WI 53562-3118

To:
Date:
From:
Subject:

PH 608.821-8343
FAX 608.827.1080
E-MAIL: mopitz@cityofmiddleton.us
WEB: www.CityofMiddleton.us

Committee of the Whole
July 9, 2021
Mark Opitz, City Planner & Zoning Administrator
Airport Master Plan Presentation and Discussion

The Airport Master Plan Advisory Committee (on 5/20/21) and Airport Commission (on 6/3/21) have
both provided their feedback and recommendations regarding the no-action and development
alternatives that Mead & Hunt developed as part of their contract to prepare a current airport master
plan for Middleton Municipal Airport—Morey Field (C29). These recommendations are now before
the Middleton Common Council, which of course has the final decision on what alternatives the
updated airport layout plan (ALP) should include.
Through Resolution 2019-31: Airport Master Planning Process, the City has committed to undertake a
survey of residents of the City and the Towns of Middleton and Springfield before the airport master
plan and airport layout plan are finalized and adopted. This survey is not part of Mead & Hunt’s scope
of services. Included in your meeting packet is a proposal which City Administrator Mike Davis
obtained from Polco to undertake a professionally-conducted survey.
Following the Common Council eventual action and direction, Mead & Hunt will undertake four final
tasks as part of their contracted scope of services:
• Develop a Land Use Plan that will be made part of the Airport Layout Plan (ALP).
• Prepare Noise Contours depicting the future 10-year build-out condition of the airport and the
corresponding projected level of activity.
• Develop a Financial Plan depicting future projects and their anticipated costs, funding sources,
and consideration of the Airport’s revenues and expenses.
• Draft a new ALP and submit it to the Federal Aviation Administration for review and approval.
The Airport Master Plan project website, https://www.cityofmiddleton.us/455/Airport-Master-Plan,
contains the various master plan chapters and appendices that have been prepared and revised to date:
 Chapter 1: Inventory
 Chapter 2: Aviation Demand Forecast
 Chapter 3: Facility Requirements
 Chapter 4: Environmental Setting
 Chapter 5: Alternatives Analysis
This website also contains a wide variety of additional resources, including sections on public input,
resources relates to airport master plans, and previous City actions related to airport planning.
City staff welcome your input and guidance for how to proceed with the airport master planning
process.
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Preparation of a Master Plan for
Middleton Municipal Airport-Morey Field (C29)
COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
CITY OF MIDDLETON, WI
JULY 14, 2021
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Existing
Conditions
Airport property boundary
Runway protection zones
Location of airport-based
businesses
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1 mile

1 mile
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2019 Population
Estimates
(within 2 miles of
primary runway)
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Airport Master Plans (AMP): Background
What a master plan is:

What it is not:

Comprehensive planning document
that considers many local and industry
factors

Not an engineering level document

Usually considers a 20-year planning
horizon

Not the final step in enacting
alternatives

Flexible document that adapts to local
needs

Not the same for every airport

Not a rigid “blue print” for future
development

Not a decision making document, but a
guide

Anticipates what is projected to
happen, and encourages what the
community wants to happen

Not environmental approval to begin a
project
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An AMP is a comprehensive study of an airport
Describes short, medium, and long term development
Synchronizes airport growth with community growth
Considers the road map for any development
Reflects the goals and concerns of the community
Prepared with guidance from FAA Advisory Circular #150/5070-6B
https://www.faa.gov/documentLibrary/media/Advisory_Circular/AC_150_5070-6B_with_chg_1&2.pdf
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Setting the stage for current planning process (1)
Master plan completed in 1990 by Morey Airplane Company
1998: City decided to purchase airport instead of allowing it to be converted into a
business park, for various reasons.
◦ Important component of the region’s transportation and economic infrastructure
◦ Buffer between business parks and highly productive farmland (thereby reducing development
pressure)
◦ Ability to accommodate storage of flood water while limiting impact on Pheasant Branch Creek

Resolution 1998-20: Intent for Morey Airport Property
◦ Envisioned 4,000 ft. primary runway and no paved crosswind runway
◦ Final Resolved clause envisioned possibility for future changes:
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, when and if there is a need to make improvements to the airport, the City will
welcome further public input and will hold, at a minimum, one public hearing on the proposed improvements.
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Setting the stage for current planning process (2)
Late 1990s/Early 2000s: City purchased airport and was allowed by FAA & BOA
to develop current facility after completing an Airport Layout Plan and
Environmental Assessment
Due to strong demand, City used lottery system to assign the original 39
hangar lots; shortly thereafter, a hangar waiting list was established; 4
additional hangar site on east end of airport added about a decade later.
September 2014: Council adopted Resolution 2014-65 to petition WisDOT
Secretary for Airport Improvement Aid (included request for funding for
master plan)
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2014 Petition for Airport Improvement Aid
BOA requires an airport sponsor to submit updated petition every 6 years or
less
Petition lists any project for which the City may request funding over the next 6
years; a project (such as a master plan) cannot receive Federal funding unless
listed on an approved petition
Among a long list of potential projects, the petition included “Prepare a Master
Plan and Environmental Assessment”; “Update Airport Layout Plan”
Petition also listed a crosswind runway, hangar development, land acquisition
(any of which could be outcomes of the master plan) as well as enhanced
runway lighting, navigational aids, snow removal equipment building, purchase
terminal building, floodplain mitigation, sealcoating/crack-filling, etc.
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Catalysts for preparing the airport master plan
Periodic requests for:
◦ additional hangar space (longtime waiting list)
◦ longer primary runway (insurance requirement for some operators)
◦ paved crosswind runway (increased safety during strong north/south wind)

Summer 2016: Accommodating the placement of surplus fill from Laser Express
site development
◦ BOA was willing to provide 50/50 State/City funding to prepare “micro master plan” for the
northeast end of the airport property

Summer 2017: Solar array project
◦ This set the stage for undertaking a comprehensive master plan
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Establishing parameters of planning process
September 2017: Airport Commission, Common Council approve Scope of Services
for a full Master Plan/Airport Layout Plan. TIF is funding City’s 20% share ($50,000).
Early 2018: BOA commits Federal $ to cover 80% ($200,000) of project cost; Acting
as City’s agent, they approve Mead & Hunt scope of services with minor revisions.
March 2018: Airport Commission discussed conducting a community survey in
addition to the airport user survey & expanding advisory committee (AMPAC) to
include representatives from both Towns
July 2018: Amendment #1 to M&H Agreement (to satisfy FAA mapping
requirement related to solar array project)
Spring 2019: Council establishes AMPAC and appoints members
June 2020: Amendment #2 to M&H Agreement (emphasizing inclusion of
“no-action” alternatives as well as on-site hangar development options)
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Airport Master Plan Advisory Cmte (AMPAC)
Committee formation was identified in Mead & Hunt’s scope of services
Intent:
◦ Act as a sounding board for proposed development alternatives
◦ Serve as a conduit for information among various interest groups

December 2018: Airport Commission recommended that membership include
representatives from Towns of Middleton & Springfield as well as an airport skeptic
Members also represented other airport stakeholders: MADC (owner of terminal
building), Friends of Pheasant Branch Conservancy, the two largest businesses
based at the airport, Chamber of Commerce, Plan Cmsn, and Council
First meeting 4/11/19; last meeting 5/20/21; 8 meetings + 2 open houses
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Initial Project Timeline
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Factors extending project scope and timeline
Strong public interest and participation beginning with creation of AMPAC
(e.g., additional open house scheduled, more Mead & Hunt staff involved,
responses to questions/comments from the public)
FAA required additional consultant work on aviation forecasts (including better
quantification of existing operations)
Project team devoted more resources to noise analysis (e.g., logging public
input regarding perceived flight tracks), compatible land use discussions, and
other environmental factors
Review of Town of Middleton consultant communications
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Public involvement
March 2018: Airport manager reports two people inquired/expressed concern about
potential airport plans
April 2019: First AMPAC meeting (about 50 people attended); public comments accepted
throughout the meeting, which led to part of consultant’s presentation being postponed
City makes arrangements to record subsequent AMPAC meetings and hold them in the
Council Chambers
May 2019: Concerned residents begin speaking at Airport Cmsn mtgs.
Open Houses held May 2019 (at Kromrey) and April 2021 (via Zoom)
In total, more than 10 hours of public comments accepted as part of AMPAC’s work (spread
across 10 meetings totaling over 34 hours)
Public also provided comments at Common Council meetings
21
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Surveys
User Survey #1 – Summer 2018

◦ Technical, 36-question survey focusing on existing airport users
◦ Administered through City’s Polco account; airport manager notified based tenants and frequent users about
survey availability via email
◦ 93% said existing primary runway does not pose operational constraints; 38% said they do not use turf
crosswind runway, for various reasons
◦ Served as basis for Aviation Forecast (Chapter 2 of master plan)
◦ Airport Cmsn members concerned survey did not adequately reach prospective airport users (7/16/18)

User Survey #2 – Fall 2018

◦ Supplemental, 6-question survey recommended by AC members in August 2018
◦ Administered through SurveyMonkey by Mead & Hunt; Capital Flight provided contact info for 1,275 aircraft
owners in 8-state area using subscription-accessed database
◦ 37% of respondents said existing runways meet their needs
◦ Conclusions removed from master plan due to how survey was formulated and administered

Private survey by “Middleton Area Good Neighbors” – May 2019
◦ Limited, selective distribution
◦ Results hosted on Town of Middleton website
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Questions, comments regarding background?
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Topics raised by the public
City-related (non-technical) issues
Operational concerns
Financial questions
Environmental
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Non-technical issues
Resolution 1998-20 “Intent for Morey Airport Property”
Survey of the community
Potential use of Eminent Domain
Effect on nearby property values
Questions concerning special events at the airport
City’s liability in the event of an airplane accident
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Operational concerns
Will changes attract larger aircraft?
Why not just rely on Dane County Regional Airport (MSN)?
Safety of operations
Can the City impose restrictions on aircraft operations?
Making unleaded aviation fuel available for purchase at the airport

Financial questions
Estimated costs and the cost-effectiveness of alternatives
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Environmental
Aircraft noise and noise complaints
Air pollution, particularly emissions from aircraft using leaded fuel
Additional impervious surface area and potential for increased flooding
Water quality
Zoning and compatibility of land uses in vicinity of airport
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Map shows typical
aircraft flight patterns
along with sources of
noise complaints
from 2nd half of 2020
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Alternatives: East-West Runway 10/28
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Alternatives: North-South Runway 01/19 (1)
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Alternatives: North-South Runway 01/19 (2)
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Alternatives: Hangar Development
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Example of detailed analysis in Chapter 5

33

Page 32 of 35

Alternatives: No-Action is always an option
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Staff Observations
Strong consensus to shift northward the runway protection zone that currently extends across
Airport Road, affecting two parcels in the business park (Runway 01/19)
An improved North-South runway would increase safety when the wind is out of the north or
south and decrease use of the East-West runway, thereby reducing the number of aircraft that fly
over residential areas west and east of the airport.
A slight lengthening of the east-west runway would not significantly change the mix of aircraft that
currently use C29 nor alter the character of the airport.
Requests for additional hangar space have been strong for over a decade.
The no-action alternatives were always envisioned to be the baseline condition for the Airport
Master Plan, but in response to public input the City amended the consultant scope of services to
ensure that the concept of making no changes to the runways and hangars would be explicitly
stated as one of the possible outcomes of the planning process.
Increased public participation appears to be the result of the City making efforts to involve a
variety of airport stakeholders, including through membership on AMPAC.
Noise complaints increased markedly as the master planning process got under way. Nearly all
noise complaints are associated with piston (non-jet) aircraft that already use C29.
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Questions? Comments?
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Various Topics Raised by the Public
a. City Related Issues (non-technical)
b. Operational Concerns
c. Financial Questions
d. Environmental

Airport Master Plan Theme

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
Summary
As part of the airport master planning process, City officials proactively reached out to a full range of
airport stakeholders and welcomed public comments at nearly every AMPAC and Airport Commission
meeting. Stakeholder input has been extensively documented by the consultant’s project team and City
staff. The Common Council has committed to undertake a community survey and continue to accept
public input prior to the City’s aviation consultant completing the master plan and developing the
Airport Layout Plan (ALP). There will be additional, formal opportunities for the public to provide input
in the event the Council decides to proceed with a project requiring environmental review in accordance
with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process.

Resources
 Resolution 1998-20: Intent for Morey Airport Property
Since the City began the airport master planning process, several commenters have frequently
stated that the City isn’t abiding by the terms of Resolution 1998-20. The last line of this
resolution is seldom if ever mentioned. This clause reads:
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, when and if there is a need to make improvements to the
airport, the City will welcome further public input and will hold, at a minimum, one
public hearing on the proposed improvements.

 Public Input at Airport Master Plan Advisory Committee (AMPAC) meetings and
two open houses
AMPAC accepted more than 4 hours of public comment as part of meetings plus at least another
6.5 hours during the two open houses. Summary Table with Links to Public Input at AMPAC
meetings

 Public Input at Airport Commission meetings since 2016
City staff have compiled in one document the public comment and references to airport master
plans made at Airport Commission meetings since 2016. The Airport Commission welcomed
public input at meetings for many years, long before there was talk of preparing an airport
master plan. The master plan topic has appeared on Airport Commission meeting agendas
frequently since July 2017. Comments from concerned residents began in May 2019. In May
2021, Chair John Hallick announced that public comment would no longer be accepted, in part
because the public was making comments regarding items not on the agenda, which in turn at
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times resulted in discussion during the meeting regarding the items that were raised, thereby
creating the potential for violations of Wisconsin’s Open Meetings laws. This became a key
reason why the city administrator advised committee chairpersons and staff to discontinue
public comments at committee meetings, directing the public instead to provide their
comments at Common Council meetings.

 April 10 Master Plan Open House Comments and Responses
Appendix I (as in the letter “eye”) of the master plan identified 20 themes to the comments
provided as part of the April 10 open house, with responses prepared by the project team. The
final 36 pages of the appendix document in nearly transcription form the statements provided
by each commenter. The level of effort was far greater than originally envisioned in the
consultant scope of services (Section 3.2, page 5), which stated that “one formal
opportunity for public involvement is planned.”

 FAA Guidance regarding facilitating public involvement during preparation of an
airport master plan
Link to FAA website: see pages 25-29 of the FAA Advisory Circular 150/5070-6B). The City
created the Airport Master Plan Advisory Committee (AMPAC) and held a public informational
meeting in the Spring of 2019, early in the planning process, and public input was accepted at all
but the last AMPAC meeting. The following FAA paragraph about Timing seems particularly
relevant:
Public involvement has its greatest impact during the early stages of the planning
process, before irreversible decisions have been made and while many alternatives can
be considered. When the stakeholders become involved before major decisions or
commitments are made, the planners can better deal with issues of community concern
and improve the chances of reaching a consensus on controversial matters. If
stakeholders become aware that the important decisions were made before they were
invited to participate, they may distrust the planners. In addition, when public
involvement opportunities are not provided until late in the planning process, there may
not be enough time to make significant changes. The tendency, instead, will be for
planners to merely defend previously determined courses of action, rather than exploring
any new alternatives. An effective public involvement program will usually avoid such an
undesirable outcome.

 Future public input opportunities
The Common Council has committed to conduct a community survey with a geographic extent
that doesn’t just cover the City but also the Towns of Middleton and Springfield. This
commitment was formalized through Resolution 2019-31: Airport Master Planning Process,
although the community survey concept was first discussed by the Airport Commission more
than a year earlier in March 2018. In the future, any Common Council decision to move forward
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with a project using Federal funding will trigger the NEPA process, which would likely entail
either an Environmental Assessment or possibly a full Environmental Impact Study, depending
on the scope of the project. Either of these Federally-defined environmental review procedures
would involve one or more public hearings.
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Airport Master Plan Theme

AIRCRAFT NOISE AND COMPLAINTS
Summary
Mead & Hunt’s project team devoted significant resources to analyzing noise associated with aircraft
operations in the vicinity of the airport. Their work is documented in more than 20 pages of the
Environmental Setting chapter. Separately, City staff have documented noise complaints received each
year since 2010. It is clear that the number of noise complaints increased markedly as the master plan
project got under way and after the City established an online noise complaint reporting system
(although numerous complaints are still filed via phone or email).

Resources
 Aircraft Noise Analysis in Draft Airport Master Plan
Pages 13-35 of Environmental Setting chapter)

 C29 Noise Complaint Reporting System
Information about the dedicated phone line and on-line reporting form developed by the City

 Change in number of noise complaints since 2010
Chart showing annual number of noise complaints (2021 is a projection based on complaints
filed thru 6/30/21)

 Noise complaint locations (2nd half 2020) with typical aircraft flight patterns
Map presented at January 7, 2021, Airport Commission meeting

 Examples of noise complaints
Sample statements provided by noise complainants in 2021 as recorded in the City’s online
request tracker system

 Examples of airport manager reports to the Airport Commission
Excerpts from recent monthly reports.
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Airport Master Plan Theme

LEAD EMISSIONS FROM AIRCRAFT
Resources
 FAA initiatives concerned leaded aviation fuel
Memo from Administrative Intern Gertrude Waigumbulizi

 Airport Commission Chairperson perspectives
Email from John Hallick, 6/16/21

 Map showing distances from ends of primary runway (10/28)
Distances coincide with measurements used in the Geospatial Analysis article

 Articles provided to Airport Master Plan Advisory Committee members
Three articles provided by Bob Bartholomew:
o
o
o

A Geospatial Analysis of the Effects of Aviation Gasoline on Childhood Blood Lead Levels
Cost of IQ Loss from Leaded Aviation Gasoline Emissions
The Effect of Leaded Aviation Gasoline on Blood Lead in Children.

 Article: “Options for Reducing Lead Emissions from Piston-Engine Aircraft
National Academy of Sciences, 2021

 Article: “Myths & Realities of Leaded Aviation Fuel
Prepared by Center for Environmental Health for Friends of the Earth
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Alternatives from the Airport Master Plan
a. Runway 10/28 (Current Paved East-West Runway)
b. Runway 01/19 (Current Turf North-South Crosswind...
c. Hangars
d. Current Pattern vs. Change to Right Turn

MIDDLETON MUNICIPAL AIRPORT MASTER PLAN

Alternatives Summary
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MIDDLETON MUNICIPAL AIRPORT MASTER PLAN
RUNWAY 10/28
Build Alt 1: Extend to 4,200 feet

Build Alt 2: Extend to 4,440 feet

Beech 99

Maximum Runway Length
that maintains RPZs within
existing property boundaries

Aircraft weighing < 12,500 lbs.
w/ 10+ passenger seats

Build Alt 3: Extend to 4,730 feet

Build Alt 4: Extend to 5,440 feet

King-Air 350

Citation V

Jets weighing > 12,500 lbs.

Turboprops weighing > 12,500 lbs.
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MIDDLETON MUNICIPAL AIRPORT MASTER PLAN
CROSSWIND RUNWAY
(TURF)

1,250 feet

1,000 feet

1,250 feet

14 acres

2 acres

Build Alt 1:
Shorten Runway 550 feet

Build Alt 2:
Shorten Runway 800 feet
44

Build Alt 3:
Shorten Runway 550 feet,
Realign and Shift North

Build Alt 4:
Close Runway 01/19,
Redevelop area
for
other
Page
3 of
13 uses

MIDDLETON MUNICIPAL AIRPORT MASTER PLAN
CROSSWIND RUNWAY
(PAVED)
Realign Schneider Rd.

Realign Schneider Rd.

Realign Schneider Rd.

Close Schneider
Rd.

3,280 feet

3,280 feet

East-Side Taxiway

Build Alt 5:
Realign Schneider Rd; Pave Runway
01/19 to 3,280 feet

3,280 feet

4,200 feet

West-Side Taxiway

Build Alt 6:
and
Build Alt 7:
Realign Schneider Rd; Pave and Rotate
Runway 02/20 to 3,280 feet
45

Build Alt 8:
Close Schneider Rd; Pave and
Rotate Runway 02/20 to 4,200 feet
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MIDDLETON MUNICIPAL AIRPORT MASTER PLAN
HANGAR DEVELOPMENT

Pheasant
Branch Creek
(North Fork)

Schneider Rd.
can remain

Pheasant
Branch Creek
(South Fork)

Penni Klein Park

Build Alt 1A:
On-Airport Development
(West)

Emergent
Wetlands

Crosswind
Runway rotated
and extended

Runway 01/19
can remain

Localizer
Antenna

Build Alt 1B:
On-Airport Development
(East)

Schneider Rd.
relocation

46

Build Alt 2:
Off-Airport Development
(North-East)

Build Alt 3:
Off-Airport Development
(North-West)
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CITY OF MIDDLETON
AIRPORT MASTER PLAN ADVISORY COMMITTEE
Thursday

May 20, 2021

5:30 p.m.

MEETING MINUTES
Meeting materials are available on the City’s website, http://meetings.cityofmiddleton.us/Meetings
A video recording of the meeting is available at: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=fJsJVQHVhZQ

Call to Order
Chair Burck called the meeting to order at 5:31 p.m.
MEMBERS PRESENT: Bob Bartholomew, Robert Burck, Dan Dresen (part of meeting), Ray Fey (part of
meeting), Mike Frank, Jade Hofeldt, Julie Loeffler, Richard Morey, Deana Porter, Cynthia Richson, John
Schaffer, Mark Warshauer (most of meeting)
MEMBERS ABSENT: Kevin Munson
OTHERS PRESENT: Mark Opitz (City staff); Evan Barrett, Colleen Bosold, Barbara Michael, Laura
Morland, Greg Stern, Chris Reis (Mead & Hunt staff); Josh Holbrook (Bureau of Aeronautics); Gurdip Brar,
about 20 members of the public
Motion by Loeffler/Richson to amend the agenda to add Opportunity for Public Comment immediately prior to
adjournment. Chair Burck ruled the motion out of order.
Motion by Loeffler/Richson to appeal the ruling of the chair. Roll call: Voting in favor: Loeffler, Richson;
Voting in opposition: Bartholomew, Burck, Fey, Frank, Hofeldt, Morey, Porter, Schaffer, Warshauer. Motion
failed 2-9, with Dresen abstaining.
Approval of February 25, 2021, Meeting Minutes
Motion by Schaffer/Frank to approve the minutes as prepared. Motion passed 12-0.
Discussion/Action Items
1. Appendix I – Master Plan Open House Comments and Responses
(25.07 of the recording)
Richson spoke about air quality, lead emissions, cost, and incompatible land use.
Motion by Richson/Bartholomew to add as an option to close or relocate Morey Airport to a more compatible,
vacant land location. Chair Burck ruled the motion out of order.
Motion by Richson/Bartholomew to appeal the ruling of the chair. Voting in favor: Bartholomew, Richson;
Voting in opposition: Burck, Fey, Frank, Hofeldt, Morey, Porter, Schaffer, Warshauer Motion failed 2-8, with
Loeffler abstaining. Dresen was absent.
Richson provided specific comments and/or recommendations regarding the following sections of Appendix I:
 Comment #2 (Town of Middleton listserv message): the response doesn’t make much sense
 Section R (regarding property values): provide additional information from ACRPS report
 Section A.iii (regarding hobby users): Remove the word “only”
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Comment #20 (Richson): Add “a different number of 470” for clarification.
Section N (regarding pilot shortage): Add citation or soften language.

Bartholomew disagreed with some of the comparisons made in Section N.
Motion by Bartholomew/Richson to add Fred Klancnik’s April 21 comments to Appendix I. Voting in favor:
Bartholomew, Richson; Voting in opposition: Burck, Fey, Frank, Hofeldt, Loeffler, Morey, Porter, Schaffer,
Warshauer Motion failed 2-9. Dresen was absent.
Motion by Bartholomew/Richson to incorporate Fred Klancnik’s April 21 comments as part of the minutes of
this meeting. Voting in favor: Bartholomew, Richson; Voting in opposition: Burck, Fey, Frank, Hofeldt,
Morey, Porter, Schaffer, Warshauer. Motion failed 2-8, with Loeffler abstaining. Dresen was absent.
Opitz and Burck expressed gratitude to Mead & Hunt’s project team for the amount of effort they devoted to
recording the comments and preparing responses, some of which also involved collaboration with city staff.
2. Chapter 5 – Alternatives Evaluation
(1:01:50 of the recording)
Burck asked each committee member to share their thoughts regarding the Runway 10-28, Runway 01-19,
hangar development, and traffic pattern alternatives that were carried forward from the previous meeting. Stern
stated that the evaluation worksheets are intended to be a tool to help evaluate the various factors associated
with each alternative.
Richson noted that Section 1.2.3 of the Inventory chapter needs to be updated and she said that the City’s
recently adopted comprehensive plan should influence the evaluation of alternatives. Bartholomew spoke about
why he prefers a no-build scenario for the runways. Hofeldt spoke about keeping the airport as a self-sustaining
enterprise. Loeffler spoke about promoting sustainability in terms of public health and the environment. Morey
stated that expansion wouldn’t necessarily increase airport revenue and recommended that the City study
whether runway improvements and additional hangar leases would cover increased operating expenses. Richson
spoke about the FAA’s letter approving the aviation forecast, a BOA project funding report, and the importance
of transparency regarding the justification and approval of future projects. She also asked for clarification
regarding the length requirements for the primary runway (Table 5-1):
In response, Stern stated the following:
 An airport master plan by itself does not provide justification for proceeding with a project.
 A project cannot be justified for Federal funding unless there exists a “Regular Use Threshold” of 500
or more annual operations.
 For a project to proceed, there needs to be environmental approval, justification, and funding.
 The environmental review process entails a public hearing.
 Mead & Hunt is scoped to put together a capital improvement plan commensurate with the selected
alternatives.
 The 500-operation threshold is met for turboprop aircraft with 10+ passenger seats, which includes the
Beech Airliner 99.
The discussion continued with several committee members speaking about the safety of runway operations, the
correlation between runway improvements and use, the inability to prohibit certain aircraft from using the
airport, insurance requirements, third-party risk, aircraft noise, variation in elevation around the airport,
instrument approach procedures, aircraft emissions, de-icing facilities, and the potential use of eminent domain.
Committee members then identified their individual preferences regarding the shortlisted set of alternatives that
stemmed from the February meeting (starting at 1:58:05 of the recording):
2
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AMPAC member

Bartholomew

Affiliation / Roles

Runway 10/28

Runway 01/19

No Build
Alt. 1: 4,200’ runway
Alt. 2: 4,440’ runway

No-Build
Alt. 2: Shorten to
1,000’
Alt. 3: Shorten to
1,250’
Alt. 6: Pave to 3,280’;
taxiway east
Alt. 7: Pave to 3,280’;
taxiway west

Hangar devel.
No-Build
Alt. 1B: On-airport
Alt. 2: Expand East
Alt. 3: Expand North

Traffic Pattern
Maintain Left Turn
Switch to Right Turn
(all four runways)

No-build

Alt. 2

No-build

Right turns

No-build

Alt. 6 or possibly 7

Alt. 2

Maintain

No-build

Alt. 2 or 3

No-build

No opinion

Alt. 2

No-build

Alt. 1B

Right turns

Alt. 2

Alt. 6

Alt. 2

Town of Springfield
resident
Airport manager; Business
based at airport
Pilot (not based at C29);
City resident
MADC rep

No-build

No-build

No-build

Maintain for now;
open to right turn
Maintain

Alt. 2

Alt. 6 or 7

Alt. 2

Maintain

Alt. 2

No-build

Alt. 1B

Maintain

Richson

Town of Middleton
government rep.

No-build

Alt. 2

No-build

Right-turn

Schaffer

Plan Commission rep.

Alt. 2

Alt 6 or 7

Alt. 2

Right-turn

Warshauer

Friends of Pheasant
Branch rep.

No-build

Alt. 3

No-build

Maintain

Burck
Dresen
Fey
Frank
Hofeldt
Loeffler
Morey
Munson
Porter

City resident who lives
beneath 10/28 approach
Common Council rep;
Committee chair
Town of Springfield
government rep.
Airport Cmsn. Rep; pilot;
City resident
Chamber of Commerce
rep; City resident
Business based at airport

(absent)

(absent)
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As part of this discussion, several committee members provided their rationale for their perspectives.
There was consensus not to add the preferences of the two absent members to this tally.
Mayor Brar thanked committee members for their work.
Conclusion of AMPAC's Work and Next Steps in the Master Planning Process
(3:01:05 of recording)
Richson inquired about the timeline for review by the Airport Commission and Common Council as
well as for administering the community survey. Burck and Opitz reiterated that the City intends to
work with Town officials before administering the survey.
Adjournment
Moved by Richson/Schaffer to adjourn. Motion passed, and the meeting adjourned at 8:33 p.m.

Minutes prepared by City Planner & Zoning Administrator Mark Opitz. Given that this was the
final AMPAC meeting and the group will not be reconvening, AMPAC Chair Robert Burck has
approved these minutes as prepared by staff.
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MIDDLETON AIRPORT COMMISSION
Thursday June 3, 2021 5:00 p.m.
MEETING MINUTES – Final
Meeting materials are available on the City’s website. https://www.cityofmiddleton.us/112/Agendas-Minutes
Meeting recording is available at: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=pPQZMn8RC_Q&t=5s

CALL TO ORDER & ROLL CALL
Chair Hallick called the virtual meeting (held via Zoom) to order at 5:02 p.m.
MEMBERS PARTICIPATING ONLINE: Michelle Bond, Gurdip Brar, Robert Burck, Luke
Fuszard, John Hallick, David Lorman, Kevin Munson
MEMBERS ABSENT: None
OTHERS PARTICIPATING ONLINE: Rich Morey, Mark Opitz, Josh Holbrook (Bureau of
Aeronautics), and about two dozen others
Proof of Posting and Notice
Opitz reported that the meeting notice had been posted in accordance with the open meetings law at
City Hall, at the airport, and on the City’s website, and he had distributed the notice via the City’s
airport listserv.
Election of Officers (chair, vice-chair)
Burck nominated John Hallick to serve as chair; Brar seconded the nomination. There were no other
nominations. Commissioners voted 7-0 to elect Hallick as chair.
Brar nominated Robert Burck to serve as vice-chair, Fuszard seconded the nomination. There were no
other nominations. Commissioners voted 7-0 to elect Burck as vice-chair.
Minutes of May 6, 2021, meeting
Motion by Burck/Lorman to approve the minutes as prepared. Motion passed 6-0, with Brar
abstaining.
Reports
1. Airport Manager Report
There were no questions about the report provided by Morey for the meeting packet.

G:\Data\Admin\AD2020\Commit\Airport\mins draft AC 2020-02-06.docx
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Discussion/Action Items
1.

Airport Financials

Hallick stated that the month-end report for May looked normal. There were no questions.
2. Airport Master Plan
Commission members discussed the various options described in John Hallick’s memo and in the
minutes of the May 20 Airport Master Plan Advisory Committee meeting.
Runway 10/28 Alternatives
(6:25 of recording)
Commissioners each shared their views:
 Bond: At first favored Alt. 1 (4,200’ extension) but now supports Alt. 2 (4,440’ extension).
 Brar: No-Build. We have one of the safest airports; there’s no need to add to it. Need to make
decisions that are in the interest of the whole region. User survey indicated 93% satisfied with
existing runway length. Pilots have option to land at MSN. No direct benefit to taxpayers. We
don’t want bigger airplanes. Only small percent of people who live and work in Middleton use
the airport.
 Burck: No-Build.
 Fuszard: Supports No-Build in a vacuum; difficult to justify additional 440 feet.
 Munson: Alt. 2, because it’s better to have the safety margin. Favors longer runway as long as it
doesn’t facilitate larger aircraft to use the airport. Airports such as Middleton’s are key reliever
airports without which the national aviation infrastructure would fail.
 Lorman: Alt. 2. Used to think runway length was fine, but one can never have enough runway
in terms of safety. Doesn’t believe it will increase traffic or change mix of planes given trends
in aviation. Need to look forward into the future and recognize Middleton is growing. If funding
is available, why not take it? Otherwise may limit our ability to get funding in the future.
 Hallick: Adding length adds safety and won’t change things much. Runway length is just one
component of safety. Runway protection zone remains on existing airport property. Approach
would not be lowered because it’s defined by obstacles to the west, but will have a higher
minima. He bristles at the rationale that keeping runway shorter is a way to discourage pilots
from using the airport. The safety of surrounding community is linked to safety of the pilots.
Motion by Brar/Burck to recommend the No-Build alternative. Roll call vote: Brar, Burck, Fuszard
voted in favor; Hallick, Lorman, Munson voted no; Bond abstained. Motion failed 3-3.
Runway 01/19 Alternatives
(29:50 of recording)
Commissioners each shared their views:
 Hallick: This is the most pivotal issue facing the airport. Prevailing winds favor 01/19. A paved
runway would help consolidate two traffic patterns into one. Over 50% of planes that fly over
the Town of Middleton will be diverted to the north. About 90% of existing aircraft could use a
north-south runway 3,200 feet in length. It would provide a backup runway for when the other
is closed for maintenance. A shortened 01/19 runway would not be a functional equivalent to a
2
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4,000 ft. runway. Only a few planes could use Alts. 2 and 3, whereas Alts. 6 and 7 make it open
to most current aircraft. Would prefer Alt. 8, but Alt. 6 or 7 is the best we can do.
Bond: No-build.
Brar: No-build or Alt. 1 if it is acceptable to existing runway users. Don’t want to disadvantage
pilots who currently use the turf runway. Can see how Alt. 6 or 7 would be helpful by removing
some traffic from Runway 10/28, but concerned about price tag and impact on Schneider Road.
Burck: Strongly favors Alt. 6 or 7 because they 1) address the RPZ issue, 2) provide a 3,280 ft.
runway that is usable by about 90% of current aircraft without severing Schneider Rd., and
3) help address noise concerns from residents west and east of the airport. While allowing RPZ
to continue to extend south of airport limits is permissible, it’s beneficial to shift it onto airport
property.
Fuszard: Favors Alts. 2 or 3. Concerned about not negatively affecting tailwheel pilots.
Lorman: Favors Alts. 6 or 7, but maintaining a turf runway is very important because pilots
need to learn to operate on a variety of surfaces. Airport is a training facility; pilots receive their
endorsements here. Does not favor shortening existing runway.
Munson: Favors Alts. 6 or 7 to enhance safety (landing in a crosswind is very difficult) and to
move up to 60% of traffic away from the west end of the airport. Development of alternatives is
a way to document alternative viewpoints at the time that the master plan is being drafted.
Times change, demand changes, infrastructure has to respond to community growth. Has heard
two main themes from the public: preservation of land and aircraft noise over residential areas,
especially west of the airport. Communities should work together to develop compatible land
uses. Building an airport is the best way to preserve land. A paved runway will facilitate more
hangar development, which will help generate income. He estimates this would increase traffic
1 to 5%.

During this discussion, Opitz noted that Bob Blettner, the owner of the two corner lots south of Airport
Road, has requested that the City shift the RPZ off his property. Morey stated that neighborhoods that
now experience overflights were not established when runway patterns were put in place. He noted that
tailwheel aircraft continue to operate between the taxiway and runway and that there is no specific
guidance whether they can or cannot. He said that the reality is that tailwheel pilots could operate in
this fashion unless FAA says otherwise. Hallick expressed disappointment that these operations are
occurring. Morey spoke about not having the ability to enforce turf operations. He added that not all
crosswind landings are dangerous.
Motion by Hallick/Munson to recommend Alternative 6 or 7. Roll call vote: Bond, Burck, Hallick,
Lorman, Munson voted in favor; Brar, Fuszard voted no. Motion passed 5-2.
Hangar Alternatives
(1:07:40 of recording)
Opitz reviewed the alternatives developed by Mead & Hunt. Commissioners each shared their views:
 Munson: Favors Alt. 2. He doesn’t think adding hangars will significantly increase traffic but it
will bring in more revenue.
 Lorman: Favors Alt. 2
 Hallick: Alt. 2. He believes there is room to put in a separate turf runway north of the solar
array (see below).
 Fuszard: No-build.
 Burck: Alt. 2
3
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Bond. Alt. 2.
Brar: Alt. 1 as long as there are no creek channel or floodplain impacts. Favors construction of
smaller hangars, not 100’x100’ hangars. There’s a need to validate the demand for hangar space.

Motion by Hallick/Burck to recommend Alternative 2, recognizing that some adjustments may be
necessary. Roll call vote: Bond, Burck, Hallick, Lorman, Munson voted in favor; Brar, Fuszard voted no.
Motion passed 5-2.
Traffic Pattern Rotation – standard vs. non-standard
(1:19:30 of recording)
Hallick stated that the impetus for changing to a clockwise (non-standard) pattern was to send aircraft over
farmland, which he said is accomplished by having a paved north-south runway. He noted that changing the
traffic pattern could lead to complaints from different people, and he spoke about the “embedded learning”
that pilots have from having flown the existing pattern. Commission members each shared their views:
 Bond: No opinion.
 Brar: No opinion but ok with keeping it standard. (He excused himself from the meeting.)
 Burck: Maintain standard; agrees that a paved north-south runway provides benefits of a right-turn
pattern.
 Fuszard: Maintain standard.
 Hallick: Maintain standard.
 Lorman: Maintain standard.
 Munson: Maintain standard.
Motion by Burck/Lorman to recommend continued use of the standard (counterclockwise) traffic pattern.
Motion passed 6-0.
Hallick stated that he sees a potential opportunity to establish a new, east-west turf runway north of the solar
farm. He said this would provide at least 400 feet of separation from the centerline of Runway 10/28 and he
believes this could be placed on the ALP and be federally funded. He cited the lack of Federal guidance
regarding turf operations adjacent to a paved runway.
Holbrook responded that Mead & Hunt’s scope did not include evaluating a third runway and that he’s 95%
sure that FAA would not help fund a third runway at a general aviation facility. He stated that airports
typically establish a turf runway on their own.
Motion by Hallick to recommend that Mead & Hunt and the Common Council look at the possibility of
establishing an east-west turf runway north of the solar farm. Motion died for lack of a second.
Future Events, Agenda Items
Opitz said that the City is evaluating the transition back to in-person meetings although it may still provide
a hybrid option.
Adjournment
Motion by Fuszard/Lorman to adjourn. Motion passed 6-0, and the meeting adjourned at 6:34 p.m.

Minutes prepared by City Planner & Zoning Administrator Mark Opitz based on his notes of the meeting. These
minutes are not official until approved at a subsequent meeting.
4
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Community Survey Proposal from Polco

Middleton, WI
Middleton, WI

Mike Davis

Reference: 20210706-151500935

7426 Hubbard Avenue

City Administrator

Middleton, WI 53562

mdavis@ci.middleton.wi.us

United States

6088218358

Quote created: July 7, 2021
Quote expires: October 4, 2021
Quote created by: Damema Mann
damema@n-r-c.com
+1 (303) 226-6983

Products & Services
Item & Description

Quantity

Unit Price

Total

1

$15,500.00 / year

$15,500.00 / year

Polco Custom Research Subscription
Plan Level 2

for 1 year

Enhance your use of Polco by implementing a
custom survey. The custom research
subscription plan includes 1 survey per 12month period.
All Polco Premium Features are available to you
during your subscription term to engage with
your target audiences. Respondents answer
questions via Polco's civic surveying and
engagement platform which includes real time
results and the option to have respondents
verified against voter lists. As participants
respond they become part of your community's
digital panel available for follow up questions,
surveys, polls, and other engagement.
We will weight and analyze your data and
create unique charts and graphs to illustrate the
results of your survey. Reporting will include a
short executive summary, an explanation of the
study methodologies, demographic and
geographic comparisons, and national
benchmarks (if applicable and where
appropriate and if response is sufficient by
subgroup).
All levels include a guide on how to use your
communication channels to build your
subscriber panel.
Level 2
A representative sample of residents (or other
appropriate stakeholders) will be invited to
complete the survey to ensure statistically
significant response and results. We will use
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statistically appropriate methodologies to
garner community-wide representativeness
with at least a 6% margin of error (4-6% is
typical and meets best practices for
performance measurement, about 250-450
responses) per local jurisdiction. The invitations
will contain an introduction outlining the
importance of the survey and instructions for
completing it. To supplement this effort, the
client will be asked to participate in outreach
efforts with guidance on best practices from
Polco. Responses will be statistically weighted
to ensure the best representation of your
community (or stakeholder group, if
applicable).

Custom Development (required for

1

$10,000.00

$10,000.00

custom projects)
Lean on our 25+ years of experience and have
our experts help create your survey; to ensure
you it is efficient but comprehensive enough to
get the information you need and also avoid
leading or confusing questions. Our researchers
will guide the development of up to a 5-page
survey through an iterative process with 3
meetings and homework on each side to refine
information needs and priorities (client) and
develop appropriate survey questions to meet
those needs (researchers) We will also guide
you on which demographic questions, if any, to
add to the survey for weighting and
crosstabulation.

Subtotals
Annual subtotal

$15,500.00

One-time subtotal

$10,000.00

Total
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$25,500.00
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Signature

Signature

Date

Printed name

Questions? Contact me

Damema Mann
damema@n-r-c.com
+1 (303) 226-6983
Polco / NRC
8001 Terrace Ave, Ste 201
Middleton, WI 53562
US
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