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Cha
pter 1
Chapter

INTRODUCTION

O

n November 3, 2003, the citizens of
St. Petersburg voted to preserve the
Albert Whitted Airport. Based upon
that decision, the Albert Whitted Airport Blue
Ribbon Advisory Task Force Committee
(Task Force), comprised of nineteen St.
Petersburg residents of varying backgrounds,
was created. The mission of the Task Force
was to provide recommendations to the City
Council, based upon community and
professional input, on how the Airport should
be maintained, operated, changed and/or
improved. As a result of
the decision to maintain
St. PPete
ete citizens
the Airport and based
voted to keep the
upon recommendations
Airpor
t.
Airport.
of the Task Force, a
Master Plan Update was created to identify
development over the twenty year planning
period.
An airport’s master plan serves a variety of
functions including projecting future aviation
activity and development, being a tool for
financial planning, and guiding on-airport and
adjacent land uses. The primary objective of
the master plan update was to create a 20-year
development program that would maintain a
safe,
efficient,
economical,
and
environmentally acceptable airport facility for
the City of St. Petersburg. By achieving this
objective, the document should provide
guidance to satisfy aviation demand in a
financially feasible and responsible manner,
while also addressing the aviation,
environmental and socioeconomic issues of
the community. In support of this goal, the
following objectives were considered:

Items considered for airpor
airportt
development:

Ê Identifying the needed airside,
landside, and airspace improvements
and recommend options to further
optimize the economic aspects of the
airport while enhancing the safety and
operational capability;

Ê Establishing an implementation
schedule for short-, intermediate-, and
long-term improvements and insure
that they are financially feasible;

Ê Identifying short-term requirements
and recommend actions to optimize
short-term funding opportunities;

Ê Insuring that short-term actions and
recommendations do not preclude
long-range planning options;

Ê Incorporating the interests of the
public and government agencies into
the planning process;

Ê Remaining sensitive to the overall
environmental characteristics and
needs of the area surrounding the
airport; and

Ê Incorporating current comprehensive
land use (both on- and off-airport
property) and recommend
developments that are compatible
with existing and future land uses.
As suggested by the above listing, SPG does
not exist in a static environment, but rather
within the context of a larger community. As
such, any future developments identified by
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this study considered potential impacts to the
community and adjacent land use. In
addition, the concepts and recommendations
supplied by the Task Force in addition to
recommendations presented in the previous
1999 master plan update (which was never
formally adopted by the City) were used to
provide direction as to the development of
the Airport Master Plan as well as short-and
long-term airport re-development.
To ensure the continuity of the process,
several members of the Task Force served on
the Master Plan Update’s Technical Advisory
Committee (TAC) in order to insure, guide
and coordinate Airport growth to
maintain synergistic development
with adjacent facilities and the
community as a whole. Multiple
opportunities were also
available for community and
government representatives
to participate throughout
this study, including the TAC
and through two public
meetings. It is important to note
that the study results and the future
developments presented in this report
represent a plan to guide the Airport in
meeting demands as they develop; therefore,
no development should be undertaken until
there is a clearly identified need.

City Staff and Airport Management identified
several key issues. These included the
following:

Ê Evaluating existing pavement
conditions and considering the
development of a pavement
management plan that maximizes
pavement life and funding over time.

Ê Evaluating airfield development
options that address the primary
runway length requirements, runway
safety area standards, and future
airfield capacity.

Ê Evaluating long-term development
options for general aviation, and
maximizing airside access to general
aviation facilities.

Ê Developing options for the location
of a new terminal building.

Ê Evaluating ground access to existing
and future airport development areas
with emphasis on minimizing
existing impacts to the accessibility
of existing airport uses, and future
on-airport development areas.

Ê Compatible land use considerations
adjacent to SPG.

Ê Identifying future aviation
KEY ISSUES

T

he master plan provides a
comprehensive overview of the
airport’s needs, including those
presented by the Task Force, for airport
development over the next 20 years, including
issues related to the timing of proposed
development, costs for this development,
methods of financing, management options,
and a clear plan of action. Prior to the start
of this master plan update, the Task Force,
Page 2

development areas within the current
boundaries of the Airport.

Ê Balancing airside development with a
portion of the landside property that
needs to be considered and ultimately
reserved for other revenue generating
purposes.

Ê Environmental Factors that may act
to limit or guide the development of
airport property.

24

This master plan update for SPG
was prepared in accordance with
the requirements of the FAA, the
Florida
Department
of
Transportation (FDOT), and the
needs of airport management and
the City of St. Petersburg. All
portions of this document are
based upon the criteria set forth
in FAA Advisory Circulars (AC)
150/5070-6A, Airport Master
Plans, and AC 150/5300-13, Change 8,
Airport Design, and FDOT’s Guidebook for
Airport Master Plans.

20

This master plan update provides
a systematic outline of the
development actions required to
maintain and further develop
airfield and landside facilities.
This process provides the officials
responsible for scheduling,
budgeting and ultimate funding of
airport improvement projects with
an advance notice of the future
needs of the Airport. By phasing
airport improvements, the
development can be conducted in
an orderly and timely fashion.

The Master Plan
looked into the
future of the
year 2024.

To accomplish the objectives identified, the study included the following tasks:

Ê Conducting an inventory of existing
documents related to the airport, the
physical airport facilities,
demographics of the airport service
area, and airport environment;

Ê Collecting historical operational data,
conducting tenant interviews, and
forecasting aviation activity through
the year 2024;

Ê Evaluating and comparing the
airfield capacity to expected aviation
activity;

Ê Determine the airport facilities

Ê Develop and evaluate alternative
methods to meet airfield and landside
facility requirements;

Ê Create a concise Airport Layout Plan
(ALP) drawing set reflecting the
proposed improvements through the
year 2024; and

Ê Compiling a schedule of the
proposed improvements, including
cost estimates, phasing and financial
feasibility of each proposed
improvement.

required to meet forecast demand;
Page 3

T

hroughout this process, reviews of the master plan
report were conducted at key points such as at the
completion of the forecasts and
during development of the
alternatives. This ensured that
input was received from key
stakeholders, such as airport
management, FAA and
FDOT. The individual
Airpor
Airportt
report chapters provide a
Management
detailed explanation of
these key steps. It should be
noted that each step in the
master plan process built upon
information and decisions made
during the previous steps.
Taken as a whole, the master
Community
plan process addressed key
issues as identified above as
Members and
well as illustrates how the study
Businesses
objectives were met.
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Federal
Aviation
Administration

Florida
Depar
tment of
Department
Transpor
tation
ransportation
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Chapter

INVENTORY OF EXISTING CONDITIONS

T

he data presented in this chapter of the
Master Plan Study Update was
collected through on-site inspections
and interviews, and the review of previously
prepared documents. Data was also obtained
from secondary sources at
Federal, State, regional, and
local levels. Additionally, the
Airport was flown for low
altitude photography and
digital mapping to identify
obstructions at all runway
ends, and to ensure an
accurate and up-to-date base
map of existing facilities and
features. These digital files
will enable the computerization
of future planning and design
that is expected to take place
subsequent to this study.

program will be developed for the total airport
development concept. Base information on
facilities presented in this chapter will serve
as a foundation for later mentioned processes.
Finally, the existing conditions digital
database will serve as the
base map and key
component of the Airport
Layout Plans drawing set.
The following sections
address general information,
major airport facilities, and
the local community
characteristics relevant to
the project. Various tables
and exhibits are presented
to facilitate a comprehensive
understanding of the many
integral components to be
studied at the Albert
Whitted Airport (SPG).

Inventor
Inventoryy is a critical
Inventory of the existing
phase
of any master
airport facilities is a critical
planning effor
effortt
AIRPORT SETTING
phase of any master planning
effort.
Particularly, all
lbert Whitted Airport is owned and
analyses, evaluations, and findings are
operated by the City of St.
founded upon how the Airport presently
Petersburg. The current role
exists. Historic aviation activity, current
identified
by the Florida Aviation System Plan
airport operational levels, and regional/local
(2005
–
2009)
is to accommodate general
socioeconomic characteristics all function to
form a basis from which aviation-related aviation activity, and provide vital aircraft
activity is forecast. These forecasts of future storage facilities, as well as operational general
demand are compared to the existing array aviation relief to commercial passenger
of facilities to identify deficiencies over the service airports in the West Central Florida
next 20 years. Concepts will be developed Metropolitan Area. The system plan notes
and evaluated for the various functional areas. that the loss of operational capacity and
aircraft storage facilities provided by Albert
The purpose of concept development is to Whitted Airport would severely strain the
establish various improvements that will work area’s aviation capacity. In addition, the City
harmoniously with existing facilities and to would lose the economic benefits of having an
provide the optimum plan for the Airport. airport that affords direct air access to the city.
Cost estimates and a capital improvement

A
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AIRPORT LOCATION AND STUDY AREA

A

lbert Whitted is a general aviation
airport located in the Tampa Bay
area within the city limits of St.
Petersburg. The Airport is currently situated
southeast of the city’s Central Business
District in Pinellas County, Florida and in
close proximity to the Port of St. Petersburg.
Exhibit 2-1 illustrates the airport’s location
map, while Exhibit 2-2 illustrates the airport
vicinity map. The neighboring cities of
Tampa and Clearwater, Florida lie
approximately 20 miles to the northeast and
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16 miles to the northwest of the Airport,
respectively. The current airport boundaries
encompass approximately 190 acres.
The study area for the Albert Whitted Airport
may be grouped into a primary area and a
secondary area. These areas fall within the
all-encompassing airport service region. The
secondary area in most cases surrounds the
primary area. The quality and availability of
service provided at Albert Whitted and other
nearby General Aviation (GA) airports
generally define the limits of the secondary area.

This master planning effort identifies Pinellas
County as the primary area and the TampaSt. Petersburg-Clearwater Metropolitan
Statistical Area (MSA) as the secondary area.
There are several public use airports with
commercial service within a 25 nautical mile
radius of Albert Whitted Airport. The most
significant of these are: St. PetersburgClearwater International Airport, located
approximately 9.3 nautical miles to the north,
Tampa International Airport, located
approximately 13.6 nautical miles to the north
and Sarasota/Bradenton International
Airport, located approximately 22.5 nautical
miles to the south. A major military
installation, Mac Dill Air Force Base, is
located 7.6 nautical miles northeast of SPG.

Additionally, there are also several public
airports offering general aviation services
located within an approximate 30-nautical
mile radius of SPG. These airports include
Clearwater Air Park, Manatee Airport,
Lakeland Linder Regional Airport, Peter O
Knight Airport, Vandenberg Airport, Tampa
North Aero Park, Plant City Municipal
Airport, Pilot Country Airport, Hernando
County Airport and Zephyrhills Municipal
Airport. Table 2-1 provides a brief
comparison of these public use airports.
Exhibit 2-3 depicts the public use airports in
the region.

Table 2-1: Public General Aviation Airports in the Region
Airport

Distance
from SPG
(nm)

Runways

Published Instrument
Approach Procedures

Clearwater Air Park (CLW)

14.5

16-34 (3,300’ x 75’)

None

Manatee Airport (48X)

9.3

7-25 (3,600’ x 100’)

None

Lakeland Linder Regional Airport
(LAL)

35.0

9-27 (8,500’ x 150’)
5-23 (5,000’ x 150’)

ILS - VOR - GPS - NDB

Peter O Knight Airport (TPF)

13.1

3-21 (3,405’ x 100’)
17-35 (2,688’ x 75’)

GPS - NDB

Vandenberg Airport (VDF)

21.1

5-23 (5,000’ x 100’)
18-36 (3,260’ x 75’)

LOC - GPS

Tampa North Aero Park (X39)

30.5

14-32 (3,541’ x 50’)

None

Plant City Municipal Airport (PCM)

28.3

10-28 (3,950’ x 75’)

GPS – NDB - VOR

Pilot Country Airport (X05)

34.6

18-36 (3,700’ x 75’)

None

Hernando County Airport (BKV)

45.3

9-27 (7,001’ x 150’)
3-21 (5,015’ x 150’)

ILS - GPS

Zephyrhills Municipal Airport (ZPH)

37.3

18-36 (5,072’ x 100’)
4-22 (5,001’ x 100’)

NDB - GPS
Source: Airnav.com, 2005
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HISTORY OF THE AIRPORT

A

lbert Whitted Airport was developed
from spoilage obtained during
dredging operations to deepen the
Port of St. Petersburg. The Airport was
opened on its present site in September 1917,
and named by the Mayor and Board of
Commissioners in honor of Lieutenant
Albert Whitted
on October 12,
1928.

V intage
Postcard
of the
Airpor
Airportt

Lieutenant
Whitted was
born in St.
Petersburg.
Whitted, an
accomplished
naval aviator
who became an aviation pioneer, introduced
numerous Tampa Bay residents to flying.
Tragically, Lieutenant Albert Whitted died
in a seaplane accident over Pensacola, Florida
in September 1923.
The first scheduled commercial flight
departed Albert Whitted in October 1934,
and was bound for Daytona Beach. It was
operated by a locally based airline, National
Airlines, who also provided service to
Tampa, Lakeland, and Orlando. By the
winter of 1936 – 1937, National Airlines had
expanded its services to Miami. Having
outgrown the facilities, National Airlines
moved its headquarters from St. Petersburg
to Jacksonville, in 1940.
The original airfield consisted of a narrow
1,800-foot runway oriented in the east-west
direction. Early development of the airfield
included lengthening of the east-west runway
and construction of two new runways with
north-south and northeast-southwest
headings. In 1944, the original north-south
runway was replaced with a new north-south
runway with a protective seawall. This was
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achieved in a joint project with the Federal
government to dredge the ship channel around
the airport.
During the years 1951 – 1959, Albert Whitted
Airport experienced little activity. In an effort
to promote the airport, local pilots and other
interested parties formed the St. Petersburg
Aviation Association. The group’s results
were positive and the City decided to maintain
and improve the Airport.
Other important developments over the years
include:

Ê Airfield lighting was upgraded in
2002.

Ê Major t-hangar expansions were
completed in 2000.

Ê The re-commissioning of the Air
Traffic Control Tower by the Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA) on
June 1, 1966.

Ê A permit from the U.S. Army Corps
to fill part of the bay for an extension
to Runway 24 in 1967. The permit
expired and the project was
terminated with110,000 SY of fill in
place, with 55,000 SY along the east
northeast centerline of Runway 6/24
and 55,000 SY of fill extending due
south from the easternmost end of
the Runway 6/24 fill extension.

Ê During the period 1985 to 1991,
projects such as security fencing,
Precision Approach Path Indicators
(PAPIs) on Runways 6-24 and 18-36,
installation of Medium Intensity
Runway Edge Lighting (MIRL) and
Medium Intensity Taxiway Edge
Lighting (MITL) systems,
rehabilitation of the airport beacon,
and the tritium signage were
completed.

Ê Rehabilitation of Runway 18-36,
constructing, marking and lighting
the paved overrun of Runway 24, and
the reconstruction and marking of
Runway 6, were projects completed
after 1992.

AIRPORT ACREAGE AND CLASSIFICATION

S

ince the Airport’s original construction
in 1917 little change in overall area has
taken place. Airport property currently
encompasses approximately 190.9 acres, of
which 62.96 acres are below mean high water.
Future land uses will be addressed in Chapter
5 of this master plan study update. In
addition, all surveyed property will be
identified in the Airport Layout Plan drawing
set.
There are a number of FAA classifications for
general aviation airports according to the
National Plan of Integrated Airport Systems
(NPIAS) 2005 - 2009, which is made up of
over 3,344 airports. With respect to category
of service level, the Airport is designated as a
General Aviation Airport (GA). By
definition, this represents an airport that can
accommodate virtually all types of general
aviation aircraft. Principally, an airport’s role
identifies the aircraft it can accommodate, or
in the case of commercial service airports, the
routes and markets it serves nonstop. The
NPIAS currently includes 2,556 general
aviation airports.

SURFACE TRANSPORTATION
NETWORK

T

he complement of
surface transportation
assets in the vicinity of
the Airport may be subdivided
into roadway, railway, and
waterway systems.

Principally U.S. Interstate 75 (I-75) and
Interstate 275 (I-275) provide regional
roadway access to the Airport. I-75 runs in a
north-south direction east of the Tampa Bay
area. I-275 leads northeast from the City of
St. Petersburg to Tampa, merging with the I75 and southeast across the bay to merge with
I-75 just north of Palmetto, Florida. Interstate
375 (I-375) and Interstate 175 (I-175) provide
access from the Airport’s vicinity to I-275.
Interstate 4 (I-4) also provides regional access
to the area from the east and terminates in
Tampa where it connects to I-275.
Highway and arterial access to Albert
Whitted Airport is provided by a number of
two-lane divided roadways from I-75 and I375. Access from the north and south is
provided by 4th Street and from the west access
by 5th Avenue S. Perimeter and terminal area
access is provided from the western side of
the airport property by 8th Avenue SE, 5th
Avenue SE, and 1st Street SE. The access road
8 th Avenue SE (also known as National
Airlines Blvd.) is common to both the Airport
and the Port of St. Petersburg, and comes to
a dead end at the U.S. Coast Guard facility.
CSX provides rail service in Pinellas County. CSX
However, freight and passenger service
terminates several miles outside the City of
St. Petersburg. Therefore, truck and bus
services are used to move freight and
passengers to and from the City. The railroad
moves freight between north and south points
and connects with all major U.S.
rail lines. CSX Transportation
provides long-haul Class I
mainline rail service for
manufacturing, mining, and
agricultural companies throughout
the Tampa Bay area. Four shortline railroads provide linkages to
CSX mainline track. CSX
Intermodal (CSXI) is a
subsidiary of CSX that provides
intermodal service from Tampa.
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CSXI reaches all major East, West and Gulf
coast ports via service agreements with other
railroads. These provisions also provide
access to inland intermodal connections
throughout the U.S.

Ê

Economic Impact Study

Ê

St. Petersburg Comprehensive Plan,
June 1998, St. Petersburg
Development Services Department.

Tampa Bay and Bayboro Harbor provide
major waterway access to the Airport area.
Of the three seaports (Port of Tampa, Port
Manatee, and the Port of St. Petersburg)
located in the Tampa Bay area, the Port of
St. Petersburg is the smallest. It primarily
serves the U.S. Coast Guard, a fleet of
research vessels for the U.S. Geologic Survey,
and the University of South Florida, St.
Petersburg. The Port of St. Petersburg is a
“non-operating” or landlord port (a port that
manages and provides the facilities for private
entities to carry out shipping activities, but
does not operate them). The existing port
facilities include a cruise ship terminal, a
10,000 square-foot warehouse, and a 30,000
square-foot warehouse and ramp. The
facilities and activities at the Port of St.
Petersburg are covered in greater detail later
in the Chapter.

Ê

Albert Whitted Airport Master Plan
Update 1992 - 2011, January 1993,
Hoyle, Tanner & Associates, Inc.

Ê

The FAA National Plan of
Integrated Airport Systems (NPIAS)
2005 - 2009, 2004, Federal Aviation
Administration.

Ê

The Florida State Aviation System
Plan, West Central Florida
Metropolitan Area, 1992-2010, A
Partnership of Florida Airports and
Communities, Florida Department
of Transportation, and the Federal
Aviation Administration.

Ê

Port of St. Petersburg Master Plan,
1999, PBS&J and J. D. Sanchez
Consulting Inc.

PREVIOUS STUDIES AND REPORTS

T

he following studies and reports were
obtained from the City of St.
Petersburg and other sources during
the inventory phase of this project. These
documents were reviewed for valuable
historic data and significant insight into the
process of long-range planning at the Albert
Whitted Airport.
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Ê

Blue Ribbon Advisory Task Force
Committee Report, 2004

Ê

Albert Whitted Airport Master Plan
Update 2001 – 2021, April 2001, The
LPA Group Incorporated

Ê

Runway 18/36 Single Runway
Alternative Study, DMJM, 2003

AIRPORT FACILITIES

A

description of each of the
components of the Airport as they
existed in January 2005 is
summarized in the following subsections.
Included are the airfield, general aviation
facilities, on-airport access and parking, and
other miscellaneous ancillary facilities.
The Advisory Circular (AC) 150/5300-13,
“Airport Design”, defines an Airport Reference
Code (ARC). This coding system is used to
relate airport design criteria to the operational
and physical characteristics of aircraft
anticipated to operate at an airport. The ARC
is made up of two components. The first
component considers the aircraft approach
category to be served and is depicted by a letter.
As an example, aircraft with an approach speed
of less than 91 knots are within Category A.
Moreover, aircraft with approach speeds of 91
knots but less than 121 knots are within
Category B, and those with approach speeds
of 121 knots but less than 141 knots are within
Category C. The second component, depicted
by a Roman numeral, considers the Airplane
Design Group (ADG) related to airplane

wingspan. As an example, Group I includes
aircraft having a wingspan of up to but not
including 49 feet. Group II includes aircraft
having a wingspan of 49 feet up to but not
including 79 feet, and Group III includes
aircraft having a wingspan of 79 feet up to
but not including 118 feet. An ARC of B-I
is presently assigned to Albert Whitted
Airport.

Airfield
An inventory of all primary airfield
components was inclusive to the January
2005 inventory process. Data pertaining to:
runway and taxiway, lengths and widths,
designations, lighting and marking,
orientations,
and
separations;
meteorological data; pavement conditions;
landing and navigational aids; air traffic
control procedures and airspace
configuration; and obstacles to the
surrounding airspace and runway protection
zones, were inventoried. The following
sections provide a concise account of
applicable airfield assets at the Airport.
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Table 2-2:

Runway
Characteristics
Length
Width
Effective Gradient
Marking
Lighting

Runway 6-24 Runway 18-36
3,677’
75’
.060 %
Visual
MIRL

2,864’
150’
.035 %
Non-precision
MIRL

Runway 6

Runway 24

Runway 18

6.8’
263’
Visual

6.0’
5.0’
N/A
N/A
Non-Precision Visual

Threshold Elevation 7.5’
Displaced Threshold 558’
Approach
Visual

Runway 36

Source: THE LPA GROUP INCORPORATED, 2005

Runways and Taxiways
The existing airfield configuration at Albert
Whitted consists of two active runways,
Runway 6-24 and Runway 18-36. Potential
obstructions to Runway 18-36 consist of 50foot sailboat masts that utilize the basin north
of the Airport as well as large ocean going
vessels that use the shipping channel south of
Runway 36. Runway 6-24 is 3,677 feet in
length and 75 feet in width. Runway 18-36
measures 2,864 feet in length by 150 feet in
width. The 6 and 24 ends of Runway 6-24
are presently striped for displaced thresholds
of 558 feet and 263 feet, respectively. The
available lengths for landing on runway ends
6 and 24 are 2,919 feet and 3,174 feet,
respectively. Exhibit 2-4 depicts all major
airfield components identified in this section.
Detailed runway information is presented in
Table 2-2.
The runways are adequately marked and
lighted to facilitate safe operations during
daytime and nighttime conditions. The full
complement of visual navigation aids existing
for each runway will be discussed later in this
chapter.

movement of aircraft on/off the runways.
The parallel taxiway to Runway 6-24,
Taxiway A, is located on the south to
southeastern side of the runway and extends
from Runway 18-36 southwest to the Runway
6 end. It has approximately a 150-foot
taxiway centerline-to-runway centerline
separation. The full-length parallel taxiway
to Runway 18-36, Taxiway B, is located on
the western side of the runway. Taxiway B
has a 150-foot centerline-to-centerline
separation to Runway 18-36. Taxiway C, the
abandoned east-west runway, provides access
to both runways from the midfield area.
Additional taxiways at Albert Whitted
include connector
taxiways to Runways
6-24 and 18-36, and
various access taxilanes
that provide points of
ingress and egress to
the apron area. All
taxiways vary in width
from 40 feet to
approximately 100
feet.

Both Runways 6-24 and 18-36 are served by
parallel taxiways and an array of entrance and
exit taxiways to facilitate the efficient
Page 15

Meteorological Data
Wind coverage is that percent of time
crosswind components are below an
acceptable velocity.
The crosswind
component of wind direction and speed is the
resultant vector that acts at a right angle to
the runway. Ideally, a runway should be
aligned with the prevailing wind to minimize
the effect of wind conditions on small aircraft.
Thus, the most desirable runway orientation
based on wind is the one that has the
maximum wind coverage and minimum
crosswind components. FAA AC 150/530013, “Airport Design”, recommends that
runway systems at an airport provide at least
95 percent wind coverage based on the
number of total observations. The 95 percent
wind coverage is computed on the basis of
the crosswind not exceeding 10.5 knots for
Airport Reference Codes (ARC) A-I and B-I,
and 13 knots for ARC A-II and B-II.

Furthermore, the maximum crosswind
component is 16 knots for ARC A-III, B-III,
and C-I through D-III, and 20 knots for ARC
A-IV through D-VI.
Wind coverage at Albert Whitted compiled
by the National Climatic Data Center is
tabulated in Table 2-3. Wind coverage for
FAA recommended crosswind components
of 10.5 and 13 knots are shown for All
Weather, VFR, and IFR conditions. The
combined runways meet the FAA
recommendation that at least 95 percent
coverage is provided. The resultant wind
roses for these conditions at SPG are shown
in Exhibit 2-5, 2-6 and 2-7, respectively.
These wind roses will be studied later in
Chapter 4 to determine the runway
orientation’s level of adequacy in terms of
wind coverage for the type of operations that
take place at Albert Whitted.

Table 2-3: Wind Coverage Data
Runway/End
6
24
18
36
6-24
18-36
18-36 and 6-24
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All Weather
Maximum
10.5 Knots

Crosswind
Component
13 Knots

58.3%
50.5%
51.5%
55.8%
93.7%
92.2%
98.5%

59.7%
51.9%
52.8%
58.5%
96.9%
95.9%
99.5%

VFR
10.5 Knots 13 Knots
70.9%
65.0%
64.6%
68.5%
93.8%
92.3%
98.6%

71.8%
65.9%
65.7%
70.5%
96.8%
96.0%
99.6%

IFR
10.5 Knots 13 Knots
71.9%
55.9%
56.2%
69.1%
91.3%
89.8%
97.7%

73.1%
56.9%
57.6%
70.2%
95.0%
94.4%
98.8%

Source: National Climatic Data Center, NOAA, 1989 – 1999.
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Pavement Conditions
Two types of pavement design, flexible and
rigid, are used at airports. Flexible pavement
consists of a bituminous surface placed on a
base course, and when required by sub grade
conditions, a sub-base. The bituminous
surface prevents the penetration of surface
water to the base course, provides a smooth
well-bonded surface free of loose particles,
resists the shearing stresses of aircraft loads,
and provides a nonskid quality. The base
course is the principal structural component
of flexible pavement. It distributes the aircraft
wheel loads to the pavement foundation, the
sub-base and/or sub grade. The function of
the sub-base is similar to that of the base
course, whilst the compacted sub grade
provides stability and support to the entire
pavement.

Table 2-4:

Rigid pavement is composed of cement
concrete placed upon a granular or treated
sub-base course that rests upon a compacted
sub grade. The concrete surface must provide
a nonskid surface, prevent the infiltration of
surface water, and provide structural support
to aircraft. The sub-base under a rigid
pavement provides uniform stable support for
the pavement slabs. The sub grade of a rigid
pavement is compacted to provide adequate
stability and support for the pavement.
Both flexible and rigid pavement types exist
at the Airport; however, flexible bituminous
(asphalt) pavement dominates most areas.
Runway 6-24 and Runway 18-36 both have
asphalt surfaces and are considered to be in
good condition. Table 2-4 presents the
individual runway strengths for the two
runways at Albert Whitted. These data are
drawn from the Airport/Facility Directory,
dated January 20th, 2005.

Pavement Strengths

Wheel Configuration

Runway 6-24

Runway 18-36

Single
Dual
Dual Tandem
Double Dual Tandem

60,000 lbs.
105,000 lbs.
190,000 lbs.
—

60,000 lbs.
105,000 lbs.
190,000 lbs.
—

Source: Airport/Facility Directory Southeast U. S., January 2005.

Note: Pavement strength is a realistic estimate of capability at
an average level of activity. It is not intended as a maximum
allowable weight or as an operating limitation. Many airport
pavements are capable of supporting limited operations with
gross weights of 20-50% in excess of the published figures.
Permissible operating weights, insofar as runway strengths are
concerned, should be a matter of agreement between the Airport
and the user. When desiring to operate into the airport at
weights in excess of those published, users should contact the
Airport for permission.
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Landing and Navigational Aids
Information on the existing landing and
navigational aids (NAVAIDS) at the
Airport was obtained from the Airport/
Facility Directory - Southeast U. S., U.S.
Department of Commerce, January 20th,
2005 and the FAA Form 5010-1. Three
specific components were addressed:
navigation aids for specific runways,
lighting, and enroute navigation aids.
Navigation Aids by RRunway
unway - There is
one (1) published instrument approach
procedure for Albert Whitted serving
Runway 18 utilizing off-site NAVAIDS.
A listing of navigational facilities for the
Airport is provided in Table 2-5 and the
published instrument approach is
illustrated in Exhibit 2-8. These data
were obtained from the U.S. Terminal
Procedures – Southeast (Volume 3), U.S.
Department of Commerce, dated
January 20th, 2005. In addition to the
landing aids presented in Table 2-5, three
lighted wind cones are located at the
airport: one north of Runway 6, one east
of Runway 18 and the last north of
Taxiway C within the segmented circle.
Wind cones are used to facilitate wind
direction and speed identification.

Table 2-5: Landing and Navigational Aids
Designated Runway

Existing Navigational Aids

Runway
Runway
Runway
Runway

MIRL, PAPI-2L
VOR/GPS, MIRL, PAPI-2L, REILs
MIRL, PAPI-2L, REILs
MIRL, PAPI-2R, REILs

6
18
24
36

Source: THE LPA GROUP INCORPORATED, 2005
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Lighting - As indicated, both runways at
Albert Whitted are equipped with MIRL to
improve the level of safety during nighttime
and inclement weather operations. Moreover,
2-Box PAPI systems are installed on all four
runways on the Airport, and REILs are
installed on Runways 18, 36 and 24. Parallel
taxiways, A and B, at SPG are also fully
equipped with Medium Intensity Taxiway
Lights (MITL). Lighting is controlled by the
Tower or pilot-activated when the field is
uncontrolled.
Enroute Navigation Aids - The available
enroute navigation aids for Albert Whitted
include the St. Petersburg VORTAC (very
high frequency omni-directional radar beacon
with tactical air navigation equipment) PIE
located 9.1 nautical miles (NM) northwest of
the airfield and the PICNY NDB (nondirectional beacon) located 7.2 NM northeast
of the airfield.
Airpor
Airportt Signage – Airport signage provides
guidance for aircraft operating on the runways
and taxiways. SPG does not have lighted
signage. However, the Airport is in the
process of upgrading the airfield to a lighted
sign system.
In addition to the navigational aids
mentioned, the Airport is equipped with a
green and white rotating beacon that operates
during nighttime hours. Obstruction lighting
also exists at Albert Whitted, chiefly located
in conjunction with the obstructions identified
in the Airspace Obstruction and Runway
Protection Zones section of this chapter.

Air Traffic Control and Airspace
Air Traffic Control (ATC) is a service
provided to promote the safe, orderly, and
expeditious flow of air traffic. Air traffic
services are normally provided by the FAA
or by a contractor. Air Traffic Control Towers
(ATCT) are terminal facilities that provide
these services to airborne aircraft operating
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in the airport’s vicinity and to those operating
on the airport area, through the use of air/
ground communications, visual signaling,
and other devices.
A Flight Service Station (FSS) is an air traffic
service facility that provides preflight pilot
briefings and en route communications with
Visual Flight Rules (VFR) flights, and assists
lost Instrument Flight Rules (IFR), Defense
Visual Flight Rules (DVFR), and VFR
aircraft. An FSS also assists aircraft with
emergencies. It relays air traffic control
clearances, originates, classifies, and
disseminates Notices to Airmen (NOTAMS),
broadcasts aviation weather and national
airspace system information, receives and
closes flight plans, monitors radio
navigational aids, notifies search and rescue
units of missing VFR aircraft, and operates
the national weather teletypewriter systems.
In addition, at selected locations, FSSs take
weather observations, issue airport
advisories, administer airmen written
examinations, and advise Customs and
Immigration of transborder flights.
An Air Route Traffic Control Center
(ARTCC) is a facility established to provide
air traffic control service to aircraft operating
on an IFR flight plan within controlled
airspace and principally during the enroute
phase of flight. When equipment capabilities
and controller workload permit, certain
advisory/assistance services may be provided
to VFR aircraft.
The ATCT at Albert Whitted Airport is
currently an FAA contract tower. The Miami
ARTCC to the southeast provides Enroute
air traffic control in the St. Petersburg area.
The St. Petersburg Flight Service Station
(FSS) and Tampa Approach/Departure
provide additional ser vice to aircraft
operating at the Airport. The ATCT at Albert
Whitted Airport is open from 0700 to 2100.
Moreover, airport information and advisory

services are available via the airport’s
Common Traffic Advisory Frequency
(CTAF), 127.4 and non-government air/
ground radio communication station
(UNICOM), 122.95, when the ATCT is
closed. The CTAF also allows pilots to turn
on the runway lights.
Exhibit 2-9 depicts the airspace surrounding
SPG. Albert Whitted is surrounded by Class
D (controlled) airspace. This
airspace is cylindrical in shape,
has a ceiling of 1,500 feet and
extends out 4 nautical miles from
the center of the Airport. All
aircraft operators conducting
flight into or through Class D
airspace must establish two-way
communications with ATC prior
to entry, and maintain
communications thereafter while
within that airspace.

Exhibits 2-10 and 2-11 depict IFR low and
high altitude airspace for the St. Petersburg
area. Low altitude airspace is comprised of
Federal Airways that are established flight
corridors reserved for aircraft operating below
18,000 feet MSL (Flight Level (FL) 180).
High altitude airspace consists of a jet route
structure that supports flight corridors
between FL180 and FL 450.
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Airspace Obstructions and Runway
Protection Zones
All standards used to determine obstructions
in the navigable airspace around an airport
are carefully defined under Federal Aviation
Regulations (FAR) Part 77. Obstructions are
termed as being objects that penetrate defined
imaginary surfaces around airports. These
surfaces include all runway primary surfaces,
approach surfaces, the horizontal surface, the
transitional surfaces, and the conical surface.
An illustration of the surfaces described
herein will be provided in the Airport Layout
Plans drawing set.
Primar
face – The primary surface is
Primaryy Sur
Surface
longitudinally centered on a runway at an
elevation equal to the nearest point on the
runway centerline. The primary surface
extends 200 feet beyond each runway end for
all hard surface runways. The width of the
primary surface depends upon the most
critical type of runway approach (visual, nonprecision instrument, or precision
instrument).
Approach Sur
face – The approach surface
Surface
slopes upward and outward from the end of
the primary surface. The length and slope of
this surface varies with the type of approach.
The approach surface length is 5,000 feet at a
slope of 20:1 for all utility and visual runways,
10,000 feet at a slope of 34:1 for non-precision
instrument approaches, and 50,000 feet at a
slope of 50:1 for the inner 10,000 feet and
40:1 for the additional 40,000 feet for
precision instrument approaches.
Horizontal Sur
face – The horizontal surface
Surface
consists of a plane 150 feet above airport
elevation. For runways serving transport
aircraft the horizontal surface is 20,000 feet
wide, and primary surface plus 20,000 feet in
length.
Transitional Sur
face – The transitional surface
Surface
slopes upward and outward from the sides of
Page 26

the primary and approach surfaces to the
horizontal surface, and from sides of the
approach surface beyond the outer limit of
the horizontal surface (precision instrument
approach) for a horizontal distance of 5,000
feet. The slope of the transitional surface is
7:1.
Conical Sur
face – The conical surface extends
Surface
upward and outward from the outer edge of
the horizontal surface for a distance of 4,000
feet, at a slope of 20:1.
With respect to the aforementioned imaginary
surfaces, an Airport Obstruction Chart (OC
613) for Albert Whitted Air port was
published by the National Ocean Service in
February 1997. Obstructions located on the
airfield include the following NAVAIDS: two
lighted windsocks, one lighted anemometer,
a lighted airport beacon, and the ATCT
antenna. Fortunately, NAVAIDS are not
considered hazardous because they are fixed
by function. Additional noted obstructions
that violate the approach surfaces to varying
degrees are adjacent trees, terrain, light poles,
rods and antennae on towers and buildings.
The Runway Protection Zone (RPZ) is a twodimensional trapezoidal area at ground level
underlying the innermost portion of the
approach surface. The width of the RPZ is
the same as the approach surface, and
therefore it is a function of the design (critical)
aircraft and the type of approach (visual, nonprecision, or precision). The existing RPZs
for Runway ends 6 and 24 are based on visual
approaches with 20:1 approach slopes (for
small aircraft exclusively). This area is
centered along the runway centerline and
positioned 200 feet beyond the runway end.
It extends 1,000 feet and has an inner width
of 250 feet and an outer width of 450 feet.
The existing RPZs for both Runway 18 and
36 are based on non-precision approaches

over water with 20:1 approach slopes. Each
associated RPZ area is centered along the
extended runway centerline, with an inner
width of 500 feet and outer width of 800 feet.
Beginning 200 feet beyond the runway end
they extend 1,000 feet outward. It should be
noted that the Federal government
recommends that the airport operator have
adequate property interests in the runway
protection zones to prevent incompatible
development.

determined in this study.
Community
Hangars No. 1, 2 and 3, are located in the
southwestern quadrant of the Airport. One
community hangar provides space for nine
aircraft. The community hangar storage space
totals approximately 47,600 square feet.
Presently, 100 percent of the available hangar
storage space is being utilized and there is a
waiting list for approximately 70 people for
additional hangar space.

Apron space available for based and transient
tie-downs, “pull-up” service, maintenance and
GENERAL AVIATION FACILITIES
hangar maneuvering area is limited. Analysis
eneral aviation services at Albert of the general aviation apron area reveals that
Whitted are currently provided by approximately 17,000 square yards of paved
one fixed base operator (FBO). asphalt apron is available at the Airport, 4,000
Facilities available to the general aviation of which are exclusive to the FBO. Presently,
patrons are located on the southern side of 75 percent of the general aviation apron is
the airport, west of Taxiway B and south of used to accommodate transient tie-down
Taxiway A. Albert Whitted Airport is positions for 3 rotorcraft and 3 aircraft. The
currently home to 200 general aviation Airport is in the process of relocating the
aircraft: 147 single engine aircraft, 41 multi- rotorcraft pads to an open area between
engine aircraft including four (4) jet aircraft, Taxiway A and Hangar 2. The relocation will
and seven (7) rotorcraft. The facilities serve to create ramp efficiency for aircraft
available to based and transient users include using the FBO. Furthermore, by moving the
a mix of storage hangars, apron tie-down helicopter operations further from the main
spaces, office space, fueling services, public access area, it will reduce the noise
automobile parking areas, and other aircraft burden on the neighboring USF campus.
maintenance related services. The general Ramp edge based tie-down areas are available
aviation area and building facilities at Albert adjacent to Hangar 2, the T-hangars, and the
wastewater treatment area. The
Whitted are depicted in Exhibits 2Airport
currently
has
12 and 2-13.
approximately
92
tie-down
88 TT-Hangars
-Hangars
Available hangar space exists in the
spaces. In addition, aircraft
9 Shade Hangars
form of T-hangars, community 9 PPor
or
table Hangars parking space is available on the
ortable
hangars, portable and shade
western portion of the airport,
hangars. T-hangars are provided
north of Runway 6.
adjacent to, and south of, Taxiway A. Thangars at SPG provide 106 enclosed storage FBO operations, administration and available
units, including those that are privately services are located in the FBO building
owned. The breakdown of existing hangar (Hangar No. 1) accessible from 8th Avenue SE.
storage facilities at the time of this writing is The total administrative and office area
as follows: 88 T-Hangar facilities, 9 Shade available at this facility is approximately 4,700
Hangars, and 9 Portable Hangars. The nine square feet. Services provided at the FBO
portable hangars are privately owned and are building include weather information, pilot’s
temporary until final disposition is lounge, and aircraft fueling.

G
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On-Airport Access and Parking

Public Use Roadways

This section describes the physical elements
of the on-airport surface transportation
system for Albert Whitted, including the
public and restricted use roadways and
parking facilities. For the purpose of this
study, facilities referred to as “on-airport” are
those located within the physical boundary
of the Airport.

Public use roadways in the vicinity of Albert
Whitted are depicted in Exhibit 2-14. 8th
Avenue SE provides terminal area access to
Hangar No. 1, the general aviation FBO
facilities and associated parking, to the aircraft
maintenance Hangar No. 2, and other general
aviation facilities. 8th Avenue SE is a two-lane
secondary arterial roadway and transitions
the southern boundary of the airport
property. The first exit of 8th Avenue SE
directs traffic to Hangar Nos. 1, 2 and 3, and
the automobile parking area. Further access
is provided to the other GA facilities as the
road runs to towards the eastern portion of
the terminal area. 8th Avenue SE terminates
at the U.S. Coast Facilities.

Restricted Use Service Roads
Restricted use service roads are located on
airport property and typically accommodate
traffic by non-licensed vehicles such as airport
maintenance and service vehicles and mobile
fuel trucks. Service roads may be constructed
of asphalt, concrete, gravel, prepared earth,
or simply a worn path in grass. The level of
construction is dictated by several factors,
namely the volume of traffic, the weight of
the vehicles, and the existing condition of the
selected routings. Under ideal conditions,
restricted use service roads should form a
carefully planned network of roads, generally
running the perimeter of the airfield and
accessing key tenant facilities, NAVAIDS, fuel
farms, ARFF facilities, training areas, and
other FAA facilities.
A restricted service road, leading from 1st
Street N and 5th Avenue S, serves peripheral
facilities located on the north perimeter of the
Airport (i.e. ATCT, ASOS). All maintenance
and service crews utilize the existing active
airfield pavements for ground circulation and
to access most points on the airfield. In
addition, there are no readily identifiable
markings that designate areas for vehicle
circulation.
Parking Facilities
Parking associated with the general aviation
terminal/FBO building is provided adjacent
to the public access road. Paved automobile
parking is available for general aviation
patrons and Airport/FBO employees via four
joint use lots. The first lot, located west of
Hangar No. 1, is approximately 2,000 square
yards and presently accommodates 60
vehicles. A smaller second lot is located
between Hangar No. 1 and Hangar No. 2.
This lot, approximately 900 square yards,
accommodates 28 vehicles. The third lot,
located at maintenance Hangar No. 3, is
approximately 500 square yards and
accommodates 18 vehicles. In addition, a

newly constructed fourth lot is located on the
southeast side of the Airport. This lot is in
excess of 2,100 square yards and provides 72
parking spaces. Table 2-6 presents a complete
breakdown of the aforementioned parking
facilities.

Table 2-6: General Aviation Terminal
Area Parking Facilities
Parking
Area
Lot
Lot
Lot
Lot

1
2
3
5

Total

Number
of Spaces
65
32
20
72
189

Source: THE LPA GROUP INCORPORATED, 2005.

Other Ancillar
Ancillaryy Facilities

A

ncillary facilities, many of which are
critical to the daily function and safe
operation of the Airport, are
addressed in this section. These facilities
include airport maintenance, aircraft rescue
and fire fighting facilities, fuel farms, other
aviation-related facilities, and non-aviation
facilities that were inventoried. Where
possible, Chapter 4 will address space
requirements for the aviation-related facilities
to follow.
Airport Maintenance
Two full-time employees man the airport
maintenance department at Albert Whitted
during a single shift. Dedicated areas are
established for building and airfield vehicle
maintenance. These provide 1,600 square feet
of space for the equipment shop and storage.
Moreover, equipment is available onsite for
building and airfield maintenance as listed in
Table 2-7.
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Table 2-7: Airfield and Building Maintenance Equipment
Dimensions
(Length/Width/Height)

Type
Ford F-250 PU
Chevy S-10 Blazer
Two Kawasaki Mules 4600
TORO Mower
TORO Mower
Edgers (2)
Weed eater
Blowers
Pole Saw
Push Mower

18.5’/6’/7’
14.5’/5.5’/6.5’
8’/4.5’/6.5’
9’/6’/6.5’
9’/6’/6.5’
6’/1.5’/1.5’
6’/2’/1.5’
3’/1’/1’
8’/1’/1’
5’/2.5’/3.5’

Preferred Storage
Outdoor
Outdoor
Indoor
Indoor
Indoor
Indoor
Indoor
Indoor
Indoor
Indoor

Source: Airport Maintenance Survey, 1999 and Airport Management, 2005.

Aircraft Rescue and Fire Fighting Facilities
There is no ARFF facility located at the Albert
Whitted Airport. Thus, the St. Petersburg Fire
Department’s Master Station provides firefighting services for the Airport. The Master
Station is located at the intersection of 8th
Street S and 4th Avenue S, approximately one
mile west of the Airport. The Master Station
is essentially a combination of two stations,
Fire Station 1 and Fire Station 5. The Master
Station is operational 24 hours a day, all year
round. Three officers and 13 crewmembers
are assigned to the Master Station. In
addition, a hazardous materials (HAZMAT)
team has been trained to deal with chemicals
and other toxic spills/fires.
Fire fighting and rescue vehicles at the Master
Station include two fire engines, two rescue
trucks, one ladder truck, one squad truck, and
one HAZMAT truck. Each fire engine has a
500-gallon water capacity, a 40-gallon
aqueous film forming foam agent (AFFF)
capacity, and a discharge
rate of 1,000 gallons per
minute. In addition, the
HAZMAT truck and the
squad truck have some
foam capability. The total
time from the moment a
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fire alert is issued at the Master Station, to
the time fire fighting vehicles reach the
midpoint of either runway at Albert Whitted
is estimated to be less than four minutes. The
response route currently utilized to reach the
Airport runs south on 9th Street, then east on
5th Avenue to the restricted service road at the
Airport.
At the time of this writing, the fire fighting
personnel at the Master Station had not
received any formal aircraft crash rescue
training. Nonetheless, through liaison with
airport management and ATCT personnel,
they have developed a system of emergency
response that commences with notification
from the ATCT. Fire fighting personnel at
the Master Station have expressed the desire
to receive formal crash rescue training,
schedule permitting.

Fuel Storage

Utilities

The existing fuel storage facility at Albert
Whitted is owned by the City and leased to
the FBO.
Storage is available for 20,000
gallons of Jet-A fuel and 10,000 gallons of
AVGAS (100 low-lead aviation gasoline) in
three above ground tanks. In the absence of
a fuel pipeline, mobile fuel trucks make
deliveries of fuel to the farm. These deliveries
are presently scheduled to twice monthly for
Jet A (7,500 gallons average per drop) and
three (3) times per month for AVGAS (8,500
gallons average per drop). The dispersal of
fuel is provided through the use of mobile fuel
trucks, which are of a low profile design.
Each truck carries a fuel pump, reels, hoses,
and meters. The complement of fueling
trucks consists of two 600-gallon Jet-A trucks,
and two 750-gallon AVGAS truck. The most
recent records indicate that the sale of fuel
averages almost 14,858 gallons per month for
Jet-A fuel and nearly 20,840 gallons per
month for AVGAS.

T

Other Aviation-Related Facilities

he existing infrastructure of utilities
at the Albert Whitted Airport is
illustrated in Exhibit 2-15. This
infrastructure was obtained from the Florida
Department of Transportation’s (FDOT)
most recent mapping in digital (3dimensional) airport layout plan (ALP)
format dated June 2000.
Major utilities (above ground) on the
Airport’s property include the water supply
treatment facility. All requirements for
improving the existing utilities infrastructure
are inventoried and addressed the Facilities
Requirements Chapter of this report.

The water supply treatment facility is a major
above-gound utility on Airpor
ty
Airportt proper
property

Other aviation-related facilities on the Airport
include aircraft maintenance, flight training,
avionics, aircraft leasing, aerial photography,
banner towing, sightseeing and the Civil Air
Patrol. These facilities are also depicted on
Exhibit 2-13.
Non-Aviation Facilities
On-airport non-aviation related facilities
include the City maintained wastewater
treatment plant located south of Taxiway C,
just west of Taxiway B. In addition, a portion
of the Mahaffey Theatre and its parking
facilities are on airport property, as well as
the right of way for Bayshore Boulevard.
Furthermore, about one-third of Lot 51, as
shown on Exhibit 2-15, is actually airport
property.
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LOCAL COMMUNITY CHARACTERISTICS

T

his section of the inventory will focus
on characteristics in the airport
vicinity that, to a certain degree, will
help shape the overall development of the
Airport. Specific items to be addressed
include socioeconomic trends such as
population, employment, and per capita
income, as well as existing and potential land
use development strategies. Various
environmental conditions that warrant special
consideration such as water quality, wetlands,
and endangered and threatened species of
flora and fauna have not been included here.
However, a comprehensive inventory is made
available in the environmental review of
Chapter 6.

SOCIOECONOMIC TRENDS

A

lbert Whitted Airport primarily
serves the geographical area of
Pinellas County in the West Central
Florida Metropolitan Area. The Airport’s
service area also extends to portions of
Hillsborough and Pasco Counties that are part
of the Tampa-St. Petersburg-Clearwater
MSA. However, socioeconomic data for only
Pinellas County was considered to be the key
input in quantifying the future levels of
aviation activity at Albert Whitted that will
in turn direct the development of the Airport.
Moreover, it provides good background
information on local trends and projections.
Typically, the principal socioeconomic
indicators that often provide the best
information about the profile of the local
community are population, per capita
income, unemployment rates, retail sales, and
housing starts. The historical and projected
data for these indicators were obtained from
the 2002 Bureau of Economic Analysis,
which is published annually by the U.S.
Department of Commerce. The following
sections provide information about the trends

of these economic indicators that will also
serve as the basis for forecasts of aviation
demand, presented in Chapter 3 of this master
plan update.

Population
The historical population data shows that the
permanent population of Pinellas County,
including the City of St. Petersburg, grew at
a relatively stable rate between 1992 and 2002.
During this period the population increased
approximately 0.5 percent overall.
Comparative data shows the State of Florida’s
population growing 2.3 percent annually over
the same period. While the growth of Pinellas
County has not been as significant, it still
represents a continuous increase, which as
Table 2-8 reflects, is expected to continue
through the planning period.

Table 2-8: Pinellas County Population Trends
Year

Permanent Population

Historical
2002

925,246

Forecast (extrapolated by LPA)
2009
2014
2019
2024

964,284
993,174
1,022,929
1,053,575
Source: 2002 Bureau of Economic Analysis, 2005 and
THE LPA GROUP INCORPORATED, 2001.

Per Capita Income
The income of the local population is an
important indicator for aviation growth as
there are significant costs associated with
flying general aviation aircraft. In 2001, the
per capita income in Pinellas County was
$23,583, which was $3,336 greater than the
State of Florida’s income per capita. In 2002,
the average per capita income for Pinellas
County was$33,168, which was $3,409
greater than the statewide level.
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During the period 1992 to 2002, the per capita
income of Pinellas County grew 4.3 percent
annually. Not only is the growth in the
County’s per capita income expected to
continue through the planning period, it is
also expected to exceed the State’s average and
growth. Historical and projected County
incomes are reflected in Table 2-9.

Table 2-9: Pinellas County
Per Capita Income
Year

Per Capita Income

Historical
2002

25,414

Forecast (extrapolated by LPA)
2009
2014
2019
2024

27,614
29,858
33,112
41,421

Source: Florida Long-Term Economic
Forecast, 1999 and THE LPA GROUP
INCORPORATED, 2001.

Unemployment Rate
This section addresses the level of
employment in the City of St. Petersburg and
Pinellas County. The City of St. Petersburg
is home to a flourishing mix of high tech,
medical, manufacturing, research, financial,
and service industries. The Tampa-St.
Petersburg-Clearwater MSA is home to the
operations, affiliates, and subsidiaries of
several Fortune 500 firms, of which three
companies are based in St. Petersburg and
Pinellas County.
Pinellas County boasts a large number of
manufacturing employees and is a top
employer for industrial and commercial
machinery;
computer
equipment,
instruments, and related equipment; and
computer and office equipment. Moreover,
the Marine Science Research Complex that
has clustered around the University of South
Florida’s Marine Science Department in
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downtown St. Petersburg has become the
largest and most prestigious in the Southeast,
and one of the top such groups in the United
States.
During the period between 1992 to 2002, the
unemployment rate in Pinellas County
decreased from 6.6 percent to 2.5 percent as
a result of more jobs in the area. The
projections in the 2002 Bureau of Economic
Analysis show the unemployment rate for
Pinellas County initially continuing this
decrease. However, it is forecasted that the
unemployment rate will fluctuate up and
down over the planning period as is shown in
Table 2-10. This is expected to result in an
overall increase by the year 2024.

TABLE 2-10: Pinellas County
Unemployment Rate
Year

Unemployment Rate

Historical
2002

2.5%

Forecast (extrapolated by LPA)
2005
2.1%
2014
4.4%
2019
2.4%
2024
5.0%
Source: Florida Long-Term Economic
Forecast, 2005 and THE LPA GROUP
INCORPORATED, 2001

ADJACENT LAND USE

T

his section of the study will briefly
describe prevailing characteristics in
the airport vicinity that will be relevant
to future airport development. The analysis
of existing conditions considers areas that
could be affected by airport activity and
development.
Existing Land Use Patterns
Exhibit 2-16 illustrates the existing land uses
in the vicinity of Albert Whitted Airport as
published by the St. Petersburg
Comprehensive Plan (2000). Five broad
categories of land uses are depicted:
Residential, Commercial, Industrial,
Institutional/Public, and Recreational/Parks.
Based upon recent demand for housing in
Downtown St. Petersburg, large-scale
development, including townhouses and high
rise condominiums are being developed. As
a result, coordination between the City,
private developers, FAA and FDOT is
required to avoid impacts to the land area,
surface infrastructure and approach and
departure paths associate with SPG which
may negatively impact existing and future
operations at the Airport.
Land Use Controls
The proximity of the Port of St. Petersburg
to Albert Whitted Airport offers promising
intermodal opportunities for both ports. The
two, seaport and airport, are owned, operated
and maintained by the City of St. Petersburg.
Thus, goals, issues and policies for the seaport
and airport have been addressed
simultaneously in the St. Petersburg
Comprehensive Plan (2000). The following
section identifies those issues as well as
proposed activities at the Port of St.
Petersburg that may impact operations at the
Airport.

Por
etersbur
g
ortt of St. PPetersbur
etersburg
Seaport Facilities
The Port of St. Petersburg is an airport
neighbor located south of 8th Avenue SE,
adjacent to St. Petersburg Harbor. Exhibit
2-13 depicts the existing facilities. The Port
is owned and operated by the City of St.
Petersburg, and encompasses approximately
4 acres. The property is a linear parcel of
land lying between 8th Avenue SE and the
harbor. The property extends east to the US
Coast Guard facility, and west to the
University of South Florida, St. Petersburg
Campus.
The Port’s landside facilities include a 12,000
square-foot passenger terminal building. One
metal transit shed is used as a warehouse.
The shed provides a total of 40,000 square
feet of floor space. The existing wharf is 1,500
feet long. The City also owns the eastern 1.5
feet of the harbor’s west wharf that is
approximately 970 feet long. The Port’s
parking lot adjacent to the passenger terminal
can accommodate up to 35 vehicles.
Additional parking space is also available
between the two transit sheds for up to 100
vehicles.
Seaport Activities
Passenger cruise operations at the Port of St.
Petersburg date back to 1969. The 1980s and
early 1990s were successful cruising years for
the Port. However, since the M/V Gruziya
terminated weekly cruises to Mexico in 19921993, the primary Port users have been
transient yachts, fishing boats and research
vessels. Due to the limited maritime
infrastructure and alternate deepwater
facilities on Tampa Bay, the demand for cargo
service at the Port has been light for several
years. Physical constraints on the site
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preclude landing and storage of large quantities of general cargo. In addition,
mid-Pinellas industrial sites and freight truck terminals are closer to the Port
of Tampa, via I-275. According to the Port of St. Petersburg Master Plan
(1999), it is anticipated that some roll on/roll off cargo (on passenger ships
equipped for such use) can be handled at the Port. Therefore, in the future,
the Port may benefit from cargo movement without having to accommodate
dedicated cargo vessels. Navigational limitations also constrain the types
of cruise ships that may access the Port. Nonetheless, there is a potential for
the Port to develop a niche in the Tampa Bay cruise market. The Port is
currently home to a cruise operation (gaming) that uses high speed
catamarans to shuttle passengers to and from the vessel anchored off-shore.
Intermodal Opportunities
The Port of St. Petersburg Master Plan (1999) identifies the potential for
intermodal connections with the Airport. It is a major goal to connect the
Port with the immediate environs and transportation network to facilitate
intermodal access. One potential linkage is for passengers to fly in on private
or small commercial airplanes to go on a ship cruise, and vice versa.
To facilitate the process, the Port plans to construct a new portof-call facility and an intermodal hub to provide a central point
for intermodal connections.
Port and Aviation Goals
The following outlines the common goals and
objectives of the St. Petersburg Comprehensive
Plan (1999) affecting the Port of St. Petersburg
and Albert Whitted Airport:

Ê Objective PA3 – All Port and
Airport operation plans and
projects shall be consistent with
the Comprehensive Plan,
especially the Future Land Use,
Coastal Management, Traffic
Circulation and Conservation
Elements.

Ê Objective PA4 – The Port and
Airport will coordinate
operations and expansion plans
with appropriate transportation
planning entities to ensure an
integrated, multi-modal
transportation system designed
to provide necessary Port/
Airport access.
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Cha
pter 3
Chapter

AVIATION ACTIVITY FORECASTS

T

his chapter presents projections of
aviation activity at Albert Whitted
Airport (SPG) that will be used
as the basis for facility planning at the
Airport over the twenty-year
planning period. The objective
of the forecasts is to provide
airport management with
realistic estimates of future
aviation activity. From this
information, a benchmark
of facilities may be obtained
and compared to determine the adequacy of
existing airport facilities. Projections of
aviation demand provide the basis for:

Ê Determining the Airport’s future role
regarding the types of aircraft that
need to be accommodated as well as
the types of future demand.

Ê Evaluating the capacity of existing
Airport facilities to meet projected
aviation demand.

Ê Estimating the type and size of
airside and landside facilities
required in future years.
In addition, external factors including recent
and on-going aviation industry trends and
projections will be evaluated as to their impact
on SPG. SPG is designated under NPIAS
as a general aviation reliever airport. As a
general aviation airport, it serves a variety of
aviation activities, including personal and
recreational flying, flight training, corporate
flying, air taxi, aircraft servicing, military
activities, and other similar activities. As a
result, particular attention was given to such
factors as fuel prices, DOD funding, the
national and local economy, pilot training,
airspace restrictions and other security
measures instituted after September 11, 2001,
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as well as such
aviation trends as
the development of
the light sport aircraft
and the approval of the
Sport Pilot License.
Nationally, the use of general
aviation for business travel has increased
dramatically due in part to the development
of the fractional aircraft ownership industry
as well as extensive commercial airport and
airline security measures. In addition,
corporate aviation activity is expected to
increase as a result of economic recovery as
well as development of light jet aircraft, such
as the Eclipse 500 and Cessna Mustang,
which sell for less than $2.5 million. In fact,
several SPG pilots have placed orders for this
new generation of jets. Furthermore, learnto-fly programs, approval of the Sport
Aircraft license, aircraft safety improvements,
as well as the development of smaller, quieter
and more cost effective aircraft models is
anticipated to further drive recreational
general aviation activity at SPG.
The standard planning period for an airport
master plan is twenty-years. Since a full
calendar year of based and aircraft
operational activity was available for 2004, it
was used as the base year for the forecast
period. Forecasts for SPG are presented in
5, 10 and 20-year key increments, which
resulted in 2009, 2014, 2019 and 2024 being
designated as the key planning years. The
development of forecasts also includes
analyses of historical data as provided by the
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), the
Florida Department of Transportation
(FDOT) and socioeconomic data from the
region and the state of Florida. This data
was supplemented with information obtained
from Airport management, ATCT personnel,

Master Record (5010) forms as well as from
the Albert Whitted Blue Ribbon Advisory
Task Force Committee (Blue Ribbon
Committee) to obtain a complete picture of
operational activities, emerging trends, and
the community’s vision for the Airport as a
whole.

METHODOLOGY

V

arious methods of forecasting
aviation demand exist and are widely
used throughout the industry. In
order to adequately identify the future needs
of the airport, a number of projections were
developed. In this chapter, the following
elements were analyzed and subsequent
projections prepared.
Based Aircraft

•
•
•
•

Single-Engine
Multi-Engine (piston and turboprop)
Jet
Rotor

Aircraft Operations

•
•
•
•

General Aviation
Military
Local/Itinerant
Instrument

Peak Activity

•
•
•

Peak Month
Average Day Peak Month
Peak Hour

Previous forecasts and their accuracy over
time were also considered to identify
historical trends and their relationship to
national, state and local socioeconomic and
aviation activities. These methods were
applied to develop the most accurate forecasts
possible at SPG, and will be discussed in
greater detail throughout this chapter.
Additionally, the activity forecasts in this
section were developed in accordance with

the standards and guidelines set forth in
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)
Advisory Circulars (AC) 150/5070-6A, 150/
5300-13, and other applicable federal and state
publications.
Although these forecasts cover an extended
timeframe, aviation, social and economic
trends can only be reasonably projected for
the first five years. Unexpected events in any
of the above trends, which cannot be factored
into the assumptions of the forecast, can cause
dramatic changes within the 20-year planning
period. Therefore, aviation activity forecasts
and master plans themselves must continually
be evaluated and updated on a regular basis,
approximately every five years.

HISTORIC BASED AIRCRAFT AND ANNUAL
OPERATIONS

T

raditionally, SPG has served as a
general aviation reliever airport to the
commercial passenger service airports
in the region, such as St. PetersburgClearwater Inter national and Tampa
International Airports. As such, it is one of
three highly active general aviation airports
in the Tampa-St. Petersburg-Clearwater
Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA).
Based upon historical data and discussions
with Airport management, the Airport
primarily serves single-engine, multi-engine
and rotor aircraft. As of 2005, only four jets
have been documented as based at the
Airport. However, these based jet aircraft
represent only a fraction of total airport
operations. While the potential exists for jet
aircraft to be based at SPG, historical data
shows that the Airport primarily supports the
smaller general aviation aircraft. This may
be due in part to limited runway length rather
than the functional role the Airport can
support. In fact, due to the Airport’s
proximity to the downtown St. Petersburg
area, the airfield would provide an ideal place
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for additional business and corporate jet
aircraft users if these typically larger aircraft
could be accommodated.
Reviewing activity at the Airport, operations
at SPG are dominated by general aviation
with some limited military activity. No air
carrier or regularly scheduled service has been
recorded; therefore, it is anticipated that SPG
will predominantly cater to general aviation
and military activity in the future.
Historic Based Aircraft
In order to realistically forecast based aircraft,
a reliable source or combination of sources
must be obtained. In this case, Airport
management and tower operators provided
historical based aircraft information from
1992 through 2004. The numbers provided
from 1997 through 2004 were based upon
discussions with Airport management and
surveys conducted in association with the
2000 MPU. This data is reflected in Table 3-1.
Historic Annual Aircraft Operations

Previous Aviation Activity Forecasts

The FAA defines an operation as either a
single aircraft landing or takeoff. Under this
definition, an aircraft “touch and go” is
considered two operations, since the aircraft
conducts a landing and a takeoff. Past aircraft
operations at SPG are recorded in the FAA
TAF, FAA 5010 Form, Florida Aviation
System Plan (FASP) 2004 and ATCT activity
logs. All four of these data sources reflect the
same historic trend for operations at the
Airport; however, there are differences in the
recorded historic data. As a result, historic
operations provided by ATCT and Airport
management were considered the most
accurate.

Since the 2000 Master Plan Update, there
have been no significant forecasting efforts at
SPG. Although new forecasts were created
for this Master Plan Update (MPU), data
contained in the previous plans (both 1993
and 2000 MPUs) prove invaluable for
comparison purposes and are used to
supplement the analyses conducted during
this study.

According to Table 3-1, based aircraft have
fluctuated at an average annual rate of –1.35
percent over the last nine years, while annual
operations have also fluctuated by an average
annual rate of –1.17 percent.
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These fluctuations in both activity and based
aircraft may be a result of limited aircraft
storage facilities at the airport as well as the
impacts of September 11, 2001 on general
aviation activity as a whole. It should be noted
that ATCT counts only include those
operations conducted when the tower is open
(daily 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m.). However, it is
important to consider that operations do
occur when the tower is closed. Discussions
with Bay Flight, an air ambulance service,
revealed that their operations could range
from two to twenty per night depending upon
the number of incidents in the area. In
addition, training operations by both the U.S.
Coast Guard and independent flight-training
operators occur nightly. Lastly, it was also
determined that a number of operations,
especially cross-country, occur prior to the
Tower opening at 7:00 a.m. Thus, based upon
information obtained from these various
sources, total operations for the years 2003
and 2004 considered nighttime operations.

2000 Master Plan Update
For the purposes of this study, the 2000
Master Plan forecast was reviewed in order
to obtain a historical trend of both based
aircraft and aircraft operations. The 2000
Master Plan Update based aircraft forecast is
shown in Table 3-2. For comparison
purposes, forecast data was extrapolated to
the year 2024.

Table 3-1: Historic Based Aircraft and
Aircraft Operations
Year

Based
Aircraft

Annual
Operations

1995

226

118,154

1996

226

85,768

1997

225

83,175

1998

225

81,732

1999

224

91,814

2000

219

100,408

2001

214

93,347

2002

209

102,238

2003

205

104,040

2004

200

106,283

-1.35%

-1.17%

AAGR %
1995-2004

According to the 2000 forecast, based aircraft
were estimated to grow at an average yearly
rate of .99 percent. This estimate was lower
than the State Aviation System Plan based
aircraft forecast rate but higher than the
forecast population growth for Pinellas
County. Also, the 2000 forecast growth rate
trailed the 1993 historical growth (1.6 percent)
during the previous planning period.
Table 3-3 depicts the 2000 Master Plan
Update forecast of operations for the planning
period. In the previous Master Plan,
operations were projected to grow at an
average annual rate of .876 percent. A review
of the projected forecast revealed that the
forecast was not comparable with historic
data. Since 1999, historical operations grew
at an average annual rate of only .425 percent.

Source: Airport Management, ATCT Logs, and THE
LPA GROUP INCORPORATED, 2005

Table 3-2: 2000 Master Plan Update – Forecast of Based Aircraft
SingleEngine

MultiEngine

Jet

Rotor

Total

Base Year

1999

177

41

1

5

224

Forecast

2006
2011
2021

195
210
225

42
40
39

1
3
4

6
8
10

244
261
278

227

39

4

10

281

Extrapolated by LPA

2024

Source: THE LPA GROUP INCORPORATED, 2005

Table 3-3:

Base Year

Forecast

Extrapolated by LPA

2000 Master Plan Update – Local/
Itinerant Split of Projected General
Aviation Aircraft Operations
Local
Operations

Itinerant
Operations

Total
Operations

1999

51,199

40,615

91,814

2006
2011
2021

51,728
55,332
58,936

45,872
49,068
52,264

97,600
104,400
111,200

2024

59,314

52,867

112,173

Source: THE LPA GROUP INCORPORATED, 2005
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FAA Terminal Area Forecast
Terminal Area Forecasts (TAF) are prepared
by the FAA to meet the planning needs of
their offices concerned with future traffic
levels at the nation’s airport facilities. Except
for specific regional or state requests, the
airports included in the FAA’s TAF report
must meet at least one of the following
criteria:

Ê Have an existing FAA tower.
Ê Have an existing FAA Contact tower.
Ê Candidate for a FAA tower.

As reflected in the 2004 TAF, the FAA has
forecasted a straight-line projection of activity
over a 20-year period for both based aircraft
and aircraft operations. This forecast
indicated that there is a .96 percent annual
average growth rate for total aircraft
operations and a 1.41 percent annual average
growth rate for based aircraft throughout the
20-year planning period. This appears in line
with historic growth at the Airport, and,
therefore, will be used to project activity levels
during the planning period.
Florida Aviation System Plan

Ê Currently receiving or expected to
receive scheduled air carrier or
regional/commuter service.

Ê Currently exceed 60,000 itinerant or
100,000 total aircraft operations.

Ê Reported 10 or more based aircraft
on the latest available Airport Master
Record (FAA 5010 Form).
Forecasts in the FAA TAF are calculated
using a number of methods. Typically,
projections are calculated using regression
analysis with various national economic
indicators as the independent variables. Table
3-4 depicts the figure contained in the 2004
TAF for SPG.

The Florida Aviation System Plan (FASP)
2004 is a broad blueprint that guides the
development of Florida’s 131 public airports.
This plan is necessary to ensure that airports
work together effectively as a statewide
transportation system, provide a link to a
global air transport network, and effectively
interface with regional surface transportation.
The latest edition of the FASP (2004) was
based on data collected up to and including
2002. The FASP incorporates traditional
aviation planning techniques to identify future
air traffic demands. In addition, the FASP
includes a strategic planning element to allow
FDOT to respond to aviation and economic
trends, including emerging technologies,

Table 3-4: 2003 FAA Terminal Area Forecast (TAF)
Year

Based
Aircraft

Annual
Operations

Base Year

2003

187

97,699

Forecast

2009
2014
2019

202
217
230

102,309
107,507
112,991

2024

250

117,730

Extrapolated by LPA

Source: 2004 FAA Terminal Area Forecast
Page 44

projected funding shortfalls and shifting
priorities. Table 3-5 depicts the 2004 FASP
forecast for SPG during the 2003-2023 period.
Data shown for the year 2024 was determined
by using growth rates derived from the FASP
forecast.

Table 3-5: 2004 Florida Aviation System Plan
Year

Base Year

Based
Aircraft

Annual
Operations

2003

185

96,019

2009
2014
2019

191
195
200

100,421
104,244
108,212

Forecast
The average annual growth rate associated
with the FASP general aviation based aircraft
forecast is .49 percent over the 2002-2024
2024
205
112,331
period. During the same period, the FASP Extrapolated by LPA
Source: 2004 Florida Aviation System Plan (FASP)
projects general aviation operations to
increase at a rate of 0.75 percent annually.
Table 3-6: Market Share of U.S. General
Aviation Activity (FAA Aerospace
The National Forecast
Forecasts - 2004)
The national forecast is a forecast created by
Year
Based
Annual
the FAA to project aviation growth for the
Aircraft
Operations
U.S. The FAA Aerospace Forecasts, Fiscal
2003
205
97,540
Years 2004-2015, was used to express national
Base Year
trends in the general aviation industry in order
2009
205
99,546
to determine the correlation between national
Forecast
2014
209
106,292
trends and activity at SPG. Using a market
2019
214
105,986
share analysis of historic airport activity to
the national activity as presented in the FAA
2024
219
108,916
Aerospace Forecast, resulted in a .89 percent Extrapolated by LPA
Source: The LPA Group Incorporated, 2005
average annual growth rate through the
twenty-year planning period. The results of
these calculations are shown in Table 3-6.

FORECASTING APPROACH

H

istoric trends are one of the primary
considerations that can influence
activity forecasts at an airport. By
tracing these trends, it is possible to determine
the impact that economic fluctuations, as well
as changes in the industry have had on activity
at the airport. The study of historical trends
is particularly valuable at those airports
having an air traffic control tower (ATCT)
recording takeoff and landing operations for
several years.
Historic data for SPG from sources such as
the FAA TAF, FAA Form 5010, or FASP
seem to be inconsistent. Therefore, historic
information obtained from the FAA ATCT,

Airport management, and aircraft user groups
were used in the development of activity
forecasts at the Airport. Since 10-plus years
of historic data was available, airport activity
could be compared to various local economic
indices including population, employment
and per capita income. As a result, linear and
multiple regression forecasts were developed
to project future aviation activity at SPG.
Finally, with the recent updates to the
National Forecast (FAA Aerospace Forecast),
Florida Aviation System Plan, and Terminal
Area Forecasts, projections of general
aviation activity based upon market share
analysis was possible.
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Industry trends, as well as national and local
economy reviews, were also used to project
aircraft activity at the Airport. The best
source of information on the nation’s general
aviation activity is contained in the 2004 FAA
Aerospace Forecasts. Given the nature of the
airport operations, primarily General
Aviation (GA), projections of future activity
based upon these forecasts, adjusting for local
trends, was considered a reasonable
forecasting approach. Several factors were
considered which might influence the course
in which activity at the airport develops.
These included evaluating anticipated general
aviation development, airport geographical
constraints, and industrial/business
development on and surrounding SPG. The
primary goal of the analysis was to develop
an approach that gives reasonable attention
to these factors while at the same time
providing a rational basis upon which to base
the forecast selection.
It is also noteworthy that substantial
demographic and economic growth in an area
rarely triggers an equal general aviation
activity expansion. Nowadays, general
aviation growth at an airport usually falls
within a narrow range, at a rate usually
somewhat lower than the socioeconomic data
alone would suggest. Unless an airport has
readily developable land and funds, as well
as excessive general aviation demand, annual
average growth rates over a 20-year planning
period usually fall under five percent.
Therefore, a projection of aircraft activity
assuming national growth and customized for
local conditions can be just as useful.
Additionally, GA growth relies on many other
factors, which include: level of services
offered, competitive pricing, space availability,
airfield characteristics, local area
attractiveness, and pilot perception of
services. While these factors cannot be
tailored into the equation leading to the
airport activity forecast, these do contribute
directly to the level of operations at SPG. As
Page 46

a result, these forecasts assume that Airport
Management, Fixed Based Operator (FBO),
and other tenants will actively support GA
activity and initiate the appropriate measures
to either maintain or extend air traffic at the
airport.

INDUSTRY TRENDS AND IMPACTS OF
SEPTEMBER 11, 2001

D

ecreases in general aviation activity
were experienced across the nation
in the late 1980’s and early 1990’s
due to significant increases in the cost of
owning a general aviation aircraft. A large
part of this cost was directly attributable to
increasing product liability costs, as well as
increasing operating costs. Unfortunately,
this period, which was also affected by a
national recession, ultimately forced the
closure of nearly every manufacturer of
general aviation piston aircraft. Legislators
responded to the severe downturn with the
passage of the General Aviation
Revitalization Act of 1994. The signing of
this act provided a renewed era of growth for
the general aviation market, which has led to
recovery in the industry up through the end
of 2001.
After passage of the General Aviation
Revitalization Act, two of the largest
manufacturers of small aircraft resumed
production in the general aviation market.
The Cessna Aircraft Corporation re-entered
the single-engine piston aircraft market for the
first time since 1986. In addition, the New
Piper Aircraft Corporation emerged from
Chapter 11 bankruptcy protection to restart
and increase its previous production schedule.
Other aircraft manufacturers and aviation
suppliers also began hiring and expanding
their production. Overall, revitalization of
the industry has had a positive effect on the
number of active general aviation aircraft, and
therefore on the number of operations these
aircraft conduct in the U.S. According to the

2004 FAA Aerospace Forecasts, annual
shipment of U.S. manufactured general
aviation aircraft has constantly increased from
1994 to 2000. This was significantly facilitated
by the strong economic cycle of the mid to
late 1990s.

are now subject to increased scrutiny and
lengthy background checks. At the same time,
support for industry-wide programs designed
to attract new pilots to general aviation
“appears to be waning” among some
segments of the industry.

However, over the last two and half years, the
general aviation industry has declined, due
primarily to the overall economic recession
nationwide, as well as the impact from
September 11. Signs of economic recession
materialized in the first months of 2001 with
a decrease in the number of general aviation
aircraft shipments and activity. Further, the
lingering events of September 2001 have only
made the situation worse for general aviation
and, today, the industry has still not fully
recovered.
According to the 2004 FAA Aerospace
Forecasts, GA aircraft shipments fell from
2,994 in 2001 to 2,539 in 2002, a 15.20
percent decrease. The U.S. portion of
industry shipments fell from 2,634 in 2001 to
2,214 in 2002, a 15.95 percent drop. As a
result, employment among the manufacturers
of fixed-wing general aviation airplanes,
avionics, and components, represented by the
General Aviation Manufacturers Association
(GAMA), fell in 2002, down a 12.40 percent
from the 2001 level.
The economic slowdown, high fuel prices,
and increased insurance rates are just some
of the factors that have forced many pilots to
limit their flying activities in the past two
years. Additionally, after the terrorist attacks
on the U.S., many restrictions were placed on
the operations of general aviation aircraft. In
the same way, the number of individuals
holding student pilot certificates, which is key
for the future of aviation growth, declined by
8.93 percent in 2002, from 94,420 to 85,991.
According to the FAA, it has been estimated
that as many as 20 percent of the student
pilots in the U.S. are foreign nationals, who

Based upon available traffic counts provided
by Airport Management, aircraft activity
from 2001 to 2002 at SPG increased by over
8,000 operations, which can be attributed
directly to increases in both military and local
civil aircraft operations. Even though
operational tower counts decreased in 2003
and 2004, which appears directly attributable
to fluctuations in civil aircraft activity
associated with the economic recession rather
than terrorist events, nighttime operations
based upon information obtained from
aircraft users when added to the ATCT counts
resulted in an increase over the year 2001
reported operations. For the forecast analysis,
it is important to recognize that reported
operations prior to 2003 did not include
operations that occur when the ATCT is
closed (between 9:00 pm and 7:00 am). Thus,
operations prior to 2003 may be slightly
underestimated. However, based upon the
overall vitality of the region, decreases in
ATCT recorded activity experienced by SPG
were less severe than the national average.
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Not only has the population grown, real per
capita income and employment in the region
have increased by 1.43 and 1.72 percent,
respectively, from 1990 to 2015, indicating a
vigorous local economy.
While the general aviation industry will be
facing challenges in the years ahead, aircraft
activity and sales are anticipated to recover.
The most important driving force of this
recovery will be the U.S. economy. According
to the FAA, general aviation activity is
expected to experience slight declines in 2003,
and then return to more normal growth
patterns beginning in 2004 as the economy
recovers. According to the 2004 FAA
Aerospace Forecasts, the active general
aviation aircraft fleet is forecast to increase at
an annual average growth rate of 0.70 percent
and general aviation hours flown are forecast
to increase by 1.50 percent annually from
2002 to 2015. Finally, the total pilot
population is anticipated to increase at an
annual average growth rate of 1.40 percent
over the next 11 years.
The FAA’s predication of further declines in
2003 for the general aviation industry was
realistic. The national economy was marked
by a slow growth in the second quarter of
2003, with an increase of the real Gross
Domestic Product (GDP) by 3.30 percent,
according to the estimates of the Bureau of
Economic Analysis (BEA). In the first
quarter, real GDP increased 1.40 percent.
Nonetheless, it is still not possible to tell
whether the economy is coming out of the

Page 48

recession. The decrease in the federal fund
rate in June 2003 to 1.00 percent illustrates
the concern of the Federal Reserve Bank
officials regarding the slow recovery of the
U.S. economy. This rate reduction is aimed
to moderate the economy’s downturn by
fueling increased consumer spending. In
addition, the outcome of the war in Iraq
remains uncertain and future terrorist strikes
on the U.S. are still perceived as likely.
Therefore, as indicated in the FAA forecast,
the general aviation industry recovery is not
expected before 2004.

FORECAST OF BASED AIRCRAFT

T

he development of future facilities
such as hangars, aprons and tie-downs
is heavily driven by the forecasted
number of based aircraft expected at SPG
during the planning period. Projections for
the anticipated number of based aircraft were
generated using the following methods.
Aircraft Using FAA TAF Growth Rate
The TAF forecast of based aircraft at SPG
assumes an annual average growth rate of
1.41 percent through the year 2015. Using
this annual growth rate, anticipated based
aircraft using the TAF methodology was
extrapolated through 2024 resulting in 250based aircraft by the year 2024. Table 3-7
outlines the TAF methodology.
Projection of Based Aircraft Using FASP
The next forecast method is based upon the
Florida Aviation System Plan (FASP). The
FASP indicates that the number of based
aircraft at SPG is expected to grow at an
average annual rate of .49 percent. As shown
in Table 3-7, the FASP forecasts extremely
low based aircraft growth at SPG over the
planning period.

Projection of Based Aircraft Using
Historical Growth
One method of deriving the based aircraft
projection is by using the historical growth
rate. The historical data gives a relatively good
indication of what kind of growth can be
expected at the airport. However, using the
historical data in Table 3-1, SPG had an
average annual growth rate of –1.35 percent.
Since this downward trend is not expected to
continue throughout the twenty-year planning
period, this forecast was discounted. Table
3-7 depicts the results of that calculation.
Projection of Based Aircraft Using
National and State Forecast projections
Another viable method of forecasting based
aircraft is to use market share analysis. This
data is used to derive projections of based
aircraft through the application of national
trends in the aviation industry. The national
forecast was obtained from 2004 FAA
Aerospace Forecasts, which forecasts the
number of active aircraft in the nation. The
Aerospace forecast defines an active aircraft

as any aircraft flying at least one hour during
the year. According to the 2004 FAA
Aerospace forecast, the number of active
general aviation aircraft at SPG is expected
to increase at an average annual growth of
1.26 percent over the next ten years. This
growth rate was applied to the base year to
extrapolate the forecast national growth for
the planning period, as indicated in Table 37.
In addition, a market share analysis was
performed based upon the FASP’s statewide
and West Central Florida projections of based
aircraft. Using the market share percentage
of Statewide and West Central Florida based
aircraft, active general aviation aircraft at SPG
is expected to increase at an average annual
growth of 1.55 percent and .50 percent,
respectively, over the next twenty years as
shown in Table 3-7.

Table 3-7: Projections of Based Aircraft

Projected

Year

FAA
TAF
FDOT
Forecast Forecast

Market
Share of
Market
US GA
Based Share of
Historical
Statewide
Acft
Trend
Based
(FAA
(Linear Aerospace
Acft
Projection) Forecasts) (FASP)

Market
Share of
West
Central
Florida
Based
Acft
Regression Composite
(FASP) Analysis
Forecast

Preferred
Forecast

2004

189

186

200

200

200

200

232

200

200

2009

202

191

187

214

215

205

248

209

213

2014

217

195

175

223

232

211

266

217

227

2019

230

200

163

243

251

216

285

227

241

2024

250

205

152

257

272

221

306

238

257

AAGR (%)
2004-2024

1.41%

0.49%

-1.35%

1.26%

1.55%

0.50%

1.39%

0.87%

1.26%

Source: The LPA Group Incorporated, 2005
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Projection of Based Aircraft based upon
Regional Socioeconomic Trends
The regression analysis for GA based aircraft
ties historic Pinellas County population
growth to historic based aircraft trends.
Typically, an increase in population coincides
with an increase of based aircraft if facilities
are available. Based upon this methodology,
based aircraft at SPG in 2004 should have
equaled 232. Using 232 aircraft as the base,
it is anticipated that by the year 2024, 306
aircraft will be based at the Airport. This
appears high, but may be plausible since
there currently is a waiting list of over 70
aircraft for storage facilities at the Airport
(See Table 3-7).
Composite Forecast
The composite forecast is the average of the
other projections. This projection predicts an
annual average growth of .87 percent, which
equates to 238-based aircraft at SPG by the
year 2024. This traditional method would be
a logical choice if there were not such a
significant demand for aircraft storage
facilities at the Airport. As a result, various
projections were reviewed for the comparative
validity of the base criterion used to create
the projection. It was determined that each
projection was based on a potentially valid
predictor variable, but that no individual
predictor could be said to be more likely to
prevail than any other in this specialized
market.
Selected Based Aircraft Forecast (Used
Median Growth Rate of 1.26%)
When selecting the forecast of based aircraft,
all the previously mentioned forecasting
methods were taken into account. Forecasts
were analyzed, reviewed and compared to
determine how they compare to the expected
growth at the airport. The selected based
aircraft forecast should be the best
representation of what is expected to occur
Page 50

at SPG. The selected forecast can be one of
the previously mentioned methods or a
combination of them.
Since all of the various projections with the
exception of the historic (linear) forecast
appeared to be valid, the preferred based
aircraft forecast utilized a median growth rate
to forecast based aircraft through the year
2024. This resulted in a preferred annual
growth rate of 1.26 percent through the 2024
planning period. The projected based aircraft
forecast of 257 aircraft by 2024 is
representative of expected growth at SPG. As
mentioned earlier, due to limited existing
facilities on airport, a waiting list for at least
70 aircraft currently exists, and may
significantly impact facility requirements in
the short-term (2005-2009). Exhibit 3-1 is a
graphical representation of the selected
forecast. Table 3-7 depicts the selected
forecast data.

Projected Based Aircraft Fleet Mix

A

side from determining the number of
based aircraft, it is also vital to
determine the aircraft fleet mix in
order to develop the appropriate sized
facilities. Understanding the future fleet mix
would allow the airport to develop the
facilities to accommodate various types of
aircraft that are forecast to operate at the
airport. The future fleet mix was determined
by studying the national fleet mix forecast and
comparing it with the fleet mix based at SPG.
National Projection of Active General
Aviation Fleet
Every year the FAA generates the active
general aviation forecast as part of the FAA
Aerospace Forecast. This forecast breaks the
general aviation aircraft into distinctive

categories. A breakdown of the national
activity fleet in 2002 included: 67.93 percent
single-engine aircraft, 8.32 percent multiengine piston, 7.19 percent turboprop and
turbojet, 3.5 percent rotorcraft and 13.4
percent other aircraft (i.e. experimental, sport,
and other).
An analysis of the active general aviation fleet
data reveals certain trends. The single-engine
piston aircraft and rotorcraft have experienced
a decline in recent years, but the forecast
shows that that segment has stabilized and
will grow in the future. Turboprops, other
aircraft and turbojet aircraft have been
showing signs of significant growth,
especially with the anticipated introduction
of the light sport aircraft in 2004.
Several reasons exist to support this
anticipated growth. The use of business

aircraft by smaller companies has escalated
as various chartering, leasing, time-share,
partnerships, and fractional ownership
agreements have emerged. Businesses
increasingly are choosing to use general
aviation transport because it provides safe,
efficient, flexible, and reliable transportation.
Fractional ownership offers consumers a
more efficient use of time by providing faster
point-to-point travel times, the ability to
conduct business while flying, as well as
minimum enplaning and deplaning hassles.
The continuing popularity of travel by general
aviation aircraft is also due to the ability to
use smaller, less-congested airports located
closer to one’s final destination. According
to the National Business Aviation Association
(NBAA), the number of individuals and
companies in the U.S. that own a fractional
share of an airplane increased by 52 percent
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from 2000 to 2002, from 3,834 to 5,827. In
addition, new product offerings, such as the
Eclipse 500 and the Cessna Mustang,
lightweight jets featuring relatively low fuel
consumption and having relatively low
acquisition costs, will help to simulate the
markets in future years.
Finally, light-sport aircraft are expected to
enter the active fleet in 2004 and to account
for 20,915 aircraft in 2015. Light-sport
aircraft are defined as simple, lowperformance aircraft that are limited to 1,232
pounds maximum weight, two occupants, a
single non-turbine powered engine, stall speed
of 39 knots, maximum airspeed of 115 knots,
and fixed landing gear. This category includes
most existing ultra light aircraft, which the
FAA has not registered in the past. To
simulate general aviation activity, the FAA
recently approved new certification
requirements for light-sport aircraft, pilots,
and repairmen. The new certification

addresses advances in sport and recreational
aviation technology, and provides pilots with
safe and cost-effective access to a growing
segment of aviation. The new sport pilot
certificate, which would allow pilots to fly
light-sport aircraft, could be obtained with
about 20 hours of training. In addition, sport
pilots would only need either a third class
medical certificate or a valid state driver’s
license to fly. The new rule will greatly reduce
the barriers to becoming a pilot and an aircraft
owner, thereby boosting general aviation
activity and light aircraft sales.
Table 3-8, compares the projected national
active aircraft fleet mix forecast for the year
2002 and 2015. The numbers that stand out
in the table are the average annual growth rate
for turboprop and turbojet aircraft at a rate
of 3.45% and other at a rate of 4.57%. SingleEngine aircraft increased at a rate of 0.26%
while multi-engine aircraft fell at a rate of 0.49%. Despite the significant increase in
turbojet and other aircraft, single-engine and
multi-engine aircraft still constitutes over 70
percent of the national active general aviation
aircraft in 2015.

Table 3-8: FAA Projected National Active
Aircraft Fleet
Aircraft
Type

2002

Single-Engine – Piston 143,503

2015

Overall
Share

Average
Annual
Growth Rate

67.93%

148,450

60.24%

0.26%

Multi-Engine- Piston

17,584

8.32%

16,490

6.69%

-0.49%

Turboprop & Turbojet

15,196

7.19%

23,630

9.59%

3.45%

6,648

3.15%

7,210

2.93%

0.63%

28,313

13.40%

50,635

20.55%

4.57%

211,244

100%

246,415

100%

1.19%

Rotorcraft
Other*
Total
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Overall
Share

Note: An active aircraft is one having a current registration that
was flown at least one hour during the calendar year.
* Other category includes experimental aircraft also.
Source: FAA Aerospace Forecast (Fiscal Years 2004-2015), 2005

Albert Whitted Airport Projected Based
Aircraft Fleet Mix
The base aircraft mix fleet was obtained from
2004 Airport Management records. From
this, the percentage was calculated and
applied to the 2004 data. The historical based
aircraft mix and the national forecast was
taken into consideration when calculating the
projected based aircraft mix at the airport.
This historical data gives an indication of
what the based aircraft mix was at the airport
throughout the years and is expected to follow
this trend somewhat closely in the future. The
national trend indicates what is expected in
the general aviation segment as a whole. This
must also be applied to the historical mix in
order to reflect an accurate projection of
future trends in the industry. The projected
based aircraft fleet mix is shown in Table 3-9.

Table 3-9: Projected Based Aircraft Fleet Mix
Rotorcraft

Total

7

2%
3%
3%
3%

6
7
7
8

4%

200

3%
3%
3%
3%

213
227
241
257

○

○

○

○

○

○

○

2%

○

○
○
○

Percent
○

Number

○

○

5
6
7
9

○

○

21%
20%
20%
20%

○
○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○
○
○
○

Forecast

4

○

45
45
48
51

21%

○

74%
74%
74%
74%

○

158
168
179
190

○

2009
2014
2019
2024

Jet
Number Percent

○

41

○

148

○

2004

○

Base Year

Percent
○

74%

○

Number

○

Multi-Engine

Percent

○

Single-Engine
Number

Source: The LPA Group Incorporated, 2005

TYPES OF AIRCRAFT OPERATIONS

FORECAST OF GA AIRCRAFT OPERATIONS

A

any elements of aviation make up
the broad definition of general
aviation activity. General aviation
includes all segments of the aviation industry
except for those conducted by commercial or
military operators. Its activities include the
training of new pilots, sightseeing, aerial
photography, law enforcement, and medical
flights, as well as business, corporate, and
personal travel. The FAA defines an
operation as either a single aircraft landing

ircraft operational activity at SPG
for the twenty-year planning period
was separated into different
classifications of activity, such as GA,
military, air taxi, local and itinerant,
instrument, peak and operational fleet mix.
This information will provide an accurate
image of future demand and, therefore,
facility requirements at the Airport for the
twenty-year planning period.

M
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or takeoff. Under this definition, touch-andgo training procedures are considered two
operations (one arrival and one departure)
and are considered local operations.
Projection of General Aviation
Operations using TAF
The next method that was used to determine
the general aviation forecast over the planning
period is the TAF. In the TAF, the FAA
forecasts the future operations growth at
individual facilities. The 2003-2019 FAA
TAF indicates that there is .96 percent forecast
growth rate forecasted for that period. This
scenario is viable and shown in Table 3-10.

Projection of GA Operations using
Regression
Due to the high correlation between the
number of based aircraft and the
socioeconomic data for Pinellas County,
similar analyses for aircraft operations were
developed. Unfortunately, an immediate
concern surfaced during the creation of these
various regression models. This concern had
to do with the significant fluctuations of
annual operations recorded for the Airport.
Airport operations at SPG range from a high
of 118,154 in 1995 to a low of 81,732 in 1998.
Current aircraft operations at SPG equal

Table 3-10: Forecast Annual General Aviation Aircraft Operations

Base

Projected

Calendar
Year
TAF

FASP

2004

89,796

96,739

95,220

95,220

95,220

95,220

95,220

2009

94,901

100,421

92,396

103,709

116,700

101,625

100,114

2014

100,099

104,244

92,440

112,955

143,141

110,576

105,259

2019

105,583

108,212

92,484

123,025

173,808

120,622

110,669

2024

109,729

112,331

92,528

133,993

211,045

131,925

116,357

AAG (%) 1.007%
2004-2024

0.750%

-0.143%

1.723%

Regression

Historic
Linear

Projection of General Aviation
Operations using FASP
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Market
Share (of
West
Central
Florida)

The next method of extracting the general
aviation forecast for the planning period is
through the use of the FASP. The FASP
forecasts the growth in general aviation
operations in Florida. The 2004 FASP
provides forecasts for the years 2002 through
2022, which shown an average annual growth
rate of 0.75 percent. This growth rate was
used to extrapolate the numbers for the rest
of the planning period. The results are
depicted in Table 3-10.

4.060%

Composite

1.644%

Preferred

1.007%

106,283. Since socioeconomic data for the
County also contained some fluctuations over
the same 9-year time period, it was anticipated
that some combination of the economic data
as independent variables, might explain the
changes in aircraft operations.
Following this assumption, a regression
analysis was created only to determine that
there is no correlation between socioeconomic
variables and aircraft operations. The use of
regression analysis was abandoned as a means
to create the forecasts of aircraft operations
after these attempts. A different approach was

then pursued to provide realistic forecasts of
activity for Albert Whitted.
Projection of General Aviation Using
Historical Growth
Another method of extrapolating projected
growth is through the use of the historical
average annual growth factor for the years
1998 through 2024. This linear growth rate
of 1.723 percent presents aircraft operations
at SPG for 2024 at 133,983. This forecast
may be viable if significant development
occurs at the airport. The results of the
extrapolation are shown in Table 3-10.
Projection of General Aviation
Operations using Historic Market Share
Another method of extracting general
aviation forecast data for the planning period
is through the use of market share analysis.
By comparing SPG historical operations to
the FASP West Central Florida Market
revealed that GA operations at SPG represent
ten (10) percent of total West Central Florida
GA operations. Thus, by applying this ten
(10) percent rate to the FASP forecast for the
area, resulted in a forecast of 211,045 GA
operations at SPG in the year 2024. This is
an average annual growth of 4.06 percent over
the twenty-year planning period as shown in
Table 3-10.
Projection of Operations per Based
Aircraft Methodology
This method uses the average operations per
based aircraft to project operations over the
twenty-year planning period. Using the
average operations per based aircraft from
1995 through 2004 provided an average
annual OPBA of 472.
While the Airport may have limitations due
to the length of the runway, many other
improvements are being conducted to
enhance the Airport for its users. Similarly,

additional operations may be generated at
Albert Whitted through the growth of the
downtown St. Petersburg area, the presence
of major league baseball at Tropicana Field,
the proximity to the Mahaffey Theater, and
the growth of the high tech, medical,
manufacturing, research, financial, and
service industries within Pinellas County. As
a result, an OPBA of 500 was used to provide
a more reliable correlation between based
aircraft and operations. This resulted in an
average annual growth rate of approximately
1.09 percent, and a forecast of aircraft
operations for 2024 at 132,056.
In addition, an OPBA forecast of future
airport operations at SPG was also performed
using the FAA’s OPBA standard of 492
operations to based aircraft for NPIAS
designated reliever airports as shown in
Appendix 5 of AC 150/5300-13, Airport
Design. Utilizing this OPBA, a growth rate
of 1.01 percent was obtained, which resulted
in a forecast of annual operations equal to
129,943 for the year 2024.
Composite Forecast
The composite forecast is the average of the
other projections. The composite projection
predicts an annual average growth of 1.644
percent, which equates to 131,925 aircraft
operations at SPG by the year 2024. This
traditional method would be a logical choice
if there were not such a significant demand
for aircraft storage facilities at the Airport. As
a result, various projections were reviewed for
the comparative validity of the base criterion
employed to create the projection. It was
determined that each projection was based on
a potentially valid predictor variable, but that
no individual predictor could be said to be
more likely to prevail than any other in this
specialized market.
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Forecast of Militar
Militaryy Aircraft Operations

The Selected Aircraft GA Operations
Forecast
Since, as stated above, each projection was
based upon a valid predictor variable, a
median growth rate of 1.007 percent was
applied to historic operations to forecast
operations through the twenty-year
planning period. It was previously
established that the regression analysis
would be excluded from determining the
selected forecast since it establishes a
negative growth rate. The market share
analysis was also discounted since it
represents the high end of the forecast
analysis. Thus, as shown in Table 3-10,
Forecast Annual General Aviation Aircraft
Operations, and Exhibit 3-2, Forecast Annual
GA Aircraft Operations, 116,357 GA
operations are anticipated for the year 2024.

M

ilitary operations are aircraft
operations, which are conducted
by an official branch of the U.S.
military services. Based on historic levels and
interviews, there are a limited number of
military operations conducted at SPG. The
FAA TAF shows military operations remaining
at 3,493 annual operations. However, based
upon historic operations and market share
analysis, there appears to be a growth trend
among military operations at SPG. In addition,
as a result of the September 11, 2001 terrorist
attacks and the on-going war in the Middle East,
Department of Defense spending has grown at
an average annual rate of 2.76 percent.
Applying this growth rate to the base year
military operations resulted in the following
aircraft operating estimates. Table 3-11
outlines the forecast of military operations at
SPG.

Table 3-11: Forecast of Military Operations

FAA
Calendar
TAF
Year
Forecast
Base Year

Projected

Previous
5-Yr
Historic
Trend
using
Airport
Data

Market
Share of
US
Assumed
Military
DOD
Ops
budget
(TAF)
growth

Market
Share of
Florida
Military
Ops
Composite Preferred
(TAF)
Forecast Forecast

2004

3,493

7,187

7,187

7,187

7,187

6,448

7,187

2009

3,493

12,345

8,235

7,193

7,213

7,696

8,235

2014

3,493

18,192

9,436

7,198

7,240

9,112

9,436

2019

3,493

24,039

10,812

7,203

7,266

10,563

10,812

2024

3,493

29,887

12,389

7,230

7,309

12,061

12,389

AARG % 0.00%
2004-2024

7.39%

2.76%

0.03%

0.08%

3.18%

2.76%

Source: THE LPA GROUP INCORPORATED
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Preferred Forecast
Military operations are rather difficult to
correctly forecast since they are directly tied
to a number of external factors. Therefore,
in order to attempt to forecast an accurate
number of operations throughout the forecast
period, it was necessary to take a composite
of the five projections. This produced an
average annual growth rate of approximately
3.30 percent. This does not appear to be
reasonable estimate of military operations at
SPG due to runway length limitations and its
proximity to Downtown St. Petersburg.
Therefore, the preferred projection of military
operations adopted the growth rate of 2.76
percent, representing military spending, to
historic operations. This resulted in forecast
of 12,389 operations for the year 2024. This
is considered a viable forecast based upon
amount of military activity within the TampaSt. Petersburg-Clearwater region. Again, it is
important to reevaluate these and any other
forecasts if significant changes in ruling
conditions occur.
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Forecast of Air TTaxi
axi Operations

T

he FAA defines air taxi operations as
any non-scheduled service by general
aviation operators, utilizing aircraft
with 60 seats or less. Air taxi operations are
essentially general aviation flights that are
conducted on a commercial or “for hire”
basis. Typically these non-scheduled flights
carry a small number of passengers to
destination cities without scheduled airline
service. However, air taxi operations can and
do serve clients going to cities with scheduled
service.
Itinerant general aviation operations typically
consist of business and corporate activity,
private operations, and some air taxi
operations. By definition, air taxi operations
are itinerant general aviation operations.
Because of this, some air taxi operations do
not always get recorded separately. Air taxi
activity at SPG has been minimal over the past
ten years, ranging from a low of 2,252
operations in 1996 to a high of 4,640
operations in 1995. In 2004, operations
attributed to air taxi operators were 3,876.
Four projections were used to evaluate future
air taxi operations at SPG. These projections
are shown in Table 3-12, Forecast of Air Taxi
Operations.
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Projection of Air Taxi Operations using
TAF Growth Rate
This projection is based upon the anticipated
growth rate predicted through the FAA TAF
through the year 2015. The FAA TAF
predicts no growth in air taxi operations at
SPG through the forecast period. This is
considered unlikely based upon past air taxi
performance. Furthermore, the FAA TAF
forecast is somewhat suspect since its analysis
of air taxi operations at SPG has lagged
behind the actual reported air taxi operations.
As a result, this projection represents the low
end of the projection framework (See Table
3-12).
Projection of Air Taxi Operations based
upon Historic Trend
This projection was based upon the average
historical growth rate for air taxi operations
from the years 1995 to 2000. This revealed
an average annual growth of 1.68 percent,
which was then applied to the 20-year
projection of operations. Based upon this
analysis, 5,772 operations will be directly
attributable to air taxi operations in 2024.
This produces a rather high forecast of future
operations (See Table 3-12).

Table 3-12: Forecast of Air Taxi Operations

FAA
Calendar
TAF
Year
Forecast
Base Year

Projected

Historical
Trend
(Linear
Projection)

Market
Share of
US Air
Taxi Ops
(TAF)

Market
Share of
Florida
Air Taxi
Ops
(TAF)

Composite
Forecast

Preferred
Forecast

2004

3,915

3,876

3,876

3,876

3,876

3,876

2009

3,915

4,379

4,312

4,470

4,269

4,269

2014

3,915

4,844

4,667

4,828

4,563

4,563

2019

3,915

5,308

5,049

5,214

4,871

4,871

2024

3,915

5,772

5,537

5,555

5,195

5,195

AAGR (%)
2004-2024

0.00%

1.68%

1.47%

1.52%

1.19%

1.19%

Source: THE LPA GROUP INCORPORATED, 2005

Projections of Air Taxi Operations based
upon Share of Nationwide Trend
Air taxi operations were compared to total US
air taxi operations in order to determine what
percentage of the nationwide operations is
attributable to SPG. It was determined that
on average, SPG represents .030 percent of
total nationwide air taxi operations.
Assuming that local air taxi operations mimic
that forecast for nationwide operations, it was
determined that 5,537 operations would be
attributable to SPG in 2024. This would mean
an average annual growth rate of
approximately 1.5 percent. This projection
represents the moderate end of the projection
matrix for air taxi operations (See Table 312).
Projections of Air Taxi Operations using
Statewide Trend
The same methodology used in the previous
forecast was applied to the statewide air taxi
operations forecast. Using 2004 historic data,
it was determined that SPG’s air taxi
operations represent .628 percent of total

statewide air taxi operations. Utilizing the
growth projected for statewide operations, it
was determined that 5,555 air taxi operations
would occur at SPG in 2024. This is
considered a moderate forecast based upon
available data (See Table 3-12).
Preferred Forecast
The preferred forecast for air taxi operations
at SPG is based upon a composite of the four
projections: FAA TAF, linear growth,
nationwide, and statewide trends. This
produced a realistic forecast that appears to
meet a variety of quantifiable and qualitative
conditions. The preferred forecast assumes
an average annual growth rate of
approximately 1.19 percent, which appears
feasible based upon regional market trends.
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Local versus Itinerant Split

A

ircraft operations are divided into the
categories of local or itinerant. Local
operations are those arrivals or
departures performed by aircraft that remain
in the airport traffic pattern, or are within sight
of the airport. This covers an area within a
20 nautical mile radius of the airfield. Local
GA operations are most often associated with
training activity and flight instruction.
Itinerant operations are arrivals or departures
other than local operations, performed by
either based or transient aircraft that do not
remain in the airport traffic pattern. Itinerant
general aviation operations are typically
comprised of private, business/corporate, and
air taxi flight activity. Additionally, itinerant
activity may include law enforcement and
medical flights.
Based on the ATCT activity logs and
information obtained from Airport
management and user groups, the operational
split between local and itinerant traffic has
remained relatively stable over the past nine
years. Between 1995 through 2004, GA
operations averaged 54 percent local and 46
percent itinerant. Military operations from
1997-2004 averaged 55 percent itinerant and
45 percent local. Because of the inherent
stability of these historical percentages, it is
anticipated that the future will not be much

different. Therefore, the more recent split
from 2004 (45.4 percent itinerant and 54.6
percent local) was applied to the forecast of
total annual GA operations and 55 percent
itinerant and 45 percent local was applied to
annual military operations. This future split
of local and itinerant operations is depicted
in Table 3-13, Local vs. Itinerant Operations.

Instrument Operations Forecast

B

ased upon total annual operations at
SPG, a separate forecast for IFR
operations was conducted to support
the development of adequate facilities. Based
upon ATCT tower information for the years
1995 through 2004, the percent of IFR
operations ranged from 3.4% to 3.97%. As a
result, an average of 4.0 percent was applied
to the selected aircraft operations forecast to
determine estimated IFR operations at SPG
through the 20-year planning period.

Table 3-13: Local vs Itinerant Operations
Year

Itinerant Operations
Total
Air Taxi
GA
Military Itinerant

Local Operations
GA
Military

Total
Total
Local Operations

Base Year 2004

3,876

43,230

3,953

51,059

51,990

3,234

55,224

106,283

2009

4,269

45,452

4,529

54,250

54,662

3,706

58,368

112,618

2014

4,563

47,788

5,190

57,541

57,472

4,246

61,718

119,259

2019

4,871

50,244

5,947

61,062

60,425

4,865

65,291

126,353

2024

5,195

52,826

6,814

64,835

63,531

5,575

69,106

133,941

AAGR (%)
2004-2024

1.47%

1.01%

2.76%

1.20%

1.01%

2.76%

1.13%

1.16%

Projected
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Operational Fleet Mix Forecast
Operational fleet mix is an important factor
in determining the need for both airside and
landside improvements at an airport. Also,
the breakout of operational fleet mix is
necessary to quantify noise impacts to the
local community. Utilizing the fleet mix data
provided in the 2000 Master Plan Update as
well as data provided by ATC, Airport
Management and user groups, a current
breakdown of the operational fleet mix was
developed.

remaining 26 percent split amongst multiengine, rotor aircraft (aka helicopters), jet and
other. Other aircraft refer to experimental,
the new light sport aircraft, glider, etc.

The existing fleet mix was subjectively
analyzed based upon information obtained
from the 2004 FAA Aerospace Forecasts
mentioned previously. Using the fleet mix
percentages provided in the FAA Aerospace
Forecasts, the future operational fleet mix for
SPG was developed. Applying the FAA
SPG primarily serves single-engine, multi- national growth rate percentages, 60.24% of
engine, and rotor aircraft, with limited total SPG operations will be attributed to
turboprop and turbojet activity. Based upon single-engine aircraft, 6.69 percent to multithe historic fleet mix percentages, single- engine, 9.59 percent to jet, 2.93 percent to
engine activity is dominant at the Airport. 74 rotor aircraft, and the remaining 20.55 percent
percent of total aviation activity at SPG is to other aircraft. This jump in other aircraft
attributed to single-engine aircraft, with the is attributed to the introduction of the new
light sport aircraft into the system. Finally,
projections do suggest
Table 3-14: Projected Annual Instrument Operations a relatively strong
growth in jet activity,
Year
IFR
Percent
Total
since
this
is one of the fastest
Operations
Operations
growing segments of the GA
industry. The final operational
3,724
4.00%
93,783
Base Year 2004
fleet mix figures, as well as their
2009
3,946
4.00%
112,618
percent over the forecast annual
2014
4,179
4.00%
119,259
operations, are reflected in
Forecast
Table 3-15, Projected Operational
2019
4,428
4.00%
126,353
Fleet Mix.
2024

4,694

4.00%

133,941

Source: The LPA Group Incorporated, 2005

Table 3-15: Projected Operational Fleet Mix
Year

Single-Engine
Number %

Multi-Engine
Jet
Number
%
Number
%

Rotor
Number
%

Other
Number %

Total
Number

Base Year 2004

69,399

74.00% 14,466 15.43%

60

0.06% 9,847

10.50%

10

0.01%

106,283

2009

79,161

70.29% 14,098 12.52%

252

0.22% 8,591

7.63%

80

0.07%

112,618

Projected 2014

79,627

66.77% 12,117 10.16%

934

0.78% 6,610

5.54%

558

0.47%

119,259

2019

80,136

63.42% 10,419

8.25%

3,463 2.74% 5,088

4.03%

3,919

3.10%

126,353

2024

80,691

60.24%

6.69% 12,844 9.59% 3,919

2.93%

27,523 20.55% 133,941

8,963

Source: THE LPA GROUP INCORPORATED, 2005
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Peak Activit
Activityy Forecast

A

nnual projections generally provide
a good overview of the activity at an
airport, but may not reflect
operational characteristics of a facility. As
such, peak forecasts are developed based on
the fact that annual demand is typically not
equally distributed throughout the entire year.
In many cases, facility requirements are not
driven by annual demand, but rather by the
capacity shortfalls and delays experienced
during peak times.
Peak operational activity such as peak month,
average day of the peak month (ADPM), and
peak hour forecasts are used in planning
facility sizing and to determine the Airport’s
ability to accommodate projected demand.
The monthly tabulations of the ATCT records
for Albert Whitted were analyzed to determine
the peak month for aircraft operations.
Based on the 10 years of data, the Airport
typically experiences the highest traffic levels
during the spring months of April and May.
Over the period of 1995 through 2004, the
peak month percentage ranged from a high
of 11.0 percent to a low of 8.93 percent. In
recent years, the average percentage of annual
operations conducted in the peak month
equaled 9.90 percent. Because the more
recent data is considered more reliable, 9.90
percent was applied to the forecasted annual
operations through the year 2024 to estimate
the peak month operations for each year.
The values for ADPM and for the peak hour
were calculated using the FAA’s methodology
found in Advisory Circular 150/5360-7,
“Planning and Design Considerations for
Airport Terminal Building Development.”
Under this methodology, taking the number
of operations calculated for the peak month
and dividing that figure by the number of days
in the peak month derive the ADPM. Since
the historic peak month has varied, 30.42 was
used for the number of days in the peak month.
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No historical data was available to determine
the peak hour operations at the Airport;
however, based upon discussions with
management and surveys completed by the
FBOs, a peak hour rate of 9.96 percent was
used. This estimate of the ADPM provides
the best representative number of peak hour
operations at the Airport. The projections
for future peak operations at the Airport are
shown in Table 3-16, Forecast Peak Activity.

SUMMARY

T

ables 3-17, Comparison of TAF and
Airport Forecasts, and 3-18, Airport
Planning Forecasts, provide a summary
of the activity forecast for SPG. Overall the
current activity at the Albert Whitted is
expected to show growth throughout the
forecast period. In summary, the data and
methods used to forecast aviation demand
elements for the Airport are consistent with
those used by the FAA and other airports
located in the State of Florida and therefore,
accurately reflect current activity trends of the
surrounding region and nation.
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Table 3-16: Forecast Peak Activity

Total
GA
Ops

Peak
Month/
GA
Ops

Peak
Month

2004

106,283

9.90%

10,527

3.29%

346

9.96%

34

2009

112,618

9.90%

11,155

3.29%

367

9.96%

37

2014

119,259

9.90%

11,812

3.28%

388

9.96%

39

2019

126,353

9.90%

12,515

3.28%

411

9.96%

41

2024

133,941

9.90%

13,266

3.29%

436

9.96%

43

Calendar
Year
Historic

Projected

Average
Peak
Day/
Hour/
Peak Average Average
Month
Day
Day

Peak
Hour

Source: THE LPA GROUP INCORPORATED, 2005

Table 3-17: Comparison of TAF and Airport Forecasts
Total
Operations

Year

Airport
Forecast

TAF

Base yr.

2004

106,283

97,204

9.34%

Base yr. + 5yrs.

2009

112,618

102,309

10.08%

Base yr. + 10yrs.

2014

119,259

107,507

10.93%

Base yr. + 15yrs.

2019

126,353

112,991

11.83%

Base yr. + 20yrs.

2024

133,941

117,730

13.77%

1.16%

0.96%

AAGR (%) 2004-2024

(% Difference)

Source: THE LPA GROUP INCORPORATED, 2005
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Table 3-18: Airport Planning Forecasts – Forecast levels and Growth Rates
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Cha
pter 4
Chapter

AIRPORT DEMAND CAPACITY

T

he purpose of this Demand/Capacity
Analysis is to examine the capability
of the Albert Whitted Airport (SPG)
to meet the needs of its users. In doing so,
this task provides an analysis of the existing
airfield to satisfy forecasted operational
demands. This assessment will be expressed
in terms of the hourly capacity and annual
service volume (ASV) of the airfield, along
with the total estimated annual delay. Also,
an analysis of the airspace surrounding SPG
is included to determine its capacity.
Following the demand/capacity analysis, is
an outline of the facility requirements needed
to meet anticipated demand as discussed in
Chapter 3, Aviation Activity Forecasts. The
facility requirements outline surplus and
deficient facilities at the Airport throughout
the twenty-year planning period.

Airfield Characteristics

M

ethods for determining airport
capacity can be found in AC 150/
5060-5 Change 2, entitled “Airport
Capacity and Delay” published by the Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA). For this
master plan, airfield capacity was calculated
in terms of the hourly capacity of the
runways, ASV, and annual aircraft delay using
this methodology. The elements that affect
airfield capacity are listed below.
Runway Configuration
Aircraft Mix Index
Taxiway Configuration
Airfield Operational Characteristics
Meteorological Conditions

When analyzed collectively, the above
elements provide the basis for establishing the
operational capacity of an airport. The
following sections will evaluate each of these
capacity related characteristics with respect
to SPG.
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Runway Configuration

T

he airfield configuration for SPG
includes two paved runways. The
primary runway, Runway 6-24, has
a northeast to southwest orientation.
Runway 18-36, the crosswind runway, has
a north-south alignment. These two
runways are laid out in a closed V
configuration. The approach ends of
Runway 24 and Runway 18 meet in the
northeast corner of the Airport and open
to the southwest at an approximate angle
of 60 degrees.
Runway 24 and Runway 18 both have
standard left hand traffic patterns while
Runway 6 and Runway 36 have standard
right hand traffic patterns. These patterns
primarily keep traffic to the south and east
of the airfield, over the bay and away from
downtown St. Petersburg. Due to the
runway configuration, runway length and
related traffic patterns, SPG typically
operates only one runway at any given time.
Therefore, the capacity calculations in this
chapter treat the Airport as a single runway
environment.
However, due to the area’s prevailing winds
and the types of aircraft that operate at
SPG, a two-runway system is required to
meet minimum wind coverage. Since
aircraft takeoff and land into the wind, the
FAA recommends that sufficient runways
be provided to achieve 95 percent wind
coverage. This is calculated by using a 10.5
knot crosswind component for the smaller
and lighter aircraft, while a 13 knot and 16
knot crosswind component is utilized for
the larger, heavier, and jet aircraft. FAA
AC 150/5300-13, Change 8, “Airport
Design” suggests that weather for a period
of at least ten years be used to determine

the wind coverage of an airport. The
inventory chapter of this study evaluated the
wind coverage for different meteorological
conditions at the Airport based on ten years
worth of data. This analysis showed that
neither Runway 6-24 nor Runway 18-36 alone
could provide 95 percent wind coverage in
the 10.5-knot category. Therefore, both
runways are required to provide the
appropriate wind coverage for the smaller and
lighter aircraft that predominately use the
airfield.

Aircraft Mix Index

K

nowing the operational fleet mix, it
is possible to establish the mix index
required to compute the airfield’s
capacity. The aircraft mix index is calculated
based on the type or class of aircraft expected
to serve an airfield. Exhibit 4-1 provides
examples of typical aircraft for each of the
FAA’s four capacity classifications. The
formula for finding the mix index is %(C +
3D) where C is the percentage of aircraft over
12,500 pounds, but less than 300,000 pounds
and D is the percentage of aircraft over
300,000 pounds.
At SPG, the current aircraft mix includes only
Class A and B aircraft. This trend is expected
to continue over the entire planning period.
The airport does see a significant increase in
jet aircraft traffic in the latter part of the
planning period, but this increased jet activity
is primarily limited to light jets and Small
Aircraft Transportation System (SATS)
aircraft, both of which typically are less than
12,500 pounds.

Taxiway Configuration

A

s mentioned in Chapter Two,
Inventory, both runways are
equipped with parallel taxiways.
Taxiway “A” is located south side of Runway
6-24, and provides access from the threshold
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of Runway 6 to the intersection of Taxiway
B. Due to limited land east of Runway 1836 and south of 24, Taxiway D was built
north of Runway 24 to provide access to the
threshold. It is also important to note that
Taxiway A has a runway to taxiway
separation of 150 feet, which is adequate for
Class B-I light aircraft. Taxiway D, however,
was constructed with a runway to taxiway
separation distance of 200 feet, which
accommodates ARC B-II aircraft. In
addition to access associated with Taxiways
B and C, three additional stub taxiways
provide access between Runway 6-24 and
Taxiway A as shown in Table 4-1, Exit
Taxiway Locations.
Taxiway “B” provides full parallel access to
Runway 18-36. Taxiway B is located to the
west of Runway 18-36 at a runway to taxiway
separation of 150 feet. Four stub taxiways
in addition to Taxiways A and C provide
access to the full-length of Runway 18-36 as
shown in Table 4-1, Exit Taxiway Locations.
Taxiway C located north of the hangar
storage facilities was a former runway when
SPG was used for military operations. As a
result, Taxiway C is wider than both
Taxiways A and B. Taxiway C provides
access to the T-hangar and portable aircraft
storage facilities located south and west of
Runways 6-24 and 18-36, respectively.
Taxiway C provides access to Runways 6-24
and 18-36. Taxiway C pavement located
north and west of Runway 6 is marked as
closed.
Based upon demand and capacity
requirements, exit taxiways provide a higher
level of airport capacity since they limit the
amount of time aircraft are required to
remain on an active runway. Based on the
FAA’s criteria, the exit factor is maximized
when a runway has four exit taxiways within
a range determined by the operations using
that runway. At SPG, this range is 2,000 feet
to 4,000 feet from the landing threshold and

each exit must be separated by at least
750 feet. Taxiway exit distances from
the associated runway thresholds are
shown in Table 4-1, Exit Taxiway
Locations, and Exhibit 4-2, Airport
Diagram.
Using the FAA exit taxiway criteria,
both runways have only one exit
taxiway per the airfield capacity
calculation. However, since both
runways are less than 4,000 feet in
length, the taxiways are maximized
due to their ability to facilitate exiting
aircraft.

Exhibit 4-1

Table 4-1 Exit Taxiway Locations
Exit Taxiway
A
A1
C
A2
A3
B
D

B1
B2
A
C
B3
B4

From Runway 6 Threshold
326’
1,477’
2,464’
3,100’
From Runway 18 Threshold
82’
198’
614’
1,510’
2,378’
2,843’

From Runway 24 Threshold
3,477’
3,167’
2,794’
1,644’
656’
20’
From Runway 36 Threshold
2,782’
2,666’
2250’
1,354’
486’
21’
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Operational Characteristics

Percentage of Aircraft Arrivals

S

T

ignificant operational characteristics
that can impact an airfield’s overall
capacity include: the percentage of
aircraft arrivals, the sequencing of aircraft
departures, and the percentage of “touch and
go” operations.
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he percentage of aircraft arrivals is the
ratio of landing operations compared
to the total number of operations at
an airport for a specific period of time. This
percentage is based upon the assumption that
aircraft require more runway occupancy time
for landing than takeoff. As a result, a 40, 50
and 60 percent arrivals figure was determined
using the FAA methodology for computing
airfield capacity.

Using the 40 and 60 percent arrivals figure
resulted in an average annual service volume
(ASV) variance of ±11 percent. However, at
the 50 percent arrivals level, the lower
percentage (40 percent) had the highest
capacity. Thus, for general planning purposes,
the 50 percent of arrivals value was used as
an average or neutral effect to determine the
overall runway capacity at SPG.

occurring at the airport. Based upon
information obtained from ATCT staff, 90
percent of local civil operations are associated
with flight training activity with
approximately 60 percent attributed to “touch
and go” operations.
As a result,
approximately 30 percent of SPG’s total
annual operations are attributed to “touch and
go” operations.

Sequencing of Aircraft Departures

Meteorological Conditions

O

eteorological conditions,
i.e. wind, cloud ceiling and
visibility, impact overall
airfield capacity. Runway utilization is
normally determined by wind
conditions while the cloud ceiling and
visibility dictates spacing requirements.
Although Chapter Two, Inventory of
Existing Conditions, provides a breakdown
of the St. Petersburg area’s wind
characteristics, it was decided that ATCT
would provide a better determination for
runway utilization at the Airport. However,
ATCT activity logs do not include which
runway is utilized for each operation;
therefore, ATCT management and staff were
interviewed to generate a best estimate of
runway utilization.

nly Runway 6 has space to
accommodate a small number of
aircraft run-ups prior to departure.
The remaining runways, Runways 18, 36 and
24, are only equipped with end connector
taxiways, which do not provide adequate
room for run-up or aircraft passing. However,
since this constraint cannot be modeled using
the FAA’s airfield capacity methodology, the
airfield is considered to have no aircraft
departure constraints.

Percentage of Touch and Go
Operations
“

T

ouch and Go” operations play a
significant role in the determination
of overall airfield capacity. A touch
and go is defined as two operations, a landing
and takeoff, performed consecutively, and is
typically associated with flight training. FAA
guidelines for calculating ASV require an
estimate of the percent of “touch and go”
operations compared to total operations

M

Based upon information obtained from
ATCT, 70 percent of operations occur on
Runway 6-24 and the remaining 30 percent
occur on Runway 18-36. A breakdown of
2004 runway utilization is outlined in Table
4-2, Runway End Utilization.

Table 4-2 Runway End Utilization
Runway End

Runway Use

Runway End Utilization

6
24

70% of total

56% of total
14% of total

18
36

30% of total

18% of total
12% of total

Source: Interview with ATCT Staff, 2005.
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As stated by ATCT staff, the higher utilization
of Runway 6 is attributed to its proximity to
various aircraft storage facilities and fixed
base operator (FBO) facilities. Runway 18 is
likely used because it is equipped with a nonprecision approach in addition to the
significant amount of heavy seafaring traffic
located beyond the threshold of Runway 36.
It is anticipated that as the small airport
transportation system (SATS) comes online
in 2008-2009, SATs/VLJ operations will
increase significantly at SPG. Thus, it is
anticipated that runway operations will
increase on both Runways 6 and 18.
There are three measures of cloud ceiling and
visibility conditions recognized by the FAA
in calculating the capacity of an airport.
These include:
Visual Flight Rules (VFR) – Cloud
ceiling is greater than 1,000 feet above
ground level (AGL) and the visibility
is at least three statute miles.
Instrument Flight Rules (IFR) –
Cloud ceiling is at least 500 feet AGL
but less than 1,000 feet AGL and/or
the visibility is at least one statute mile
but less than three statute miles.
Poor Visibility and Ceiling (PVC) –
Cloud ceiling is less than 500 feet AGL
and/or the visibility is less than one
statute mile.
Essentially, each airport also has a fourth
measure used to calculate the airport’s
capacity. That measure is based on the lowest
minimum descent altitude, or decision height,
and the minimum visibility published for an
approach into the airport. SPG is equipped
with a non-precision approach to Runway 18.
This approach is designed with a minimum
descent altitude of 660 feet above ground level
(AGL) and visibility minimum of one statute
mile. However, when conditions are less than
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the published approach minima, the airport
is closed to landing aircraft. Since this
approach falls within the limits of the IFR
category, the airport only has three measures,
VFR, IFR, and below minimums.
SPG experiences VFR conditions 95.7
percent of the time, IFR conditions 3.7
percent of the time, and below the published
approach minimums 0.6 percent of the time.
These percentages are based on weather data
collected for the Airport covering the most
recent 10-year period.

Airfield Capacity Analysis

A

irfield capacity at SPG was
determined by analyzing various
airfield characteristics compared to
the FAA airfield capacity methodology.
Using the FAA methodology, three different
values for measuring capacity: hourly runway
capacity, annual service volume (ASV) and
annual aircraft delay is determined.

Hourly Capacity of Runways

H

ourly runway capacity measures the
maximum number of aircraft
operations
that
can
be
accommodated by the airport’s runway
configuration in one hour. Based on the FAA
methodology, hourly capacity is calculated by
analyzing the appropriate VFR and IFR
figures for the airport’s runway configuration.
From these figures, the aircraft mix index and
percent of aircraft arrivals are utilized to
calculate the hourly capacity base. A “touch
and go” factor is also determined based on
the percentage of “touch and go” operations
combined with the aircraft mix index. These
figures also consider a taxiway exit factor,
which is determined by the aircraft mix index,
percent of aircraft arrivals, and number of exit
taxiways within the specified exit range.

For both VFR and IFR conditions, the hourly
capacity for runways is calculated by
multiplying the hourly capacity base, exit
factor, and “touch and go” factor. This
equation is:
Hourly Capacity = C* x T x E
where: C*
T
E

= hourly capacity base
= “touch and go” factor
= exit factor

An airport’s mix index can substantially
change the value of the hourly capacity base
in the FAA capacity tables. However, since
all of the planning years fall into the mix index
range of 0 to 20 percent, there will be no
change in the hourly capacities of the airport.
A weighted hourly capacity for the airport is
calculated by taking the VFR and IFR
calculations and pro-rating them based on the
percent these conditions have been observed
at the airport. The following hourly capacity
values were calculated for SPG. The hourly
capacities for the key years of the planning
period are shown in Table 4-3.

Annual Service Volume

I

n order to effectively understand airport
capacity, an annual service volume (ASV)
is determined.
ASV represents a
measure of the approximate number of total
operations that the airport can support
annually. In other words, the ASV represents
the theoretical limit of operations that the
airport can safely accommodate. Using the
FAA’s methodology as outlined in AC 150/
5060-5, Airport Capacity and Delay, to estimate
ASV, the ratio of annual demand to average
daily demand, during the peak month, is
calculated along with the ratio of average
daily demand to average peak hour demand,
during the peak month. These values are then
multiplied and the resulting product is
multiplied by the weighted hourly capacity.
This equation is outlined below:
Annual Service Volume = Cw x D x H
where: Cw = weighted hourly capacity
D=

ratio of annual demand to
average daily demand during
the peak month

H =

ratio of daily demand to
average peak hour demand
during the peak month

Table 4-3 – Calculation of Hourly Capacity

Base Year

Forecast

Year

VFR
Operations/Hour

IFR
Operations/Hour

Weighted Hourly
Capacity (Cw)

2004

117

62

111

2007

117

62

111

2014

117

62

111

2019

117

62

111

2024

117

62

111

Source: THE LPA GROUP INCORPORATED, 2005.
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For SPG, both runway configurations were
used for the calculation of the ASV. Airport
and ATCT staff interviews were conducted,
and traffic schedules and records were
obtained to evaluate the characteristics of
peak month, day, and hourly operations.
These records showed that there are several
peak month activities for the various aviation
segments operating at SPG. However, the
April and May 30-day timeframe was selected
to represent peak month activity since this
timeframe maintained the most consistent
operational peaks of all the peak months. The
average peak month operations were
determined to be 9.9 percent of annual
operations. The average daily operations
during the peak month was derived by taking
the number of operations calculated for the
peak month and dividing that figure by the
average number of days in an average month,
which equaled 30.42 days. For the three
planning horizons, the average daily
operations during the peak month were
determined by dividing the Average Peak
Month Operations by 30.42. These figures
were then used to calculate the ratio of annual
operations to average daily operations during
the peak month (D) for the ASV calculation.

Exhibit 43
Demand Versus
Capacity
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The Average Peak Hour of the Peak Month
was determined by multiplying the Average
Daily Operations by 9.96 percent, which is
based upon historical data. The hourly
demand ratio, which is used to calculate both
ASV and annual delay, was determined by
dividing Average Daily Operations – Peak
Month by the Average Peak Hour-Peak
Month. The results are reflected in Table 4-4
ASV is the approximate measure of an
airport’s capability in terms of annual
throughput capacity. Demand that exceeds
the ASV will typically result in significant
delays on the airfield. However, no matter
how substantial an airport’s capacity may
appear, it should be realized that delays can
occur even before an airport reaches its stated
capacity. In fact, a number of projects that
would increase overall airport capacity are
eligible for funding from the FAA. According
to FAA Order 5090.3B, “Field Formulation
of the National Plan of Integrated Airport
Systems (NPIAS),” this eligibility is achieved
once the airfield has reached 60 percent of its
current capacity. This allows improvements
to be planned and designed prior to levels
where demand significantly impacts overall

Table 4-4 – Calculation of Demand Ratios
Element

2004

Annual Operations

106,283 112,618 119,259 126,352 133,941

Average Peak Month Operations

10,527

Average Daily Operations - Peak Month

2009

2014

2019

11,044

11,585

346

363

381

400

419

307

310

313

316

320

34

36

38

40

42

10

10

10

10

10

Daily Demand Ratio (D)
Average Peak Hour - Peak Month
Hourly Demand Ratio (H)

12,154

2024

12,750

Source: THE LPA GROUP INCORPORATED, 2005.

Table 4-5 – Annual Service Volume

Base Year

Forecast

Year

Annual Operations

Annual Service Volume

Capacity Level

2004

106,283

342,184

31%

2009

112,618

345,599

33%

2014

119,259

350,802

34%

2019

126,352

354,012

36%

2024

133,941

356,099

38%

Source: THE LPA GROUP INCORPORATED, 2005.

capacity, thus causing significant strains on the
system. Future capacity levels for the airport
have been calculated based on the forecasted
annual operations and the ASV for the
Airport. These levels are depicted in Table 45 and are shown graphically in Exhibit 4-2.
The overall capacity of SPG based upon
forecasts for the twenty-year planning period
is expected to remain below 60 percent as
shown in Table 4-5, Annual Service Volume, and
Exhibit 4-3, Demand vs. Capacity. However,
if there is a surge in operations or change in
the type and size of aircraft using the airport
facilities, then the capacity of the airfield will
need to be reevaluated. If at such time,
demand equals or exceeds 60 percent of the
total ASV for the airport, then improvement
projects will be required to enhance the overall
capacity of the airfield.
Page 73

Annual Aircraft Delay

Airspace Capacity

A

irspace capacity is an essential
element of any airport, especially
with respect to maintaining existing
and proposed operational characteristics.
SPG is equipped with an Air Traffic Control
Tower (ATCT), and as a result, the airspace
surrounding the airfield is designated as
controlled Class D airspace. Class D airspace
is controlled airspace that extends upward
from the surface and continues to an elevation
of 1,500 feet above MSL where it intersects
with the overlying Class E airspace as well as
Class B airspace associated with Tampa
International Airport (TPA). For SPG, Class
D airspace extends outward to a distance of
approximately 4 NM from the center of the
Airport. Class E airspace covers an area
outside of the Class D with a floor elevation
of 700 feet above ground level (AGL) and
continues up until it meets the Class B
airspace associated with TPA. Due to the
proximity of TPA, SPG Class E airspace is
primarily located to the west, southwest,
south, and southeast of the Airport, extending
approximately 2 NM out from the Class D
airspace. Exhibit 4-4, U.S. Airspace Classes,
outlines how the airspace classes relate.

s an airport’s level of annual
operations increase, so do the times
when the airfield experiences periods
of delay. Annual aircraft delay provides an
estimate of total delay incurred within one
year’s time. The estimate of annual delay
includes arriving and departing aircraft
operations under both VFR and IFR
conditions. FAA AC 5060-5 Change 2,
Airfield Capacity and Delay, provides a
method by which the annual delay can be
quantified. Essentially the ratio of annual
demand to ASV is based upon FAA charts to
determine the average delay per aircraft. This
value is then applied to the annual demand to
estimate the total amount of annual aircraft
delay. The results of these calculations are
included in Table 4-6, Annual Aircraft Delay.
The Airport is not expected to experience any
significant delays during the planning period.
The most important values to consider are the
minutes of average delay expected per aircraft.
The average for the year 2024 is 0.19 or 11.4
seconds per aircraft. This amount of delay is
considered a normal part of aircraft
operations as it may include factors such as
waiting for an aircraft on final approach to
land before another can depart. This type and
level of delay is considered acceptable and
does not indicate a capacity related issue on
the airfield.
Exhibit 4-4
U.S. Airspace Classes
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A

In the vicinity of SPG, TPA Class B Airspace
has various floor and ceiling levels.
Essentially, the main split for the area
surrounding the Airport follows the east coast
of Pinellas County bounding Tampa Bay. To
the east (bayside) this Class B airspace begins
at 1,200 feet MSL and continues up to 10,000
feet MSL. On the west side of the coast (from
the Airport toward the beaches), the Class B
floor begins at 3,000 feet MSL and continues
up to 10,000 feet MSL. Essentially, the mix
of Class E and overlapping Class B airspace
facilitates the air traffic control service
provided to all IFR and to some VFR traffic.
Likewise, the Class D and Class E airspace
indicates when IFR and VFR traffic is in the
jurisdiction of the SPG control tower.
Between the hours of 7:00 am and 9:00 pm,
when SPG ATCT is not operational, Class
D airspace surrounding the Airport
reverts to Class E airspace or
uncontrolled.

for the Airport is not currently impacted or
constrained by any of the other airports in
the region. This, however, does not remove
the potential for some occasional airspace
conflict associated with operations at the
other facilities or associated obstructions.
While none of these facilities have a direct
airspace conflict, the potential application of
additional instrument approaches will require
careful planning. This will be considered in
a greater degree within the Chapter 6, Airport
Alternatives. Based upon existing conditions,
there is currently no hazard to air navigation
affecting SPG.

The airspace surrounding SPG is
very complex due to the airport’s
location in relation to TPA, St.
Petersburg-Clearwater
International Airport (PIE), Mac
Dill Air Force Base, etc. SPG lies
within the service area of the
Tampa Approach/Departure
Control facility and the Terminal
Radar
Approach
Control
(TRACON) within the vicinity
provides radar coverage.
The
Miami Air Route Traffic Control
Center (ARTCC) controls all air
traffic enroute to or from the Tampa
Bay airspace area. Since the last
master plan, the capacity of the
airspace around SPG has neither
increased
nor
decreased
significantly. Overall, the airspace
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Cha
pter 5
Chapter

FACILITY REQUIREMENTS

T

his chapter of the Master Plan Update
identifies the facility requirements
necessary to meet projected demand
at Albert Whitted Airport (SPG) as
documented in Chapters Three, Aviation
Activity Forecasts, and Four, Demand Capacity
Analysis. This information will serve as a basis
for alternative development.
The principle challenge facing any growing
airport is meeting existing and forecast
demand and associated future development
requirements. Airport development is often
costly and since each project is typically
planned to last many years, care must be taken
to ensure that each development project will
help satisfy the projected level of airport
needs. Increasingly, the nation’s airports are
facing serious deficiencies in their ability to
provide the requisite facilities necessary to
meet the public’s demand for aviation services
for both general and commercial aviation.
It is important that airport owners and
managers make sure that they do not overlook
valuable opportunities to develop facilities and
resources. When these opportunities are
missed, the airport looses potential revenues,
tenants do not receive maximum benefit from
their leases, and the users experience a lower
level of service than might otherwise be
obtainable. Conversely, it is equally important
that owners continue to consider the quality
of life of local residents as well as the
environmental impact when planning
development. Meeting the growth demands
of an airport in today’s world routinely is
balanced with the community’s desire for
aesthetics and environmental conservation
and this planning process for SPG is no
exception.
The facility requirements analysis evaluates
existing airport facilities (airfield and
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landside) against the projected level of
demand to determine the airport’s ability to
meet forecast activity. The output of this
analysis is the identification of excess or
deficient capacity for an array of individual
facilities comprising the airport. Before
facilities are evaluated, it is important to
review criteria employed by the FAA for the
planning and design of airports. These
criteria establish certain benchmarks that are
used to define the adequacy or inadequacy
of specified airport areas and facilities.

Airport Role and Service Level

T

he FAA, through their publishing of
the National Plan of Integrated
Airport Systems (NPIAS), establishes
the role and service level of each airport
included within this national planning
document. The role for each airport identifies
one of seven basic service levels, which
describe the type of public aviation service
the airport is expected to provide to the
community or area it serves. The role and
service level also define the funding category
set up by Congress to assist in airport
development. Even though SPG caters to GA
aircraft and has no regularly scheduled
commercial flights, it’s location within
Downtown St. Petersburg and near Tampa
International Airport (TPA) and St.
Petersburg-Clearwater International Airport
(PIE) designates it as a Reliever Airport
according to the 2001-2005 NPIAS. Reliever
airports are defined as high-capacity general
aviation (GA) airports located in major
metropolitan areas that provide pilots with
alternatives to using congested airport hubs.
The 260-reliever airports in the system have
an average of 228-based aircraft, and together
account for 27 percent of the Nation’s general
aviation fleet.

Airport Reference Code and Critical
Aircraft

A

key element in defining airport
development needs is establishing
development guidelines that are
directly associated with the size and type of
aircraft activity the airport is currently and is
expected to serve. By doing so, it is possible
to establish a critical design aircraft that is then
used for facility planning and design purposes.
This critical aircraft is usually the most
demanding aircraft using the airport. There
may be different critical aircraft(s) for different
airport components identified, if necessary,
by approach category, by wingspan, and/or
by weight. To be considered a critical aircraft,
there must be a minimum of 500 annual
itinerant operations conducted at the airport
by that model or family of aircraft.

Table 5-1: Aircraft Approach Categories
Category

Approach Speed (knots)

A

< 91

B

91 – 120

C

121 –140

D

141 – 160

≥ 166

E

Source: FAA AC 150/5300-13 Change 8.

Table 5-2: Aircraft Design Groups
Design Group
I
II
III
IV
V
VI

Wingspan (knots)
< 49
49 – 78
79 – 117
118 – 170
171 – 213
214 – 262

Source: FAA AC 150/5300-13 Change 8.
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Once the critical aircraft has been determined,
an Airport Reference Code (ARC) is
established based upon specific characteristics
of the aircraft operating at an airport. The
two characteristics defining the ARC are
aircraft wingspan and aircraft approach
speed. Because some aircraft may have large
wingspans and relatively slow approach
speeds, while others have high approach
speeds and short wingspans, it is sometimes
necessary to establish critical aircraft for
specific airport design parameters. For
instance, the aircraft defining the critical
wingspan for design purposes may not be the
critical aircraft defining the runway load
bearing capability or runway length
requirement. It is also often necessary to
design certain areas on an airport to a higher
design standard than the rest of the airport
to accommodate certain operations.
The ARC is identified using an alphanumeric
designation, a letter designation followed by
a Roman numeral. The letter designator is
used to identify the Approach Category while
the Roman numeral designates the Design
Group of the critical aircraft in terms of
wingspan. Tables 5-1 and 5-2
outline the criteria used in
defining Aircraft Approach
Categories and Aircraft
Design Groups according to
FAA AC 150/5300-13
Change 8, Airport Design.

At SPG, there are two active runways:
Runway 6-24 and 18-36, which are both
designated as B-I Light. ‘Light’ refers to the
dimensional standards pertaining to facilities
for small airplanes (less than 12,500 lbs
maximum takeoff weight) exclusively. This
designation accommodates nearly every
single-engine, piston aircraft and a number of
the smaller multi-engine aircraft, both piston
and turboprop, with total takeoff weight of
less than 12,500 pounds. However, a number
of larger turboprop aircraft do use SPG, but
combined do not meet the 500 operations per
year requirement. As a result, the existing
critical aircraft operating on both Runway 624 and Runway 18-36 is a Beech King Air 90,
currently based at the Airport. FAA AC 150/
5300-13 considers the King Air 90 a small
airplane within the ARC designation of B-I
Light.
As mentioned in the forecast chapter, demand
by piston and turbine aircraft, including the
new very light jet (VLJs) aircraft, are expected
during the twenty-year planning period. Based
upon discussions with Air Traffic Control,
airport management, airport users as well as
visual observations, it is known that the
Airport does experience operational activity
by some of the smaller Dassault Falcon, Lear,
Sabreliner, and Cessna Citation business jets.
While most of these aircraft are outside of the
B-I, small airplane classification, they are
allowed to operate into and out of the Airport
at the pilot’s discretion. Likewise, there is a
growing level of activity by the Cessna
Citation II, which is based at the Airport
approximately half of each year. The Citation
II has an ARC designation of B-II due to its
larger wingspan. However, based upon

discussions with airport users and airport
management as well as airspace limitations
with regards to development in and around
the Airport, it is expected that the ARC will
remain a B-I Light as denoted in Table 5-3.
Further, the introduction of Very Light Jets
(VLJs) related to SATS (Small Aircraft
Transportation System) will likely provide
another source of potential demand at SPG.
However, these VLJs are included in the B-I
Light aircraft category since they have
Maximum Takeoff Weights (MTOWs) of
less than 12,500 pounds. These high
performance aircraft also require less takeoff
field length than traditional turbine aircraft
and are far quieter. Thus the aircraft demand
associated with smaller GA aircraft and VLJs
aircraft could be met with the Airport’s
existing runway length of 3,667 feet.
Although under the current Part 135
regulations the VLJs, expected to come on
line in 2006, cannot operate at SPG at its
current length, several national organizations,
potential users and aircraft manufacturers are
working with the FAA to alter Part 135 to
allow the use of VLJs at Airports such as
SPG.
The critical aircraft group category designates
the airfield design criteria, i.e. runway length
and width, taxiway separation, safety area,
etc. Currently, the Beech King Air 90 is
designated the critical aircraft for SPG.
However, due to anticipated usage by VLJs,
it is anticipated that SPG could transition
from a GA aircraft hub to a corporate or
limited air taxi facility due to its downtown
location. However, since the VLJs are less
than 12,500 pounds, the ARC will remain a
B-I Light.

Table 5-3: Future Runway Planning and Design Criteria
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Runway Designation Existing Runway
Design Criterion

Future Runway
Design Criterion

Future Design Aircraft

Runway 6-24

B-I Light

B-I Light

Beech King Air 90/VLJs

Runway 18-36

B-I Light

B-I Light

Beech King Air 90

Airfield Requirements

O

nce airfield capacity and demand, in
terms of both aircraft group category
and activity, were identified, specific
facility requirements necessary to enhance
capacity were determined. The demand/
capacity analysis indicates that the Airport
should not experience any capacity related
problems associated with the existing airfield
during the planning period. Nonetheless,
some enhancements to the airfield system
need to be given consideration to improve the
operational ability of the Airport. These
improvements will enhance the safety of
aircraft movements into and out of the
runway environment. This includes ground
movements as aircraft taxi between the active
runway system and the various aircraft
parking areas and/or hangars. The following
section will identify necessary improvements
to various facilities and equipment on the
airfield, in order to correct any existing
aircraft demand capacity problems, and
increase overall capacity to meet the projected
demand and overall forecast level of aircraft
activity.

Future Airfield Facility Design
Requirements

I

n order to meet the facility demands
related to the critical aircraft, SPG must
meet FAA design standards as defined in
FAA AC 150/5300-13, Change 9, Airport
Design. However, in an effort to evaluate the
potential impacts of increased usage by
heavier (greater than 12,500) and larger
(wingspans between 49 and 78 feet) aircraft
upon existing airport infrastructure, design
standards for an ARC B-I Light, B-I and B-II

are outlined in Tables 5-9 through 5-14.
Each of these aircraft categories relate to a
specific type of operation: GA and corporate.
Infrastructure improvements including
runway length, runway to taxiway separation,
building line restrictions, etc. needed to
accommodate each of these aircraft groups
is provided in the tables below for comparison
purposes.
An evaluation of runway length based upon
potential use by VLJs and traditional larger
and heavier turboprop/turbine aircraft is
outlined below. As a result, proposed airport
development considered the implications
associated with runway length improvements,
separation requirements in conjunction with
demand for aviation storage facilities. Further
discussion of airfield development is provided
in Chapter 6, Airport Development Alternatives.

Runway Length Requirement Analysis

F

AA AC 150/5325-4A, Runway Length
Requirements for Airport Design, and the
FAA Airport Design software,
Version 4.2D, provide guidelines to
determine the ultimate runway length
required at an airport facility. These
guidelines consider airfield conditions
including airfield elevation, mean daily
maximum temperature, and effective runway
gradient at the airport. Length determinations
also consider critical aircraft data such as
takeoff weight, length of haul, payload, and
aircraft landing weight.

SPG experiences VFR conditions 95.7 percent
of the time, IFR conditions 3.7 percent of the
time, and below the published approach
minimums 0.6 percent of the time. These

TABLE 5-4: Runway End Utilization
Runway End
6
24
18
36

Runway Use

Runway End Utilization

70% of total

56%
14%
18%
12%

30% of total

of
of
of
of

total
total
total
total

Source: Interview with
ATCT Staff, 2005.
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percentages are based on weather data
collected for the Airport covering the most
recent 10-year period.

Runway Requirements

A

s the primary airfield facility at any
airport, a runway must have the
proper width, length, and strength
to safely accommodate the critical aircraft
expected to use the airfield. Runway width
requirements for airport design are delineated
in FAA AC 150/5300 Change 9, Airport
Design. The design standards are based on
the critical aircraft’s Approach Category,
Design Group, and the airport’s approach
visibility minimums.
Runway Length Requirements
As delineated in the forecasts, the current
runway length at SPG, in conjunction with
adjacent development and airspace
constraints, tend to define the level and type
of aircraft that can utilize the Airport on a
regular basis. In short, the existing runway
length resulted in a somewhat constrained
forecast. However, the forecasts did predict
an increase in jet operations related to the
introduction of very light jet aircraft and the
phasing out of several older, heavier and
noisier turboprop and turbine aircraft.
Because of the limited use by B-II aircraft,
the master plan considered runway length
requirements needed to accommodate B-II
aircraft in the long-term. Thus, two analyses
were undertaken. The first employed a FAA
technique and the second was based on
aircraft specific operational data.
Using FAA AC 150/5325-4A and the FAA’s
Airport Design software, runway length
requirements were initially calculated for
existing B-II aircraft whose operations are
currently limited by the current runway
length. The runway length analysis was
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conducted for Runway 6-24 using the
following Airport and runway data for input.

Ê Airport Elevation: 7 feet
Ê Mean Daily Maximum Temperature
of the Hottest Month:
90°F

Ê Maximum Difference in Runway
Centerline Elevation:
2 feet

Ê Average Length of Haul:
500 – 2,000 miles

Ê Runway Conditions:
Wet and Slippery
Stage lengths of up to 2,000 miles were used
since a number of the corporations in St.
Petersburg and Pinellas County have home
offices outside of the southeastern U.S. Wet
and slippery runway conditions were
considered since during the hottest month of
the year, Florida typically experiences rain
showers on a daily basis. This method of
assessment recommends a runway length of
3,630 feet to accommodate 95 percent of the
small airplanes with less than ten passenger
seats. The category of small aircraft with less
than ten passenger seats covers all of the
aircraft designated as small airplanes (under
12,500 pounds) in ARC B-I, which includes
only one business jet. Thus, the current length
of Runway 6-24 is only slightly greater than
the recommended length for these aircraft,
including the existing critical aircraft (King
Air 90), under the given conditions. Due to
declared distances, Runway 6 is just 17 feet
and Runway 24 just 47 feet longer than the
calculated runway length for 95 percent of
the small airplanes with less than 10
passengers. Table 5-5 provides the output of
recommended runway lengths from the FAA
design software program.
The forecast chapter does predict an increase
in demand by turbine GA and corporate
aircraft. However, based upon existing trends

TABLE 5-5: Runway Length Requirements for Airport Design
Aircraft Category

Feet

Small airplanes with approach speeds of less than 30 knots

300

Small airplanes with approach speeds of less than 50 knots

800

Small airplanes with less than 10 passenger seats:
75 percent of these small airplanes
95 percent of these small airplanes
100 percent of these small airplanes

2,500
3,070
3,630

Small airplanes with 10 or more passenger seats

4,260

Large airplanes of 60,000 pounds or less
75 percent of these large airplanes at 60 percent useful load
75 percent of these large airplanes at 90 percent useful load
100 percent of these large airplanes at 60 percent useful load
100 percent of these large airplanes at 90 percent useful load

5,350
7,000
5,500
8,320

Airplanes of more than 60,000 pounds

5,010 to 7,600 (approx.)

Source: Chapter 2 of FAA AC 150/5325-4A, “Runway Length Requirements for Airport Design.”

and the overall impact of fuel costs, aircraft
manufacturers are developing smaller and
more efficient aircraft for both corporate and
personal use. Since these jet operations could
include aircraft ranging from the ARC B-I
Light to ARC B-II, runway length was
evaluated based upon aircraft weighing up to
60,000 pounds. It should be noted that
virtually all existing and future business aircraft
within the general aviation fleet range between
5,600 to 60,000 pounds. Due to the demand
for business jet aircraft nationwide, it is
anticipated that increased use by this type of
aircraft at SPG is inevitable.
In addition, if these aircraft were to be used
for an air taxi operation then based upon
existing FAR Part 135.397, Airplane
Performance Operating Limitations for Small
Transport Aircraft, aircraft must come to a full
stop within 70 percent for turboprop aircraft
and 60 percent for turbine aircraft of the
effective runway length. In other words, if the
effective runway length was 6,500 feet then a
turbine aircraft must come to a full stop within
3,900 feet.
The FAA has also issued guidance relative to
runway length requirements. On January 28,

2000 (revised August 28, 2002), the FAA
Southern Region issued a Regional Guidance
Letter (RGL 00-1) to establish the policy and
standards for the development of airports and
runways intended to serve business jet
aircraft. RGL 00-1 states that the existing
and potential critical aircraft need to be
considered for airport development projects.
However, the guidance also recommends a
minimum runway length of 6,500 feet for
general aviation reliever airports expected to
accommodate business jet aircraft. As stated
earlier, since SPG is located within a major
metropolitan area, the NPIAS defines SPG
as a reliever airport. A copy of RGL 00-1
has been included as an appendix (Appendix
D) to this study.
To date, limited runway length has essentially
dictated the existing critical aircraft. If a
longer runway were available, the potential
use by larger and heavier aircraft could occur.
It was forecast that jet operations at the
Airport could exceed 500 annual operations
during the intermediate planning period.
Depending upon the type of aircraft, the
Airport should consider an extension of
Runway 6-24 to enhance the safety of
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operations. Since it is not known at this time
what type of turbine aircraft would regularly
use at the Airport, a generalized approach was
taken with respect to developing an optimal
overall length for Runway 6-24 based upon
the existing and anticipated national GA fleet.
Using the FAA approach as noted in Table
5-5, the primary runway would require an
extension of 1,823 feet to provide an overall
length of 5,500 feet. This would allow 100
percent of large airplanes at a 60 percent
useful load to use the airfield. While at first it
appears that a runway length of 5,500 feet
would enhance the overall capacity of the
runway, this extra length does not provide any
additional advantages to the small and midsize jets that are anticipated to operate at SPG
(see Table 5-6). Therefore, based on the FAA
method, it is logical to plan for a runway
length of 5,000 feet, which would
accommodate nearly 75 percent of large
airplanes at a 60 percent useful load.
The FAA’s general calculation for 100 percent
of the airplanes 60,000 pounds or less at a 60
percent useful load shows a runway length
requirement of 5,500 feet. However, as
mentioned previously, there is no real
advantage created by extending the runway
to 5,500 feet versus 5,000 feet. As such, a
runway length of 5,000 feet is recommended
to accommodate the majority of the mid-size
jet aircraft who frequent the SPG except under
Part 135 Air Taxi Requirements. While this
is not an absolute facility requirement, such
an increase in the available length of Runway
6-24 could enhance the Airport’s ability to
accommodate heavier business/corporate
aircraft, which could translate into additional
airport revenues from fuel sales, hangar
rentals, car rentals, and other services required
by corporate travelers.
The second analysis considered the
operational data of the most popular small
to mid-sized business jets likely to operate at
an airport such as SPG. While it is difficult
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to forecast which of these aircraft could be
the future critical aircraft for the Airport, the
potential for each exists. As such, the aircraft
listed in Table 5-6 represent very logical and
likely candidates for the future critical aircraft.
Corporate jet operators, who conduct
business in St. Petersburg and the Pinellas
County area, support this potential. In the
past, the Airport has received requests from
such potential users for a longer runway. This
continuous interest supports the notion that
additional operations could be generated at
SPG if a longer runway were available.
Many businesses and corporations associated
with the growth of the downtown area, such
as Tropicana Field, operate small to mid-size
jets that are limited when operating to and
from SPG. Likewise, there are several current
turboprop operators at the airfield who wish
to upgrade to heavier jet aircraft. The owners
and operators of these turboprop and jet
aircraft have offices in downtown St.
Petersburg. They include companies such as:
Progress Energy Corporation, Jabil Circuit,
Banker’s Life, Bama Seafood, and Insurance
Management Solutions Group. Similarly,
many of the high tech, medical,
manufacturing, research, financial, and
service industries of Pinellas County also
operate these types of aircraft. Due to SPG’s
location in the Downtown area, it is likely that
several businesses could conduct operations
at SPG versus other airports in the Tampa
Bay region if the runway had additional
length and load-bearing capacity. Some of the
more popular business aircraft that make up
the small to mid-size business jet fleet are
listed in Table 5-6.
The runway length requirements in Table 56 do not require aircraft weight restrictions
and incorporate the airfield elevation for SPG
as well as the mean daily maximum
temperature of the hottest month. This results
in an average unrestricted runway length
requirement of approximately 5,000 feet for

TABLE 5-6: Future Runway Length Analysis

these aircraft. Some of the aircraft listed in
Table 5-6 currently utilize the airfield on a
limited basis, including the based Citation II.
Additional jet aircraft could also operate into
SPG during special events held in the area if
additional runway length were available.
Some of these events include the Honda
Grand Prix, Hurricane Offshore Classic boat
race, ESPN X-Games, numerous boat shows,
and multiple festivals.
For this analysis, it is important to remember
none of the requests for a longer runway at
the Airport were saved. This type of
documentation is a key element of the cost
justification for a potential runway extension.
In many cases, federal funding of this
development may be justified through letters

of intent from businesses stating their desire
to locate in the community if adequate airport
facilities are developed to accommodate their
business jet aircraft.
Likewise, this runway length analysis is very
general in nature. As operators continue to
express an interest in bringing their jet aircraft
to the Airport, a re-evaluation may be
required based on the actual type of aircraft
these operators intend to fly into the Airport.
The following chapter, Alternatives Analysis,
will explore the impacts and viability of using
the based Citation II jet as the future critical
aircraft. By doing so, the alternatives chapter
will identify what impacts this ARC B-II
aircraft would have on the airfield.
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Facility Design Criteria

A

irfield improvements are developed
according to established ARC for an
Airport, and then for each particular
runway configuration. In order to evaluate
the impact of an increased runway length and
use by heavier and larger corporate aircraft,
facility design criteria for an ARC B-I Light,
B-I and B-II aircraft were considered.
Runway Requirements
According to the FAA AC 150/5325-4A
Runway Length Requirements, SPG can
accommodate 100 percent of small aircraft
(less than 12,500 lbs maximum gross takeoff
weight (MTOW)) at 100 percent load factor).
Runway length criterion is based upon the
maximum runway length needed on a hot and
wet day for a fully loaded aircraft to safely
take-off. However, in order to accommodate
100 percent of the corporate and regional jet
aircraft market at a 60 percent load factor, a
runway length requirement of 5,000 feet is
recommended to meet the minimum takeoff
requirements for approach category B-II
aircraft. Due to wind conditions, Runway 624 is used 70 percent of the time. Thus, a
provision for a runway extension of 1,323 feet
on Runway 6-24 to safely
accommodate B-II aircraft
was considered.

accommodates B-II aircraft when the
approach visibility minimums are not lower
than 3/4 of a mile. Therefore, the current
width of Runway 6-24 fully complies with the
requirements of an ARC B-II aircraft.
Nonetheless, it is still possible that the Airport
could experience operations by aircraft having
larger ARC designations, but the level of these
operations is not anticipated to be sufficient
enough to require widening of the runway.
Thus, the current width of Runway 6-24 (75’)
meets the FAA design criteria.
Runway Safety Area (RSA) and Runway
Object Free Area (ROFA) are delineated in
the FAA’s AC 150/5300-13, Change 9,
Airport Design. The size of the RSA and
ROFA are a function of the aircraft Approach
Category and Design Group in addition to
critical approach minimums. As shown in
Table 5-9, the B-I design RSA for Runway 624 is 120 feet x 240 feet beyond the end of the
runway. The design ROFA is 250 feet x 240
feet beyond the runway threshold. Due to
the proximity of the University of South
Florida – St. Petersburg Campus (USF SPF)
as well as the limited land mass beyond the
pavement end of Runway 24, declared
distances was used to obtain the
correct RSA dimensions on both
Runway 6 and 24.

6-24

Runway 6-24
Runway 6-24, which is currently 75 feet wide,
is the primary runway at the Airport due to
its length and higher wind coverage in all
categories. Criteria contained in FAA AC
150/5300-13, Change 9, Airport Design states
that for the ARC B-I designation, a runway
width of 60 feet is required at those facilities
with approach visibility minimums not lower
than 3/4 of a mile. For small airplanes with
an ARC B-I, the required width is 75 feet
when the approach minimums are lower than
three-fourths of a mile. A 75-foot width also
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Runway 6-24 is currently 3,677 feet
in length. Due to RSA requirements as shown
in Table 5-9 as well as the proximity of USFSPF facilities, Runway 6 and Runway 24,
respectively, have displaced thresholds. The
use of declared distances for airport design is
limited to cases of existing constrained
airports where it is impracticable to provide
the runway safety area (RSA), the runway
object free area (ROFA) or the runway
protection zone (RPZ) in accordance with
FAA Critical Aircraft design standards. The
declared distances at SPG on Runway 6-24
are defined as follows:

Ê Takeoff Run Available (TORA) – the
runway length declared available and
suitable for the ground run of an
airplane taking off;

Ê Takeoff Distance Available (TODA)
– the TORA plus the length of any
remaining runway or clearway beyond
the far end of the TORA;

Ê

Accelerate Stop Distance Available
(ASDA) – the runway plus stopway
length declared available and suitable
for the acceleration and deceleration of
an airplane aborting takeoff; and

Ê Landing Distance Available (LDA) –
the runway length declared available
and suitable for a landing airplane.

As shown in Table 5-7, runway takeoff
lengths range from 3,299 feet to 5,960 feet for
all aircraft operating at 100 percent of the
usable load. The fuel requirements are based
upon a 2,000 statute mile (SM) or 1,739
nautical miles (NM) stage length.
Additionally, based upon the forecasts
determined in Chapter Three, Aviation
Activity Forecasts, it is projected that demand
in excess of 500 operations by corporate
aircraft is likely to grow within the mid-term,
approximately within the 2010-2012
timeframe. Using the existing corporate fleet
and runway length determination shown in
Table 5-7, Runway 6-24 would need to be
extended to a total length of at least 5,000
feet to accommodate ARC B-II aircraft.

The declared distances result in the following
lengths:
Declared Distance

Runway 6

Takeoff Run Available (TORA)
3,647’
Takeoff Distance Available (TODA)
3,647’
Accelerate Stop Distance Available (ASDA) 3,447’
Landing Distance Available (LDA)
2,919’
The aircraft previously mentioned primarily
operate on Runway 6-24 unless weather
conditions are so significant as to warrant the
use of Runway 18-36. SPG experiences VFR
conditions more than 95 percent of the year,
and, therefore, Runway 6-24 is used 70 percent
of the time. According to FAA Advisory
Circular 150/5325-4A, Runway Length
Requirements for Airport Design, the
recommended runway length is based upon
the aircraft forecast to use the runway on a
regular basis (500 annual operations).
Therefore, Table 5-7 outlined the most
demanding aircraft anticipated to use SPG.
These aircraft were examined at 100 percent
of their usable load to identify a range of
runway lengths that are specific to the
performance of each aircraft.

Runway 24
3,677’
3,677’
3,437’
3,174’

Demand from other aircraft such as the
Citation II, Raytheon 390 and the Eclipse 500
(representative of the new VLJs), will likely
occur over the planning period and require
increased runway length especially if used for
Air Taxi operations. Adequate capacity to
meet this demand is essential to promote the
economic growth of SPG and the local
economy. Additionally, a runway length of
5,000 feet is reasonable considering the
runway lengths of comparable GA reliever
airports in Florida.
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TABLE 5-7
REQUIRED RUNWAY LENGTH

However, it should be noted that airspace
conflicts between Tampa International
Airport (TPA), St. Petersburg-Clearwater
International Airport (PIE) and MacDill Air
Force Base could occur and must be
considered in the overall development plans
for the Airport. Coordination between the
Airport, City, County and local military
officials is imperative to the successful
expansion of SPG. If an extension to the
existing runway system at the Airport is not
feasible, realization of operations by larger
business aircraft as forecast in Chapter Three
will be limited.
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Currently, some heavier business jets operate
at SPG by enduring a weight penalty. Thus,
it is anticipated that the aircraft evaluated in
Table 5-7 could operate at SPG but would be
required to operate at less than maximum
takeoff weight (MTOW). It is important to
note that these aircraft users must weigh the
benefits of using SPG compared to the cost
of the weight restriction. This is a decision
of the individual or organization and cannot
accurately be predicted.

Runway 18-36

18-36

Runway 18-36 provides the required 95
percent crosswind coverage for the smaller
and lighter aircraft that operate at the airport.
However, the runway is also utilized by a
number of larger and heavier aircraft, such
as the King Air 90. The same criteria from
FAA AC 150/5300-13, Change 8, Airport
Design for runway width that was discussed
for Runway 6-24 applies to Runway 18-36.
Therefore, at 150 feet, the width of Runway
18-36 is more than adequate for the current
and future critical aircraft.
Since Runway 18 is the only instrument
runway at the Airport, runway to parallel
taxiway requirements as outlined in Table 511, Separation Standards, for exclusively small
aircraft are 150 feet for visual runway and
runways with not lower than ¾ statute mile
approach visibility minimums. Runway 1836 and Taxiway B currently meet these
minimums. However, if it were logical to
lower the approach visibility minima to less
than ¾ statute mile on Runway 18, then a
runway to parallel taxiway separation for light
aircraft would require a 200-foot separation.
Since Runway 18-36 is more than double its
required width, shifting the runway centerline
approximately 50 feet to the east will provide
the separation requirements.
Under various conditions, larger aircraft
operating out of SPG cannot use Runway 18-

36 due to its relatively short length of 2,864
feet. However, no length analysis was
conducted for this runway, as it is only
required to provide the required crosswind
coverage for the smaller and lighter aircraft.
As such, the current length is adequate to
accommodate these aircraft. For this reason,
the King Air 90 will remain as the critical
aircraft for this runway in the future.
The width and length requirements for the
RSA and ROFA of Runway 18-36 are also
the same as those for Runway 6-24. The
required RSA for Runway 18-36 is 120 feet
wide and extend 240 feet beyond each runway
end, while the required ROFA is 250 feet wide
and also extends 240 feet beyond each runway
end. These surfaces are accommodated at the
Airport without any obstructions, but the
requirements for the RSA are not completely
fulfilled.
The length beyond the runway end for the
RSA must be capable of supporting an
airplane in the event of an undershot,
overshoot, or excursion from the runway.
Neither ends of Runway 18-36 has the space
available to accommodate the full 240 feet
required. However, adaptations to standards
were applied to and approved by the FAA in
the 1987 Airport Layout Plan (ALP). Table
5-8 below provides the details of the approved
deviations to standards.

Table 5-8: Existing Adaptations to FAA Design Standards
Item

FAA Criteria

Existing Request

FAA Approval

Runway 18 Safety

240’ Beyond Runway End

50’

50’

Jan. 9, 1987

Runway 36 Safety

240’ Beyond Runway End

130’

130’

Jan. 9, 1987

Source: 1999 Airport Master Plan.

However, current FAA policy states that any improvements to existing runways that do not
meet current FAA standard safety area requirements must comply prior to obtaining funding
for additional improvements. Therefore, even though Runway 18-36 has an approved deviation
to standards, RSA improvements must be implemented prior to any construction. This will
require an extension of .75 acres to the north and .45 acres to the south or a combination of
the two in order to provide standard safety area requirements for Runways 18 and 36.
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Taxiway Requirements

A

good taxiway system is designed to
provide freedom of movement to
and from the runways of an airport
and between developed aviation related uses
on the airport. This taxiway system includes
entrance and exit taxiways, taxiway run-up
areas, apron taxiways, and taxilanes. Some
of the basic design principles for a taxiway
system as delineated in FAA guidance
include the following:

proposed taxiway system delineated in the
following sections.

Ê Provide each active runway with a full

As with runway pavements, the rehabilitation
of taxiway pavements at SPG is also
anticipated during the course of the planning
period. Given the fact that most of the
taxiways at the Airport are relatively old, it is
expected that the majority of pavement
rehabilitation will occur in the five to ten year
planning time frame. Routine maintenance,
however, will continue to be necessary on an
annual basis to ensure the protection of the
pavement and to enhance the life expectancy
of the taxiways.

parallel taxiway.

Ê Construct as many by-pass, multiple
access, or connector taxiways as
possible to each runway and runway
end.

Ê Provide taxiway run-up areas for each
runway end.

Ê Build all taxiway routes as direct as
possible.

Ê Provide adequate curve and fillet radii.
Ê Avoid developing areas, which might
create ground traffic congestion.
Because Runway 6-24 and Runway 18-36
have the same ARCs, the width of taxiways
serving the two runways will be the same.
Therefore, all of the taxiways at the Airport
are required to have a minimum pavement
width of 25 feet, based on design criteria in
FAA AC 150/5300-13, Change 9, Airport
Design. Taxiways also require a Taxiway
Safety Area (TSA) and Taxiway Object Free
Area (TOFA). For aircraft in Design Group
I the TSA, which is centered on the taxiway
centerline, is required to be 49 feet in width
while the TOFA has a width of 89 feet also
centered on the taxiway centerline. These
dimensional requirements need to be kept in
mind when reviewing the existing and
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Should Runway 6-24 require ARC B-II
standards, the taxiways serving this runway
will need to increase to a width of 35 feet.
Similarly, the TSA and TOFA will increase
to 79 feet and 131 feet, respectively. The actual
need for these requirements will be addressed
in the following chapter.

Taxiway A
Taxiway A is constructed to a width of 40
feet and has a runway centerline to taxiway
centerline spacing of 150 feet. This meets the
standards in FAA AC 150/5300-13, Change
9 for the small airplanes of Design Group I
with approach visibility minimums not less
than three fourths of a statute mile.
The southwest portion of Taxiway A, which
is in front of the ramp areas for both FBOs, is
in good to fair condition as it was rehabilitated
in 1992. This rehabilitation was included as
part of the reconstruction of the FBO ramp.
The remaining portion of this taxiway, which
ties into Runway 18-36, is in fair condition.
However, a rehabilitation of this taxiway’s
pavement surface will be required either late
during the intermediate term or early in the
long term planning period, to address normal
wear.

Taxiway B
Taxiway B is also constructed to a width of 40
feet and has a runway centerline to taxiway
centerline spacing of 150 feet. Therefore, this
taxiway meets FAA standards. For over ten
years, there have been no improvements to
Taxiway B. Nonetheless, the pavement is
considered to be in good condition. It is
anticipated that an overlay of this pavement will
be required in the last half of the planning
period to address any deterioration associated
with normal use.
Taxiway C
Essentially there are two sections to Taxiway
C. Taxiway C connects the two parallel
taxiways (Taxiways A and B) just north of the
T-Hangar facilities. The eastern most portion
runs between the North/South connector
taxiway and Taxiway B. The remaining portion
runs between the North/South connector and
Taxiway A.
Taxiway C runs along a 100-foot wide section
of pavement, which use to be an old runway.
However, this taxiway is only marked to a
width of 40 feet, with portions that have both
aircraft tie-downs and T-Hangar buildings
along the pavement edges. Pavement between
the North/South connector and Taxiway A
was completely reconstructed in 1999 as part
of the T-Hangar facilities improvements.
Therefore, pavement overlay and maintenance
will likely be required toward the end of the
mid-term planning period. The easternmost
portion of Taxiway C, however, needs to be
reconstructed in the short-term due to cracks
and spalling in order to match with the adjacent
portion north of the T-Hangar facilities.
Taxiway D
Taxiway D is the small taxiway north of
Runway 24, which connects the ends of
Runway 24 and Runway 18, and then ties into

Taxiway B. This small taxiway, which is
25 feet wide and runs parallel to Runway 624 on the north side, has a runway centerline
to taxiway centerline spacing of 200 feet.
At 200 feet, this taxiway provides the
required separation for small airplanes of
ARC B-I, for a runway that has approach
visibility minimums lower than three
fourths of a mile.
Although this pavement, which is in
excellent condition, is less than 10 years old,
it will still need to be rehabilitated by the
end of the 20-year planning period. This is
only to address distresses and wear that are
expected from the normal use of this
pavement.
North/South Taxiway
The North/South taxiway, which is 75 feet
wide, begins at the midpoint of Runway 624, crosses Taxiway A, and then ties into
Taxiway C. This taxiway is in poor
condition and requires a reconstruction in
the short term. Although this portion of
Taxiway C exceeds FAA requirements, it
does allow aircraft leaving Runway 6-24 to
safely pass aircraft taxing from the THangars. Thus, it is recommended that this
taxiway remain at its current width.
Additional Taxiways and Taxilanes
Typically, airports with the level and type
of operations similar to those at SPG are
sufficiently served by one parallel taxiway
for each active runway. Currently, Runway
6-24, which is the primary runway at the
airport, does not have a full-length parallel
taxiway, as Taxiway A only runs between
Runway 6 and the runway intersection of
18-36. Therefore, when Runway 6-24 is
being utilized, this results in aircraft having
to cross the active runway to either access
the departure end of Runway 24 or if they
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have extended beyond the runway
intersection on landing. Even at a towered
airport, when taxing aircraft must cross an
active runway, it can impact the runway
capacity and increases concerns associated
with the safety of aircraft operations.
Unfortunately, to extend Taxiway A to the end
of Runway 24 would require a portion of the
bay adjacent to the Airport, approximately a
third of an acre, to be filled. While this is
possible, its costs may far outweigh its
benefits. Nonetheless, an extension of partial
parallel on the north side of Runway 6-24 will
be required when the intermodal general
aviation terminal facility is constructed in the
northwest portion of the Airport. At the time
of the extension, a decision must be made as
to what centerline spacing is required between
the runway and taxiway. Alternatives to the
extension of this taxiway are discussed in the
analysis of airport development alternatives.

Additional apron taxilanes will also be
required to provide access to any areas of the
airfield developed during the planning period.
The primary location of these will be along
the extension of the north partial parallel to
Runway 6-24, but will be dependent upon the
ultimate development of hangars and ramps
adjacent to the new terminal area. All future
taxilanes should be constructed to a width of
25 feet. The layouts of these additional
taxilanes are depicted in the Air port
development alternatives in the next chapter.
As stated earlier, SPG is currently designed
to accommodate B-I light aircraft. Due to
anticipated demand, it is recommended that
the airfield be upgraded to accommodate BII aircraft. Tables 5-9 and 5-10 outline the
existing and required design requirements for
Runways 18-36 and 6-24.

Table 5-9: Runway 6-24 Geometrical Design Standards
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Table 5-10: Runway 18-36
Geometrical Design
Standards

Run-Up Areas

Apron Requirements

C

T

urrently only the departure end of
Runway 6 has a run-up area. It was
mentioned in the demand/capacity
analysis that FAA methodology did not allow
the capacity models to consider potential
constraints related to the lack of run-up areas
for the other runway ends. Despite the ability
to quantify any impacts that are created by
the lack of these r un-up areas, it is
recommended that the Airport develop such
facilities. Only increases in runway capacity
and the reduction of aircraft delay will result
from the creation of run-up areas for Runway
24, 18, and 36. It is anticipated that the
existing run-up area on the north side of
Runway 6 will be reconfigured as part of the
development of the new intermodal general
aviation terminal facility.
These recommended run-up areas should be
constructed as soon as possible, but may be
coupled with other airfield enhancement
projects such as lighting improvements. All
future run-up areas at SPG should be
constructed to a size capable of
accommodating at least the wingspan and
length of the future critical aircraft, Citation
II.

he existing aircraft parking aprons at
SPG currently meet the required FAA
standards for a B-I light ARC
designation. The separation between from
Runway 6-24 centerline to the aircraft-parking
apron is greater than 225 feet. The separation
from Taxiways A, B and C to the aircraft
parking apron, with the exception of a portion
of Taxiway A adjacent to Hangar #1, are all
200 feet or greater. As shown in Table 5-11,
the minimum distance required from the
Runway 6-24 centerline to apron parking
currently is 200 feet. If the ARC for Runway
6-24 is upgraded to a B-II, then the runway
centerline to aircraft parking distance will
increase to 250 feet. Since it is anticipated
that Runway 18-36 will remain an ARC B-I,
then as shown in Table 5-12, the runway
centerline separation to apron parking area
will be 200 feet. The minimum taxiway
centerline to apron edge (fixed or moveable
object) separation is 44.5 feet for a B-I and
57.5 feet for a B-II. Currently the separation
is approximately 45+ feet. Therefore,
separation distances meet or exceed FAA
standards and allow for apron expansion.
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Improvements associated with the new
Intermodal Terminal Facility include reuse of
the westernmost portion of former Taxiway
C north of Runway 6-24. This portion of
Taxiway C was abandoned as part of the
Honda Grand Prix improvements, and will
Table 5-11: Separation Standards

Table 5-12: Separation Standards
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now be reused as ramp space for the new
terminal facility. Existing and recommended
separation distances for runways and
taxiways on the airfield are outlined in Tables
5-11 and 5-12.

Design Visibility Minimums

A

pproach visibility minimums are
dependent upon the designated
runway approach category: visual,
non-precision and precision. The type of
approach and associated visibility minima
affect key airport safety standards governing
operational pavement separations, runway
protection zone (RPZ) dimensions and safety
area standards.

departure to runways 6-24 and 18-36, the
following Take-off minimums and departure
procedures are required.

In its current configuration, SPG has an
approach visibility minimum of 1 mile or 1
¾ mile for Category C aircraft and ceiling of
660 feet for non-precision global positioning
system (GPS)/VOR approach to Runway 18.
The GPS /VOR circling approach requires
increased visibility minimum of 2 miles for
Category C aircraft and a ceiling of 720 feet.
Runways 36, 24 and 6 are designated as visual
runways only and use the standard visibility
minima of 3-miles horizontal and 1,000 foot
ceiling.

heading to 500 feet until turning right

However, due to airspace restrictions as well
as fixed obstacles within the approach and

Runway 36 requires a 300-foot ceiling with
1-mile visibility or standard departure
procedures with a minimum climb of 320 feet
per NM until 500 feet.

Ê Runways 18 and 24 – climb runway
Ê Runways 6 and 36 – climb runway
heading to 500 feet before turning left.

Ê Runway 24 – 70 foot MSL or 63 foot
AGL building 350 feet from departure
end of runway, 375 feet left of runway
centerline.
Based upon discussions with Airport Users,
it is recommended that a GPS approach to
Runway 36 be developed
Future runway approach categories are
outlined in Table 5-13.

TABLE 5-13: Future Runway Approach Categories
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Runway Protection Zone (RPZ)
Dimensions

T

he standards covering the geometry of
the runway are also dependent upon
the visibility minimums and the ARC
classification. These standards affect the
orientation and geometry of aircraft parking
areas and the placement of related facilities.
The existing and recommended standards for
all runway improvements at SPG are listed
in Table 5-14.

In addition, desirable visibility minimums
affect the size of the RPZ. It is of critical
importance for the Airport to protect these
approaches either through the use of zoning
and height requirements and/or the use of
easements. Protection of the approaches is a
vital safety concern to the public.

TABLE 5-14: RPZ Requirements

FAR Part 77 Surfaces and Approach Requirements
Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR) Part 77,
Objects Affecting Navigable Airspace, defines
standards for determining obstructions to
navigable airspace. These imaginary surfaces
are used to protect operations around airports
from high structures that can pose a threat to
aircraft landing or departing the airport
facility. Obstructions are primarily
determined by superimposing the Part 77
“imaginary surfaces” over the airport and
surrounding areas. An analysis is performed
to determine the elevations of various objects
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(structures, terrain, towers, etc.). The objects
elevation is then compared to the elevation
of the associated Part 77 Surface. Objects that
are found to be higher than the Part 77
surfaces are considered an obstruction.
Within the ALP set developed in conjunction
with this Master Plan Update, an Airport
airspace sheet will illustrate the various
obstructions and objects located within the
Part 77 areas. A reduced version of this set
can also be located in Chapter 8, Airport
Layout Plans, of this report.

Dimensions of the “imaginary surfaces” are
derived from the type of approach, and the
type of aircraft operating at the Airport.
Federal regulations require that the Part 77
surfaces of the most demanding approach be
applied to the entire runway. Therefore,
Runway 18-36 must be designed in
conjunction with the imaginary surfaces
associated with the non-precision approach
to Runway 18 and 36. The existing
requirements of the Part 77 surfaces for both
runways at SPG are shown in Figure 5-1 and
Table 5-15. Future imaginary surfaces and
existing Part 77 obstruction data for Runways
6-24 and 18-36 are outlined in Tables 5-16
and 5-17, respectively.

Figure 5-1: FAR Part 77 Surfaces

Table 5-15: Existing Imaginary Surfaces

Table 5-16: Future Imaginary Surfaces
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Table 5-17: Part 77 Existing Obstruction Data

Pavement Determination

T

he design aircraft wingspan and
approach speed typically affects
runway and taxiway design. However,
other factors may also affect pavement design
requirements, such as landing gear
configuration, gross takeoff weight, weather
conditions, etc. Pavement strength is based
upon the criteria of the design aircraft,
wingspan and approach speed, as well as
landing gear configuration (i.e., single wheel,
dual wheel, etc.), and the known or forecast
number of operations of aircraft with the
heaviest maximum gross takeoff weight.
Runway 6-24
The maximum pavement strengths, based on
landing gear configurations, for Runway 624 are published in the September 30, 2004
edition of the FAA Airport/Facility
Directory as:

Ê Single wheel ....60,000 lbs.
Ê Dual wheel ....105,000 lbs.
Ê Dual-tandem wheel ....190,000 lbs.
The small airplanes of ARC B-I have a mix
of single and dual landing gear wheel
configurations. However, all of these
airplanes, including the critical aircraft, have
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maximum allowable takeoff weights well
below 60,000 pounds. Likewise, any large
aircraft in ARC B-I or those in B-II expected
to use SPG will be less that 60,000 pounds.
Therefore, the existing weight bearing
capacity for Runway 6-24 meets the
requirements for the current and future critical
general aviation aircraft.
There have not been any recent analyses or
studies conducted at SPG to evaluate the
runway and taxiway pavements. Therefore,
the Airport Maintenance staff was
interviewed to determine the condition of
these surfaces. Currently, staff conducts as
much routine maintenance on these
pavements as possible. Nonetheless, the
condition of Runway 6-24 continues to
deteriorate, as it has been over ten years since
any major improvements have been made to
this surface. While some portions of Runway
6-24 are still in a relatively good condition,
there are others that are in very poor
condition. The portions considered to be in
good condition are primarily limited to the
more recent construction of the paved
overrun on the Runway 24 end and the
reconstruction of a portion of the displaced
threshold on the Runway 6 end. Both of these
projects were completed in 1992. Despite

these portions of good pavement, a
rehabilitation of this primary runway’s
surface needs to be conducted during the
short-term planning period of this study.
Runway 18-36
The maximum pavement strengths for
Runway 18-36 are the same as Runway 6-24.
These weight limits, based on landing gear
configurations, are published in the
September 30, 2004 edition of the FAA
Airport/Facility Directory as:

Ê Single wheel ....60,000 lbs.
Ê Dual wheel ....105,000 lbs.
Ê Dual-tandem wheel....190,000 lbs.
Therefore, the existing weight bearing
capacity for Runway 18-36 is sufficient to
meet the requirements for the critical aircraft
expected to use this runway during the
planning period. In fact, the pavement can
support the largest aircraft operating at the
Airport, should the conditions favor such
aircraft to use this runway.
In 1992, Runway 18-36 was rehabilitated.
Today, this pavement remains in fair to good
condition; however, within the next 5 to 10
years an asphalt overlay should be expected.
It appears that a majority of the fairconditioned pavement is located on the
outermost portions of the pavement. This
runway is currently twice as wide as it needs
to be, however, this does not mean that the
outer most portions can be ignored, these are
still part of the marked pavement surface.
It is recommended that either late in the short
term or early in the intermediate term, this
runway be overlaid to 75 feet. A portion of
the remaining pavement, either approximately
60+ feet on the western side or 30 feet on each
side, should then be removed. Narrowing
Runway 18-36 equally from both the west and
east side will provide a 7.5-foot wide paved

shoulder and the ability to move the runway
lights in without having to place new lighting
cable under or new light cans in existing
pavement. This would also allow the lights
to be located within 10 feet of the runway
edge.
However, if the decision is to decrease the
visibility minima to Runway 18 to less than
¾ statute mile, then a shift of Runway 18-36
to the east will be required to meet FAA
separation guidelines. Still, this will require
that new lighting cable and/or light cans be
installed in existing pavement. Lighting
requirements are addressed in a later section
of this chapter. Whether Runway 18-36 is
narrowed from only one side or both sides, it
will still provide an increase in pervious
surface that may be used for stormwater
retention.
Therefore, based upon inventory data, and a
review of Airport records, the condition of
airfield pavements has been determined, and
necessary improvements identified. Utilizing
this information, Table 5-18 shows the
existing airfield pavement that will require
replacement and/or maintenance within the
first ten years of this study. It is important to
note that FDOT is in the process of evaluating
each airport’s airfield pavement condition.
Airport pavements are evaluated for several
reasons. Evaluations are needed to establish
load bearing capacity for expected operations,
to assess the ability of pavements to support
significant changes from expected volumes or
types of traffic, and to determine the condition
of existing pavements for use in the planning
or design of improvements which may be
required. Projects to rehabilitate runway
pavements are routinely conducted every 15
to 20 years after the previous major
rehabilitation, strengthening, and/or new
construction. These projects, which repair
damage to the runway pavements resulting
from normal wear, need to be conducted in
conjunction with regular maintenance
programs.
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Table 5-18: Airfield Pavement Requirements

Airfield Lighting, Signage, and
Pavement Markings
Airfield Lighting
Both runways at the Airport have Medium
Intensity Runway Lights (MIRLs) and the
appropriate threshold lighting. This includes
the proper lighting required for delineating
the displaced thresholds at each end of
Runway 6-24. FAA AC 150/5340-24,
Runway and Taxiway Edge Lighting Systems
requires that all parallel taxiways serving
runways with either high or medium
intensity lights have Medium Intensity
Taxiway Lights (MITL). Both Taxiways A
and B have MITLs in place, with the
exception of the southwest end of Taxiway
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A. This end of the taxiway is delineated using
elevated retro-reflective markers. This is due
to the fact that Taxiway A, the displaced
threshold for Runway 6, and two of the FBO
aircraft parking aprons all converge at this end
of the airfield. The north partial parallel to
Runway 6-24 also has a MITL system running
along its entire length. There are no lights
along Taxiway C or the North/South taxiway.
All of the airfield lighting at SPG has direct
buried cable running between each light can.
Most of these light fixtures were installed

between 1985 and 1991. Even though some
of these lights are less than 10 years old,
nearly all are in need of replacement. The
problem with the lighting at the Airport
centers on three issues. First due to the
Airport’s proximity to Tampa Bay, the airfield
has been known to flood on occasion. The
Airport’s proximity and elevation also result
in a very high water table, which has also been
known to flood the lighting system. These
two factors alone have caused a significant
amount of damage and corrosion to both the
light cans and cable running in between. The
third problem with the Airport lighting
concerns ants. Ants have been known to eat
through the insulation of the lighting systems,
causing further damage while allowing
additional water to infiltrate the light cans.
In an effort to mitigate limit the damage,
lighting improvements were conducted in
2002.

Pavement Markings

During any of the major runway or taxiway
construction projects, new lighting systems
should be included with cable in duct to repair
and prevent any future damage to the lighting
systems of the airfield.

Precision – For runways with a precision
instrument approach. These markings consist
of the non-precision markings plus
touchdown zone stripes and side stripes
indicating the extent of the full strength
pavement.

Airfield Signage
Currently, the airfield signage at SPG does
not meet the standards outlined in FAA AC
150/5340-18C, Standards for Airport Sign
Systems. While most of these signs have the
proper look and location, others do not.
Similarly, most are not of the proper size. In
addition, none of the signs are lighted. FAA
AC 150/5340-18C recommends, “holding
position signs for runways, ILS critical areas,
approach areas, and their associated taxiway
location signs should be illuminated when the
associated runway lights are illuminated”.
The FAA AC also states that other taxiway
guidance signs should be illuminated when
the associated taxiway lights are illuminated.
Currently, the LPA Group Incorporated is in
the process of upgrading the signage at the
Airport. At the time of this writing, the
project is out for bid.

Runway pavements are marked with painted
lines and numbers in order to aid in the
identification of the runways from the air and
to provide information to the pilot during the
approach to a runway phase of flight. There
are three standard sets of markings used
depending on the type of runway:
Basic – For runways with only visual or circle
to land procedures. These markings consist
of runway designation markers and a
centerline stripe.
Non-precision – For runways to which a
straight-in, non-precision instr ument
approach has been approved. These markings
consist of runway designation markers, a
centerline stripe, threshold bars, threshold
markings, and aiming point markers.

Runway pavement and displaced threshold
markings are painted white, while taxiway
pavement markings are painted yellow.
Taxiways generally have a centerline and
pavement edge stripes, plus holding line
markings at the entrance to a runway. FAA
AC 150/5340-1G, Standards for Airport
Markings, contains the precise details of these
markings. All runway markings will
periodically need to be remarked so that they
remain visible to the users of the Airport.
Both Runway 6-24 and Runway 18-36 are
currently marked as non-precision instrument
runways; however, neither runway has any
aiming point markers. In addition, both of
the runways have side stripes. It is
recommended that these markings remain
since the FAA allows runways to be marked
one level higher than the markings required
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for the runway. Both runways require that
these markings be repainted, as the current
markings are faded. In addition, both
runways will also require periodic remarking
to maintain the visibility of the pavement
markings during the 20-year planning period.
Currently the only instrument approach to the
Airport is the straight-in, non-precision GPS
approach to Runway 18. Therefore, the
markings of this runway take precedent at the
runway intersection. This should remain the
same unless at some point in time, Runway
6-24 obtains an instrument approach, which
creates a higher precedence. The potential
for such an approach may be possible through
the use of GPS technology in the future.
Each of the taxiways at SPG has a yellow
centerline stripe and the appropriate holding
position markings. With the exception of
Taxiway B, each of the taxiways has edge
markings. All of the taxiways need to be
remarked at the Airport with the exception
of the new markings along the middle portion
of Taxiway C. As with the runway markings,
all of the taxiways will need to be periodically
remarked during the planning period.

NAVIGATIONAL AID (NAVAID)
REQUIREMENTS

T

he ability of the Airport to
accommodate aircraft traffic,
especially corporate and business
aircraft would be greatly enhanced with the
integration of an additional instrument
approach. The installation of an instrument
approach helps alleviate delays experienced
at an airport during instrument
meteorological conditions, thus increasing the
airfield’s overall annual service volume or
throughput capacity. In addition, many
commercial and corporate aircraft operators
prefer an instrument approach when
operating into and out of an airport facility.
There are two types of instrument
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approaches: precision instrument and nonprecision instrument. Precision instrument
approaches require a clear 50:1 approach
surface and require the installation of an
Instrument Landing System (ILS). The ILS
is comprised of specialized equipment that
provide both horizontal and vertical guidance
and have the ability to guide aircraft down to
the runway surface under very low to zero
visibility conditions. Horizontal guidance is
achieved through use of a localizer antenna
array and vertical guidance is provided
through use of a glideslope antenna. This
system usually includes additional approach
lighting (MALSF or MALSR), a middle and/
or outer marker, and Runway Visibility Range
(RVR) equipment as well. Precision
instrument approaches require additional
safety area, increased separation between
taxiways and runways, and also require
relatively clear FAR Part 77 surfaces.

A non-precision approach requires a 34:1
approach surface and has the ability to guide
aircraft down to 500 feet above the runway
surface and within ¾ of a mile of the runway
end. Non-precision approaches can be
achieved with Global Positioning System
(GPS), Non-Directional Beacons (NDB’s),
Radio Navigation (RNAV), and with partial
ILS systems by use of a localizer or localizer
back course. Although precision approach
systems are more accurate and allow airports
to receive additional traffic during very poor
weather conditions, they are extremely
expensive and therefore difficult to justify at
smaller airports. As a result, a smaller airport
can expect to bear a large portion of the
expenses associated with the installation of
this system. Airports that accommodate large
aircraft, have air traffic control towers, have
long runways, and experience high levels of
corporate and commercial activity will
typically qualify for federal funding assistance
to purchase and install an ILS system.

For a number of reasons including: runway
safety area constraints, taxiway separation
distance, high cost, obstructions in the vicinity
of the Airport, and finally runway length, it
is unrealistic to accommodate a precision
approach at SPG. One thing remains true
for any type of instrument approach at SPG:
the minimums will be affected by the number
of tall structures located in the close proximity
of the airfield. Furthermore, the current
runway to taxiway centerline spacing will
only allow approaches with three fourths of
a mile visibility or greater. Nonetheless, a
non-precision GPS approach may be possible
in the future for Runway 24 and runway 36
ends. The viability of adding non-precision
approaches to these ends will be further
investigated and discussed in the following
chapter.

Visual Landing Aids

S

PG’s visual NAVAIDS include PAPIs,
MIRL, REILs and runway markings.
In addition, there is a published GPS/
VOR non-precision approach to Runway 18.
Precision approach path indicators (PAPI)
currently exist on all runways at SPG.
Runway end identifier lights (REILs) exist on
Runways 18, 36 and 24. Available instrument
approaches and NAVAIDS at an airport have

a measurable impact on overall airfield
capacity, especially when considering
instrument flight rules (IFR) hourly capacity.
As discussed in Chapter 2, SPG is located
within Tampa International Airport’s Class
B Airspace as well as adjacent to MacDill Air
Force Base’s Terminal Area. As a result,
future instrument approach procedures to
SPG may be limited. However, additional
NAVAID facilities, and specific instrument
approaches and procedures, may be acquired
and implemented at SPG to increase capacity
and ensure safety during IFR conditions.
Based on a review of the existing NAVAIDS
at the Airport, and the anticipated demand
as shown in Chapters 3 and 4, specific
improvements to the existing NAVAIDs and
approach system at SPG have been identified.
It is recommended that both Runway 6 and
36 be equipped with non-precision approach
capabilities (GPS) since TPA approach
control and USAF will not support nonprecision approach to Runway 24. Table 519 shows the NAVAID requirements,
according to runway, necessary to increase
Airport capacity and ensure operational
safety during IFR conditions. These
requirements have been deemed necessary to
complement the proposed runway and
taxiway improvements previously discussed.

Table 5-19: NAVAID Requirements

The above-mentioned additions and relocations are based on operational and safety
demands, and, therefore, may be eligible for federal and state funding.
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Summary of Airfield Requirements
and Future Capacity

I

n determining the requirements necessary
to correct inadequate facilities and
increase the airfield capacity of SPG to
accommodate forecast demand, the
following airfield requirements were
identified:

Ê Extend and mark Runway 6-24 to
5,000 feet by 75 feet and overlay
existing runway to accommodate
takeoff and landing of larger and
heavier corporate aircraft.

Ê Extend Taxiway A to provide parallel
taxiway to Runway 6-24 and include
additional entrance and exit taxiways

Ê Extend Taxiway D to provide full
parallel access to Runway 6-24,
including entrance and exit taxiways,
to provide access to intermodal
terminal facilities.

Ê Install equipment necessary, and
obtain GPS approach to Runways 24
and 36.

Ê Install MITL on all remaining
taxiways.

Intermodal Terminal Facilities

T

his section will identify specific
requirements for terminal facilities at
SPG to meet projected passenger
activity levels. Individual terminal area
facilities were examined in terms of their
general spatial requirements to accommodate
the future forecast passenger and aircraft
activity levels. Alteration of these facilities
may be necessary to meet specific forecast
levels.
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As overall general aviation activity increases,
so too will the demand for pilot and passenger
terminal facilities. Currently, the fixed base
operator supports most of the local and
itinerant traffic.
The remaining local and itinerant traffic is
handled by private and other specialized
aviation operations located on the Airport.
The space required for general aviation pilot
and passenger terminal space differs from that
of commercial operations. Typically, general
aviation or FBO terminal areas require space
for a pilots’ lounge, flight planning room,
concessions/vending area, passenger waiting
area, FBO management offices, and
maintenance shops. It is difficult to estimate
the amount of space required for such
facilities as they are typically determined by
the individual FBOs. The size of these
facilities is more a business decision and is
based on the experience of the FBO operator,
the market demand, and the level of service
they wish to provide.
Demand for an intermodal terminal facility
stems from the fact that the existing facility is
old, inadequate and deteriorating. Further,
SPG is increasingly becoming a destination
airport for corporate/private itinerant traffic
since it provides convenient air access,
particularly in the growing Downtown area,
to businesses in St. Petersburg and South
Pinellas County. In addition, a potential
intermodal tie between other transportation
facilities in the area, specifically the Port of
St. Petersburg, could be made. While it
appears unlikely that there will be a tie
between cargo at the Port and the Airport, an
opportunity for a tie between passenger traffic
associated with cruise operations and the
Airport may be possible in the mid to longterm.

While there are no current passenger cruise
operations, with the exception of the Ocean
Jewel Casino, the opportunity for such exists.
Port facilities include a 12,000 square foot
passenger terminal building that includes a
covered gangway and customs area. The 1999
Port of St. Petersburg Master Plan identifies
the fact that cruise lines are always looking
for new homeports or port-of-calls for their
ships. According to the port master plan,
cruise lines constantly look for these to
provide new experiences for their passengers.
This plan also describes how the goal of every
cruise line is to provide both passenger
satisfaction and convenience. The study
describes how cruise lines rate potential new
ports by factors including the ability to
provide accessible air and ground
transportation facilities. As such, a potential
linkage between the port and Airport would
be to accommodate those passengers wanting
to fly in on private or small commercial (air
taxi) aircraft to go on a ship cruise. In fact, a
new port-of-call-facility and an intermodal
hub to provide a central point for intermodal
connections are in the Port’s plans to facilitate
such an interface.
Past cruise ships operators have moved to the
larger and newer facilities in the Port of
Tampa. Nonetheless, the master plan for the
Port of St. Petersburg identifies the
opportunity to develop a niche in the Tampa
Bay cruise market. Many aspects of the
industry, including increasing fleet, vessel
characteristics, and changing legislative
issues, indicate that the port should have the
ability to regain a share of the nation’s cruise
ship market. To assist in the acquisition of
this market share, the City needs to develop
complementary terminal facilities at the
Airport. This intermodal link, which will
enhance the marketing efforts of both port
and Airport, needs to be in place for such
demand, otherwise cruise operators will look
or go elsewhere.

Besides the port, additional intermodal
demands are also currently placed on the
facilities of the Airport. Transportation links
between air travel and ground transportation
are required between the growing businesses
and residential development in the
Downtown area. Each of these currently uses
the existing terminal facilities of the fixed
based operator. Demand to provide the
necessary connection between the ground and
air transportation of these facilities will
continue to grow with the community. In
response, the Airport needs to insure it
provides not only adequate, but also updated
facilities for these entities to utilize. As such,
additional intermodal terminal space is
required.
The City of St. Petersburg currently has plans
to build a 10,600 square-foot intermodal
general aviation terminal facility in the
northwest portion of the Airport. It is
anticipated that this facility, in addition to the
existing FBO facilities, will provide adequate
space for general aviation pilots and
passengers during the planning period. In
addition, the amenities planned within this
new building are anticipated to enhance the
level of service the Airport can provide to all
of its users. Also, to attract additional
corporate and business aircraft operators, the
City will need to reevaluate if fuel and other
services need to be expanded to new terminal
facilities need to ensure fuel and other aircraft
services need to be expanded to provide
longer hours of operation then are currently
provided.

Methodology

A

n airport’s ability to successfully
respond to change often hinges on
the proper design of the terminal
area. Since every airport is unique, planners
must consider every component of the
terminal and support areas to ensure that all
elements are adequate to meet the imposed
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demand. In addition to future growth, peak
travel periods impose the most severe demand
and overall strain on the capacity of terminal
facilities. Therefore, if an airport is to provide
an acceptable level of service, facilities must
be planned to cope with above average traffic
flows that are typically caused by these
periodic fluctuations in demand. At SPG,
these peaks occur in the Spring, typically
March, April and May, to some extent as a
result of traffic associated with special events
such as the Air Show, ESPN Classic, Honda
Grand Prix, etc.
One method of planning for peak periods
involves utilizing peak hour passenger
volume, developed from the average day of
the peak month baseline. Unlike annual
enplanements, which are only a relative
indicator of airport size, peak hour statistics
more accurately describe demand based on
specific user patterns. The peak hour element
identifies the number of enplaned, deplaned,
or total passengers boarding or disembarking
from aircraft in an elapsed hour of the average
day of the peak month. Peak hour data is not
the absolute peak activity to occur, nor the
total number of persons occupying the
terminal at any one time. Rather, peak hour
data provides design level of activity highly
correlated to daily-enplaned passenger
activity. Additionally, the number of persons
in the terminal during peak periods, including
visitors and employees, is also directly related
to peak-hour passengers, whose volumes are
generally considered the standard, by which
terminal facilities are sized. Peak hour
information for SPG was presented in
Chapter 3, Aviation Activity Forecasts.
Table 5-20: Peak Hour Passenger Demand
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Every airport has its own distinct peaking
characteristics, due to a number of factors.
Once the peaking factors have been identified,
as developed in the forecasts in Chapter 3,
an analysis and comparison of existing
capacity with existing and projected peak
demand can be made. This will result in
identifying terminal facilities that will likely
need capacity enhancing improvements and
expansion.
The sources for terminal planning guidance
include the FAA, International Air Transport
Association (IATA), Transportation Research
Board (TRB), and the International Civil
Aviation Organization (ICAO). Some of the
documents utilized in the terminal demand/
capacity analysis include FAA AC 150/536013 Planning and Design for Airport Terminal
Facilities, FAA AC 150/5360-9 Planning and
Design of Airport Terminal Facilities at Non-hub
Locations, and IATA Airport Terminal Reference
Manual. The guidelines presented in these
documents, in conjunction with the
knowledge and expertise of the consultant,
have been used to determine the demand and
associated requirements for the designated
planning period of this study.
Passenger forecasts will be used to determine
the required capacity and improvements for
facilities such as the terminal building. GA
passengers were forecast using a formula of
0.9 passengers per local operation and three
passengers per itinerant operation as indicated
by the FAA’s Estimating the Economic Impact
of Airports. Thus, by multiplying the number
of operations by the correct passenger
coefficient, the number of GA passengers per
cardinal forecast year was determined and is
represented in Table 5-20 based on the
selected forecast range.

The proposed intermodal terminal facility at
SPG will likely consist of office space, a pilot
lounge, restaurant, and flight school
operations. Appendix 5 of FAA AC 150/
5300-13 provides guidelines for small airport
buildings, including GA terminals. The
primary consideration is that the facility be
capable of handling the amount of
passengers, pilots, and visitors associated with
peak hour operations. GA facility sizing can
vary from 50 to 75 square feet per peak hour
passenger. Therefore, a planning guide of
62.5 square feet per busy-hour passenger is
typically used to size GA terminals.
Utilizing the above referenced sizing criteria
and based on the current and forecast level
of demand, a 5,120 square foot FBO/GA
terminal will be required by 2024. Table 521 shows the FBO/GA terminal building
requirements over the planning period.
Table 5-21: Gross Terminal Building Requirements

Landside Requirements

T

his section identifies the facility
requirements necessary for the various
on-Airport landside facilities to meet
the projected demand, as presented in
Chapter 3. The landside facilities that will be
discussed in this section include Airport
access and terminal roads, automobile
parking, GA areas, and land use and
acquisition.
Surface Access, Terminal Roads, and
Automobile Parking
Ground access and terminal roadways serve
passengers, employees, visitors, and anyone

who travels to and from the Airport. The
roadway system must be able to
accommodate peak levels of activity, without
creating excessive or unwarranted delay. The
Airport ground access system consists of
primary access roads, terminal access roads,
terminal frontage road, terminal curb
frontage, and Airport service roads.
Surface access into an airport includes the
access roads into the facility and the
automobile parking spaces available.
Capacity of the access roads is typically
defined by the maximum number of vehicles
that can pass over a given section of roadway
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during a given period of time. This capacity
is affected by a number of factors including,
the characteristics of the roadway, traffic
factors, type of use, etc. The previous master
plan provided an analysis of the airport access
roadways at that time. Since then, there has
been very little change in the activity on these
roads; therefore, the information contained
in the 1993 Master Plan is still considered
valid with the exception of removal of
curbside parking along 8th Avenue South
which has already been completed.
Obviously, it is preferred that a roadway
operates below its capacity. This ensures that
it will be able to provide the vehicles using it
with reasonable flow while at the same time
minimizing delay. The previous master plan
states that the existing arterial grid system in
St. Petersburg provides excellent access to the
downtown area, Airport, and Port of St.
Petersburg.
Currently there are four automobile parking
lots at the Airport. According to Airport
management and staff, these lots provide
approximately 178 paved spaces, which are
available for the users, employees, FBOs, and
private tenants of the Airport. To determine
the demand for automobile parking, an
acceptable planning standard is to assume that
during peak conditions, the parking areas are
expected to serve 2.5 automobiles per peak
hour operation. As of 2004, there were 34
peak hour operations at SPG. Applying the
above criteria indicates that 86 automobile
parking spaces are required to meet the
current demand. This number will increase
to 109 by the end of the planning period.
Demand associated with the development of
the new Intermodal Terminal Facility will
require an analysis of terminal access and
automobile parking requirements. As such,
development associated with the terminal
facilities and adjacent development will be
discussed in detail in Chapter 6, Aviation
Alternatives.
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Through the application of this methodology,
it may appear that there are plenty of parking
spaces available for all employees, tenants,
and patrons whom utilize the airport.
Unfortunately, the main parking lot is
positioned in the southwestern portion of the
property directly across from the University
of South Florida campus and other nonaviation businesses. Due to the limited
availability of parking in the vicinity of the
airport, non-aviation personnel often park
their vehicles in the airport’s designated
parking area. This arrangement has created
a capacity problem that will be resolved with
proper planning and foresight in the design
of the proposed intermodal terminal and
other facilities in the future.
It should be understood that while it is
convenient to apply a factor to the number of
peak hour operations, this method has little
to do with the number of employees working
at the Airport. Likewise, typically the real
problem at a general aviation airport does not
center on the demand for additional spaces,
but rather, where those spaces need to be
located. Normally, it is assumed that each of
the individual FBOs, as well as any private
clearspan hangars, will provide their own
parking spaces based on their own anticipated
demand. Unfortunately, this is not the case
at SPG due to space constraints. Nonetheless,
an adequate amount of automobile spaces
shall be allotted for parking lots in these areas
when such future facilities are planned. These
facilities shall provide sufficient space
required to meet increased demand and
growth in operational activity.
In addition, on-airport access via a partial
perimeter road located within the existing
fenceline should be provided. A designated
perimeter road will limit vehicular use of
runways and support access to outlying
facilities. A full discussion of the perimeter
road is provided within Chapter 6, Aviation
Alternatives.

General Aviation (GA) Areas

C

urrently, GA activities at SPG include
flight training, recreational flying,
aircraft maintenance, med-evac, and
limited military and corporate operations. The
facilities associated with these operations
include, aircraft storage buildings, aircraft
apron areas for hangars and tie-downs, and
fuel storage facilities.
The general aviation facilities component
addresses aircraft parking and storage
requirements for the Airport. For planning
purposes, based and itinerant aircraft
requirements are usually considered
separately since they serve different functions.
At SPG, nearly all of the aircraft parking areas
accommodate both itinerant and based
aircraft. However for this study, the two will
be analyzed separately and then the totals for
each combined. In general, the aircraft
parking and storage requirements at an airport
are typically provided through the
combination of some or all of the following
facilities:
Apron Area

Ê Small aircraft – an outdoor parking
space with tie-down capability, sized to
accommodate single-engine and light
multi-engine aircraft.

Ê Large aircraft – spaces on a paved
apron suitable for parking the larger
business jets, such as the Learjet,
Citation, Gulfstream, and Falcon
aircraft fleets.
Hangars

Ê FBO/large clearspan hangars – a fully
enclosed building typically capable of
holding anywhere between five and ten
aircraft each, depending on the aircraft
types.

Ê Corporate/private hangars – similar to
clearspan hangars, but are typically
smaller and privately owned with an
attached office. These hangars
typically house between one and three
aircraft depending on size and wing
configuration.

Ê T-hangars – a fully enclosed building
housing individual stalls, each capable
of storing one aircraft, typically a
single-engine or a light multi-engine
aircraft.

Ê Shade hangars – a structure with a
protective roof but no walls, typically
capable of holding numerous aircraft
each, these are often referred to as
aircraft shelters or shade ports.
SPG currently utilizes all of the types of
facilities described above to accommodate
aircraft parking and storage.
Itinerant Aircraft Parking Apron Area
Requirements
Based on these FAA guidelines, the itinerant
parking demands for SPG were computed
using the steps on the following page:
1. Find the peak month average day
itinerant operations. This figure is
obtained by multiplying the average
day peak month activity figures from
the forecast chapter with the
corresponding local/itinerant split.
2. Add 10 percent to the above value to
find peak day itinerant operations.
3. Find the total number of peak day
itinerant aircraft. This is half of the
peak day itinerant operations since it
is assumed that each aircraft will make
two operations.
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4. Assume that 50 percent of the total
number of peak day itinerant aircraft
will need to be accommodated at one
time.
5. Increase the final calculated amount by
10 percent. The FAA suggests that the
value should be increased by 10 percent
to accommodate expansion for at least
the next two-year period.
The final value is the total calculated demand
for itinerant aircraft parking spaces. In order
to determine the requirements for larger
aircraft parking (business jets) as opposed to
small aircraft parking (single-engine, multiengine, and rotor), the nation’s current active
aircraft fleet mix and expected growth,

published by the FAA, were applied. Table
5-22 reflects the results of these calculations.
Itinerant aprons are intended for relatively
short term parking periods, usually less than
24 hours (could be overnight), and are
primarily for transient aircraft. Such aprons
should be located as to provide easy access to
the terminal, fueling, and ground
transportation facilities. FAA AC 150/530013 Change 8, suggests that for planning
purposes, the size of an itinerant apron should
be based upon a minimum area of 360 square
yards (SY) per itinerant aircraft. This includes
a reasonable amount of room for the
maneuvering and taxiing of aircraft. This area
is appropriate for the type of general aviation
aircraft that utilize SPG.

Table 5-22: Itinerant Aircraft Parking Space Demand

Table 5-23: Business Jet Parking Area Requirements

Table 5-23: Business Jet Parking Area Requirements
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Table 5-23 to the left
illustrates the types of
business jets that
occasionally operate in
and out of SPG Airport.
The aircraft’s length,
wingspan, and the
amount of pavement
necessary to park each
particular aircraft are
also shown.

Based Aircraft Parking Apron Area
Requirements
Based aircraft demand was developed in the
forecast chapter of this study. Table 5-24
provides the forecasted based aircraft parking
demands and their related mix as it was
presented in that chapter.
Table 5-24: Based Aircraft Parking Space Demand

For based aircraft, FAA AC 150/5300-13
suggests that a minimum area of 300 SY be
used for planning purposes. This figure is
lower than that used for the itinerant aircraft
because it is assumed that a tighter spacing
between based aircraft can be achieved. The
actual area per aircraft on the apron will most
likely vary, depending on the configuration
and layout of the parking positions. It is also
assumed that any future based business jets
will be stored in the hangar facilities. As with
the itinerant aircraft calculations, the 300 SY
per based aircraft allows for sufficient
clearance of wing tips and maneuvering.
To determine the amount of apron area
required for based aircraft parking, a few
considerations must be made. First, the
various hangar facilities at SPG accommodate
68 percent of the current based aircraft.
Therefore, of the 200 aircraft currently based
at SPG, 64 are stored outside. Second, the
weather in Florida is hot and wet year round.
This fact, when taken into consideration with
the cost to own and operate private aircraft,
supports Florida’s trend of a high demand for

private aircraft hangars. In the past five years,
the demand for hangars has increased in
Florida dramatically. Aircraft owners prefer
facilities such as T-hangars if they are
provided at a reasonable rate. The Florida
Department of Transportation’s history of
funding these facilities has usually made this
possible. In fact, there are some airports in
the state that have up to 90 percent of the
based aircraft in hangars. Also, the larger
business jet or turboprop aircraft based at a
general aviation airport are typically stored
in hangars.
When the previous considerations are
coupled with the fact that Airport
Management and the FBOs constantly receive
inquiries about available hangar space, it was
estimated that approximately 80 percent of
the based aircraft parking demand would be
met through the use of hangar facilities by
the end of the planning period. Therefore,
Table 5-25 shows the amount of apron area
that will be needed to accommodate the
remaining percentage of based aircraft for
each year.
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Table 5-25: Based Aircraft Apron Area Requirements

Helicopter Tie-Down Analysis
SPG is currently in the process of relocating
the existing helipads, which are located west
of Hangar One and North of the automobile
parking area. The new location is located
north of the FBO facilities adjacent to
Taxiway A. These paved spots will provide
excellent access to the fuel farm as well as to
the administrative facilities on airport. In
addition, transient helicopters may use the
parking pads or the north side of the terminal
apron area. Thus, based upon existing and
forecast demand, the new helicopter facilities
are anticipated to meet demand through the
twenty-year planning period.

Table 5-26: Total Apron Area Requirements
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Summary of Itinerant and Based Aircraft
Apron Area Requirements
Table 5-26 provides a summary of the total
apron area requirements for itinerant and
based aircraft at SPG.
There are multiple paved aircraft parking
aprons at SPG. These include the ramp areas
around the FBO hangar facilities and an area
on the north side of the airfield near the
approach end of Runway 6. It is estimated
that these paved areas make up approximately
33,000 SY.
At first it appears that the Airport requires an
additional 18,339 SY of apron to
accommodate the existing demand, however,
there are also a number of unpaved parking
areas. In fact, there are 50- based aircraft that
utilize the various grass tiedown areas at SPG.

Most of these run along Taxiway C and a
small portion are adjacent to Taxiway A.
Using the 300 SY per based aircraft, these
unpaved areas currently provides 15,000 SY
of the apron space required. This lowers the
needed apron space at the Airport to 3,399
SY now and 7,994 SY by the end of the
planning period.
Aircraft Hangar Demand
As previously mentioned, the demand for
hangar space at SPG is expected to increase
from the current level of 67 percent to 80
percent of based aircraft by the end of the
planning period. Since only a very small
percentage of itinerant traffic (maintenance
and occasional overnights) utilizes the
airport’s hangar facilities, only based aircraft
demand was used to plan hangar space
requirements. Table 5-27 reflects the number
of based aircraft that will require hangar space
in the future.
According to information provided by airport
users and management, 133 aircraft are
currently stored in the various hangar facilities
at the Airport. Therefore, an additional 73
hangar spaces will be needed at SPG by the

end of the planning period to meet the
expected demand. Of the 133 aircraft, 106
were stored in T-hangars, portable Thangars, or shade hangars, and the
remaining 27 distributed among the larger
conventional clearspan hangars. This
distribution of hangared aircraft has been
applied to the forecast based aircraft fleet mix
to determine what future types of hangars
should be required.
However, the previous table did not consider
the number of aircraft stored in corporate/
private hangars. Of the current 37 aircraft
stored in the larger conventional clearspan
hangars, approximately 80 percent are stored
in the FBO/large clearspan hangars while
the remaining 20 percent are stored in
corporate/private hangars. Of the total
number of hangared aircraft it is estimated
that 75% of hangared-based aircraft are
stored in T-hangars, 20% are stored in FBO
Large Clearspan Hangars, and the remaining
5% are stored in Corporate/Private Hangars.
On average, the FBO/large clearspan
hangars at SPG have accommodated at least
10 aircraft each. Table 5-28 reflects the total
number of hangars required during the
planning period.

Table 5-27: Total Hangar Demand
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Table 5-28: Aircraft Hangar Requirements

It is difficult to say with any certainty which
type of hangars will be used for each aircraft
type in the future. However, it is safe to
assume that all of the additional jet or rotor
aircraft based at the Airport will either be
accommodated in either an FBO/large or
corporate/private clearspan hangar. Using
this assumption, an approximation of the
total clearspan hangar square footage

required was determined. These estimates are
based on the general planning standard that
single-engine and multi-engine aircraft require
a minimum of 1,250 square feet of hangar
space each, while the jet and rotor aircraft
require at least 2,500 square feet. Using the
above, Table 5-29 provides the minimum
square footage required for clearspan hangars
during each forecast year.

Table 5-29: Minimum Square Footage for Clearspan Hangars

The size and configuration of FBO/large and corporate/private clearspan hangars greatly
varies. Different alternatives to the layout and phasing of these hangar facilities are analyzed
in the following chapter.
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It should be noted that these numbers reflect
information presented by the aviation activity
forecast, but do not reflect the demand defined
by the number of people on the SPG waiting
list for hangar space. The numbers also neglect
to represent the addition of larger, more
sophisticated aircraft, which typically
accompany corporate activity. It should also
be noted that although corporate hangars do
not currently exist at SPG, corporate hangars
could be used to meet the storage hangar
requirements. However, consideration must
be given to the number and size of aircraft
stored in each hangar in order to provide
adequate storage facilities.

SUPPORT FACILITIES

A

dditional facility requirements to
support the operations at SPG are
included in the following sections.
These address the requirements for aircraft

rescue and fire fighting, fuel storage, airport
maintenance, access behind the blast fence,
stormwater, utilities, etc.
Aircraft Fuel Storage
The current fuel storage capacity at the
Airport is 20,000 gallons of Jet-A fuel and
10,000 gallons of AvGas. Recent records
indicate that fuel sales have been
approximately 150,000 gallons of Jet-A per
year and 250,000 gallons per year of AvGas.
This equates to an average of 12,560 gallons
of Jet-A per month and 20,840 gallons of
AvGas per month. Table 5-30 provides an
analysis of the Airport’s fuel flowage with
respect to the current storage capacity. This
analysis projects the average monthly fuel flow
using the average annual growth rate expected
for airport operations. The average daily
gallons were then computed using the 31 days
of the peak month.

Table 5-30: Fuel Flowage Analysis

Currently there is a 25-day supply of Jet-A and a 30-day supply of AVGAS at the Airport.
The methodology of this analysis estimates that these will drop to a 19 and 23-day supply
for Jet-A and AVGAS, respectively. Based on the fact that it is not difficult to get a fuel
delivery every two weeks (14 days), the Airport will not require any additional fuel storage
facilities during the planning period.
Fuel storage and capacity are prime concerns for Airport operators and FBOs. Because
of increasing operations, fuel sales are expected to increase as well. A correlation of
historical fuel sales and the relation to historic operations was established and applied to
the selected forecast range to determine if additional fuel capacities will be required.
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Airport Rescue and Firefighting

F

AA AC 150/5210-6C, “Aircraft Fire
and Rescue Facilities and
Extinguishing Agents,” outlines scales
of protection for aircraft fire fighting and
rescue services recommended for general
aviation airports. These recommendations
are based on Federal Aviation Regulation
Part 139.49. In AC 150/5210-6C, general
aviation airports are divided into two (2)
indexes.
According to AC 150/5210-6C, airports
having at least 1,825 annual departures of
aircraft more than 30 feet but not more than
45 feet long are designated as Index 1. While
airports with 1,825 annual departures of
aircraft more than 45 but not more than 60
feet long are designated as Index 2. General
aviation airports having operations involving
aircraft more than 60 feet long follow the
guidelines for certificated airports.
Nearly all of the small airplanes in ARC B-I
have wingspans between 30 and 45 feet. This
includes the current critical aircraft for SPG,
the King Air 90. As such, the Airport is
currently designated as an Index 1, general
aviation air port. In the future, this
designation may change as most of the large
airplanes of ARC B-I have wingspans larger
than 45 feet. Therefore, it is possible that
these larger aircraft could conduct 1,825

annual departures (approximately 3,650
annual operations) before the end of the
planning period.
These indices provide the amount or primary
and supplementary extinguishing agents, as
well as the number of vehicles required for
its application. The primary agent can be
either an aqueous film forming foam (AFFF)
or protein foam. The supplementary agent,
a dry chemical powder, is applied
simultaneously with the primary foam agents.
Table 5-31 provides the FAA requirements
for Index 1 and Index 2.
ARFF protection at SPG is currently provided
by the St. Petersburg Fire Department. The
St. Petersburg Fire Department’s Master
Station, which is off airport property, is
charged with the responsibility to respond to
any aircraft emergencies at the Airport. Since
SPG does not hold and is not pursuing a FAR
Part 139 Certificate, the ARFF facility does
not need to be located on the airfield.
Therefore, it is not necessary to accommodate
such a facility at the Airport during the
planning period. Currently the Master Station
has two fire engines that both exceed the
requirements of Index 1 and Index 2. As
such, no additional ARFF supplies or
equipment are needed to support the
operations at SPG.

Table 5-31: Required Scales of Protection for General Aviation Aircraft
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Airport Security and Fencing

C

urrently, there are no FAA or
Transportation Security Administration
(TSA) security guidelines in place for
GA airports. However, based upon
recommendations from NBAA and AOPA,
the AAAE General Aviation Air ports
Security Task Force recommended:

Ê GA Airports should prepare a
comprehensive airport security plan,
which would be subject to periodic
review and approval by the TSA.

Ê GA Airports should be required to
install adequate outdoor area lighting
to help improve the security of (a)
aircraft parking and hangar areas, (b)
fuel storage areas, and (c) access points
to aircraft operations area (AOA).

Ê Criminal record background checks
should be required on all airport, FBO
and airport tenant employees with
access to the AOA. Criteria similar to
that used in FAR 107 should be
developed to determine what offenses
would disqualify individuals from
being granted such access.

Ê GA Airports should install security
fencing to help prevent unauthorized
access to AOA, fuel facilities and other
sensitive areas.

Ê GA Airports should be required to
install signage around the AOA, fuel
facilities and other sensitive areas to
deter unauthorized entry.
In addition, it is recommended that four
different categories for a federal security
program at GA airports be established based
upon the criteria of the airport’s location,
runway length and number of based aircraft.
In the case of SPG, it currently falls under

Security Category 2. A Category 2 airport is
defined as “a public use GA airport located
in close proximity to major metropolitan
areas or security-sensitive facilities, such as
military bases and nuclear plants, with (a)
runway length of 4,001 feet or less, and up to
200 based aircraft” (Draft: General Aviation
Airport Security Task Force Recommendations, Pg
6).
Since SPG has limited fencing in and around
the AOA and other critical areas, improved
airport perimeter access security is highly
recommended. Even though SPG is not
certified to accept commercial service
operations via CFR 49 Part 139, fencing is
recommended due to a variety of safety
concerns associated with runway incursions,
obstacle clearance, wildlife hazards, facility
protection, etc. In order to protect the integrity
of the Airport Operating Area (AOA), it is
recommended that fencing of approximately
six feet in height topped with three strands of
barbed wire be installed around the existing
airside and fuel farm facilities. Access to the
airside secure areas should be limited to those
who are or are being escorted by someone
who is authorized by the Airport to have
access to the AOA.
The Airport currently has a 6-foot fence
surrounding the airport operating area (AOA)
and fuel farm facilities. The Airport is also
equipped with several vehicle access gates and
at least two pedestrian gates. It is
recommended that all future property
acquired by the Airport be fenced and that
three-strands of barbed wire be installed on
all fencing surrounding the Airport.
Maintenance access to the fence should be
provided by a perimeter access road located
within the property line. Any additional
buildings or parking areas constructed on the
Airport should have adequate security
lighting.
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AIR TRAFFIC CONTROL TOWER

T

he original construction of the ATCT
at SPG was done in two parts. The
actual tower structure, or shaft, dates
back some 50 years with the Navy as it was
used as an open platform for signalmen. Then
in 1965 the current enclosed control cab was
constructed and then commissioned by the
FAA in June of 1966. Many of the
components that make up this facility need
to be upgraded.
Although many
improvements are necessary, none should be
made to the existing facility. This is due to
the fact that the airport truly needs a new
ATCT facility. In fact, the SPG ATCT is the
first contract tower identified on the FAA
Southern Region’s (ASO) tower replacement
list. This list of course follows the list for
replacing FAA ATCT facilities.
The current ATCT, with a floor height of 45
feet above ground level, has very severe line
of sight problems. Currently controllers
cannot see a significant portion of the south
end of Taxiway B due to obstructions created
by the wastewater treatment facility as well
as the construction of a new Coast Guard
facility. These obstructions also prevent
controllers from seeing where Taxiway B ties
into Runway 36. There are also obstructions
between the ATCT’s line of sight and the
aircraft-parking apron located just north of
Runway 6. These obstructions prevent
controllers from seeing the aircraft parked in
this area. A major concern for this particular
line of sight issue concerns the development
of future facilities. This line of sight will only
become worse once the new intermodal
general aviation terminal facility is
constructed and aircraft movements on this
side of the airfield increase. Similarly, if
Taxiway D is extended to provide full access
parallel access to Runway 6-24 from the
North, controllers will not be able to see
aircraft operating on the western end of this
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taxiway as it approaches the new terminal
facilities. The Airport has recently secured
funding for a new ATCT and has started
preliminary siting work with the FAA.
Possible alternatives to alleviate line of sight
issues are outlined in the following chapter.

Airport Maintenance Facility

T

he airport maintenance equipment,
workspace, and staff offices for SPG
are housed in a number of locations
on the airfield. Currently, these locations
include four of the end units of the new thangar buildings. These are the facilities that
all maintenance operations are conducted
from, including the repair of engines, which
is prohibited for the tenants to conduct in the
same building.
The Airport needs to have a dedicated facility
from which these maintenance operations can
be housed and conducted from. Such a
facility would consolidate the storage of the
equipment and supplies used for maintenance.
This would also provide the staff with
adequate workshop space to conduct repairs
of maintenance and airfield equipment.
Locations for a new Airport Maintenance
Facility will be evaluated in the next chapter,
Alternatives Analysis.
Access Behind Blast Fence
Due to space constraints on the airfield, the
ATCT staff has expressed a concern about
the future aircraft ground movements at the
Airport. Currently there are times when a
clearance is requested to tow aircraft from the
FBO ramps on the south side of Runway 624 to the aircraft parking area on the north
side of the runway. ATCT management and
staff have expressed a concern that once the
new intermodal general aviation terminal
facility is opened, the number of clearance

requests will become difficult to
accommodate. The issues of safety and
operational constraints were considered the
primary concerns.
It has been suggested that perhaps enough
space could be created behind the existing
blast fence for Runway 6 to provide aircraft
access from one side of the airfield to the
other. It is envisioned that this increase in
space from the current vehicle access road
would allow the passage of aircraft in tow.
This route would not be utilized for aircraft
moving under their own power. To
accommodate the required space, an analysis
of the space available behind the blast fence
needs to be made. This would include
determining the impacts to the existing
fencing, landscaping, sidewalk, and
automobile parking spaces along 1st Street,
with respect to the clearance criteria required.
An analysis of this access is provided in the
Alternatives Analysis chapter.

Airport Utilities

T

he current infrastructure provides
excellent water service, fire flow,
electrical service, and telephone
service to all parts of the Airport. The
sanitary sewer however is limited to portions
of the Airport on the south side of the airfield.
Therefore, improvements need to be made to
eliminate the need for any septic tank systems.
In the past, the airfield has also had some
stormwater issues. However, recent projects
have made many drainage improvements for
the Airport.
Likewise, each new
improvement project at the Airport is
anticipated to help eliminate any other
problems associated with stormwater.
While the current electrical and telephone
service is adequate some of these lines run
overhead. The overhead power and telephone

lines are limited to those along 8th Avenue.
However, these lines need to be placed
underground due to the numerous helicopter
operations that occur at the Airport. The
power and telephone lines that run down 8th
Avenue are just across a small parking lot
adjacent to the current helipads.

STORMWATER DRAINAGE FACILITIES

T

he existing stormwater drainage
facilities at SPG consist of a series of
ditches, swales, and retention basins.
These facilities are used to divert runoff away
form the paved areas of the airport. The
existing topography splits the airport in half
with a portion of the runoff draining to the
north and east into the Bay and the remainder
to drainage areas near 1st Street North. Due
to the moderate permeable characteristics of
the soil, standing water is usually found
following a heavy rain. Overall, the existing
drainage system adequately meets capacity for
the level of development currently on the
Airport.
Future improvements will likely increase the
areas of impervious surfaces on the Airport,
and, thus, will require additional treatment
areas to accommodate the additional runoff.
Such a plan would likely be constructed in
kind with the existing drainage system.
However, the existing drainage basins may
need to be relocated to accommodate future
airfield expansion. Proposed improvements
to airfield drainage are outlined in Chapter
6.

Non-Aviation Use

L

and located north of the fence line
adjacent to the Lot 51 is not currently
suitable for aviation use due to access
issues, potential flooding, and distance from
Runways 18-36 and 6-24, which will require
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significant taxi time. Therefore, this land
should be developed as a compatible land use
that will benefit both the Airport and local
economy. Development of non-aviation
revenues associated with existing and adjacent
property will be considered in more detail in
Chapter 6, Aviation Development
Alternatives.

Land Acquisition

A

irport property consists of
approximately 190.9 acres of which
62.96 are under water. If runway
improvements, such as Runway Safety Area
Improvements or extensions) and other
facility improvements are programmed,
additional land will need to be acquired. This
land will be necessary to gain compliance
with FAA directives and avoid the
development of incompatible land uses within
the vicinity of SPG.

SUMMARY

T

his section has identified the general
facility requirements necessary to
meet the twenty-year forecast of
aviation demand. Prior to the actual physical
layout of these facilities, specific refinement
must be accomplished to enable the Airport
to develop in a coherent and logical manner.
Table 5-32 provides a summary of the facility
requirements that were determined necessary
to satisfy the forecasts of aviation demand
presented in this study. These proposed
facilities also include additional facilities,
which should be planned to enhance the
Airport
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Table 5-32: Summary of Facility Requirements
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Cha
pter 6
Chapter

AVIATION ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS

T

his chapter of the master plan update
develops and evaluates alternatives for
the future enhancement of Albert
Whitted Airport (SPG). For this purpose,
several alternative airfield concepts, general
aviation concepts and land use concepts were
evaluated considering projected demand for
aviation facilities, intermodal requirements
and the Albert Whitted Blue Ribbon Task
Force Committee recommendations (Task
Force).
The mission of the Task Force was to review
the current status of the Airport, consult with
the public and provide recommendations to
the City Council as to how the Airport should
be maintained, operated, changed and/or
improved. The Task Force was comprised
of 19 residents of varying backgrounds form
the City of St. Petersburg.
This chapter applies the facility needs as
shown in Chapter 5, Facility Requirements,
to various Airport development alternatives.
Since the combination of possible alternatives
is limitless, intuitive judgment was applied to
those alternatives that have the greatest
potential for implementation. These choices
provide the underlying rationale for the
preferred alternative recommendation.
Implementation of the selected alternatives
is defined in subsequent chapters.

GA Airport Security Recommendations

I

n the aftermath of the September 11, 2001
attacks, airport security came under
intense scrutiny. Historically, GA airports
have not been high-security facilities, and the
federal government has not, to date, regulated
GA airport security as it has done with
commercial service airports. However, the
main terrorist threat against GA and GA
airports is the possible theft or hijacking of
aircraft for use as potential terrorist weapons.
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Although no official ruling concerning GA
airport security has been made at the time of
this writing, various organizations (i.e.,
National Business Aviation Association
(NBAA), Aircraft Owners and Pilots
Association (AOPA), American Association
of Airport Executives (AAAE), Airport
Council International – North America (ACINA), etc.) have been working with the FAA
and Transportation Security Administration
(TSA) to develop a list of recommendations.
As a result, the AAAE General Aviation
Airport Security Task Force convened to
develop a list of potential security guidelines.
These include:

Ê For security purposes, four different
categories for a federal security
program at GA airports should be
established based upon the airport’s
location, runway length, and number
of based aircraft. Thus, based upon
these criteria, SPG is designated as a
Category 2 Airport, which is defined
as an “airport located within a major
metropolitan area with a runway
length of 4,000 feet or less, and equal
to or less than 200 based aircraft.”

Ê All four categories of GA airports
should prepare a comprehensive
airport security plan, which would be
subject to periodic review and approval
by the TSA.

Ê All four categories of GA airports
should be required to install adequate
outdoor area lighting to help improve
the security of (a) aircraft parking and
hangar areas, (b) fuel storage areas, and
(c) access points to the aircraft
operations area.

Ê Criminal record background checks
should be required on all airport, fixed
base operator (FBO) and airport tenant
employees with access to the aircraft
operations area (AOA). Criteria similar
to that used in FAR Part 107 should be
developed to determine what offenses
would disqualify individuals from being
granted access.

Ê All GA airports should install security
fencing to help prevent unauthorized
access to the aircraft operations area,
fuel facilities, and other sensitive areas.

Ê All GA airports should be required to
install signage around the AOA, fuel
facilities, and other sensitive areas to
deter unauthorized entry.
However, it is important to note that under
the current rules, security-related expenses at
GA airports are not usually eligible for funding
under the Airport Improvement Program
(AIP). Therefore, the ability of the large
majority of GA airports to implement the
various recommendations will be contingent
upon the provision of extensive financial
assistance from federal, state, and local
governments.

Alternative Analyses

I

n general, three major functional areas
were considered in identifying the
development alternatives including airside
(runway, taxiways and navigational aids), land
use and land acquisition, and airside and
landside facilities (building areas and surface
access).
In order for SPG to accommodate anticipated
demand for the twenty-year planning period,
certain airside and landside facilities will
require improvement or expansion. Each
development alter native relates to the
operations requirements of the Airport, the
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users, and community needs for service and
facilities. As a result, airport development
concepts will be divided into the following
sections:

•
•
•

Airfield Development
General Aviation Development, and
Access and Land Use Development

All areas were examined, both individually and
collectively, to ensure the orderly evolution of
a final master plan concept that is functional,
efficient, cost effective and compatible with the
environment and surrounding community.

Airfield Alternatives

A

s discussed in Chapter 5, Facility
Requirements, SPG will require at a
minimum the following airfield
facilities outlined in Table 6-1 to accommodate
anticipated demand. Proposed facility
development is predicated on the idea that the
critical aircraft will change from a Beech King
Air, which is a light turboprop, to a Citation Jet
II within the second half of the twenty-year
planning period. Separation requirements,
taxiway width and approach recommendations
were based upon that proposition.

Table 6-1: Summary of Facility Requirements
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Runway Length Requirements

A

runway length analysis was
performed to determine the required
length needed to accommodate both
the existing and anticipated fleet. Evaluation
of runway length was based upon maximum
takeoff weight requirements and the most
extreme weather conditions as well as aircraft
use (personal, corporate or air taxi operation).
As discussed in Chapter 5, SATS or very light
jet aircraft (VLJs) were considered the most
likely candidates for Air Taxi operations at
SPG. However if VLJs are used for Air Taxi
operations, under the existing criteria as
outlined in 135.397, Airplane Performance
Operating Limitations for Small Transport
Aircraft, then Runway 6-24 at SPG must be
extended to provide an ultimate length of
5,000 feet.
Nevertheless, the widespread use of VLJs in
the aviation fleet is not expected until 2010 at
the earliest. Several companies, including
Cessna, EADS, Adams Aircraft Industries
and Eclipse Aviation, have entered into the
VLJ market and are awaiting certification of
their aircraft. The initial users of these aircraft
are believed to be businesses and private
owners due to the lower cost compared to
traditional business jets. Interest by existing
Air Taxi operators does exist, but the
likelihood of integrating these jets into the
existing commercial system before 2012 is
unlikely. In addition, because of the unique
nature of these new aircraft, several dialogues
between NBAA, FAA, DOT, NASA and
aircraft manufacturers are taking place to
determine the performance and operating
requirements of these aircraft. These
discussions include determining the
requirements for a SATS Airport, including
runway length, security and safety
requirements, and NAVAIDs, as well as how
existing federal aviation regulations impact
SATS aircraft.

Because of a variety of unknowns including
the number of micro jet operations anticipated
to use SPG as an Air Taxi hub, a runway
extension on Runway 6-24 is considered
premature at this time and, therefore, was not
considered. Yet, due to continuing
technological developments, as well as
associated changes in regulations, it is
recommended that this issue be re-evaluated
during the next master plan update.

Instrument Approach Evaluation

S

PG is surrounded by Class D
(controlled) airspace, which has a
ceiling of 1,500 feet and extends
outward from the center of the Airport for 4
nautical miles (NM). It currently abuts Mac
Dill AFB Class D Airspace to the east, which
has a ceiling of 1,600 feet. North of SPG is
St. Petersburg-Clearwater International
Airport (PIE) which is also surrounded by
Class D airspace with a ceiling of 2500 feet.
All three airports are located within Tampa
International Airport’s (TPA) Class B
airspace. Aircraft operating within Class B
airspace must follow tower instruction for
departure, and then establish and maintain
communication with the Class B controller.
As part of the airfield alternative analysis,
additional non-precision approaches with
visibility minimums of greater than or equal
to 1 statute mile were considered for Runways
6, 24 and 36. Currently, SPG has a nonprecision approach to Runway 18 only, thus
limiting the capacity of the airport during
inclement weather conditions. The addition
of another instrument approach, preferably
to the main runway, would improve the
Airport’s overall capacity. Since Runway 624 is the primary runway, an evaluation of
developing a non-precision approach to either
Runway 6 or Runway 24 was considered. The
criteria for selection of airports and runways
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for development of GPS procedures
emphasize safety, such as providing
emergency medical operations or simplifying
existing procedures. Other considerations
relate to activity level, at least 500 procedures
per year, and/or resolution of capacity issues.
Non-precision approach requirements as
designated in FAA AC 150/5300-13, Change
9, Appendix 16, are outlined in Table 6-2,
Non-precision Approach Requirements.

Runway 06 – GPS/RNAV Approach

A

s stated in Chapter 4, Demand
Capacity Analysis, Runway 6-24 is
utilized approximately 70 percent of
the time. The approach to Runway 6 is most
prevalent and allows aircraft to limit Class B
airspace interaction as well as avoid any
conflicts with PIE, Mac Dill or TPA final
approach and departure procedures. At the
time of this writing, FAA is currently
evaluating a GPS/RNAV approach to
Runway 6. However, a potential limitation
to the Runway 6 non-precision approach is
the location and height of buildings west of

the airfield associated with the USF-St.
Petersburg Campus. Based upon established
RNAV (GPS) Procedures, a non-precision
straight-in minimum can be as low as 250 feet
above the highest obstacle in the final
segment. In addition, non-precision standard
approach procedures based only upon GPS
can have visibility minimums as low as 1-mile
for airports without approach lights. Due to
building heights and the displaced threshold
on Runway 6, it is likely that the visibility
minimums associated with a non-precision,
RNAV (GPS) approach to Runway 6 will
have a 1-statute mile visibility. In addition,
due to the 250 ft obstacle clearance
requirement, the landing threshold to Runway
6 may be displaced even further to obtain
appropriate clearance over the building
located approximately 863 feet southwest of
the current landing threshold at a 20:1 or 15:1
approach slope. FAA will perform a flight
test to verify the visibility minimums, which
is tentatively scheduled for publication on
September 20, 2006.

Table 6-2: Nonprecision Approach Requirements
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Runway 24 – GPS/RNAV Approach

A

n evaluation of a non-precision
approach to Runway 24 was also
considered. Previous alternative
development discussions included a nonprecision, > ¾ mile, and precision approach,
< ¾ mile, to Runway 24. Yet, in considering
the approach procedures in relation to airspace
in the area, it is impossible for aircraft to
perform a non-precision or precision approach
to Runway 24 without encroaching upon Mac
Dill AFB’s terminal airspace. Since Mac Dill
AFB’s airspace abuts SPG’s airspace, there is
not enough distance between the two to meet
the Terminal Instrument Approach
Requirements (TERPS). Further, the use of
Mac Dill AFB by United States Air Force
Tankers and high-speed fighter jets (i.e. F-22)
makes encroachment in the Terminal Airspace
by small and slow flying aircraft dangerous.
Therefore, an approach to Runway 24 was
rejected from further evaluation.

Runway 36 – GPS/RNAV Approach

S

ince a VOR/GPS non-precision
approach already exists on Runway 18,
it was recommended by a variety of
Airport Users that non-precision approach
also be added to Runway 36. A non-precision
approach on Runway 36 with an approach
visibility of >1-statute mile will improve the
operational capacity of Runway 18-36. A nonprecision approach with visibility > ¾ mile
was also considered.
However, to
accommodate a non-precision approach with
a 34:1 approach slope, a displaced threshold
on Runway 36 would likely be required due
to the height of the ships within the shipping
channel. This will be discussed in more detail
later in this chapter. A precision approach, <
¾ mile visibility, was discounted since the
shipping channel to the Port of St. Petersburg
would traverse the approach service. At the
time of this writing, some local airport users

have submitted a formal request to the FAA
to implement a RNAV (GPS) approach to
Runway 36.

Airfield Concepts

A

s a result of these preliminary
analyses of both runway length and
instrument approach procedures,
airfield concepts will focus on improvements
to the runway safety areas and taxiways.
Airfield facilities are, by their very nature, a
focal point of an airport complex. Because
of their role, and the fact that they physically
dominate a great deal of an Airport’s
property, airfield facility needs are often the
most critical factor in the determination of
viable airport development alternatives. In
particular, the runway system requires the
greatest commitment of land area and is
often the greatest influence on the
identification and development of other
airport facilities.
Furthermore, the runway and taxiway
system directly affects the efficiency of
aircraft movements, both on the ground and
in the surrounding airspace. The runway and
taxiway system also limits the ability of an
airport to handle certain aircraft, which
directly affects the types of air service an
airport can offer or accommodate. Finally,
the efficiency of aircraft movement is affected
by local approach and departure procedures,
which are influenced by local restrictions
associated with noise, airspace congestion,
and other considerations.
SPG is an asset to Downtown St. Petersburg
since it provides an alternative to using
Tampa International Airport (TPA) and St.
Petersburg-Clearwater Airport (PIE). Its
location adjacent to a variety of venues
including the Port of St. Petersburg,
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University of South Florida – St. Petersburg
Campus, and a variety of private businesses
in the Downtown area make it an attractive
location for a variety of development. On a
typical day, small corporate jet aircraft,
helicopters, and single and multi-engine
piston GA aircraft mingle on the airfield.
However, due to existing runway takeoff
length limitations, which are exacerbated
during wet, hot or humid weather conditions
that require additional takeoff length, larger
corporate and fractional ownership aircraft
use the Airport infrequently.
The airfield’s current configuration of two
runways has accommodated air traffic levels
reasonably well, to date. However, increases
in GA traffic will likely strain airport capacity
and limit the ability of the Airport to
efficiently handle both the anticipated rise in
traffic and the change in fleet mix.
To address these issues, it will be necessary
to expand the overall capacity of the airfield
to address operational and aircraft group
capacity demand. This will entail runway
safety area improvements and the potential
construction of taxiways to aid in
accommodating the expected increase in
traffic as well as the aircraft fleet mix
anticipated to use the Airport in both the
short- and long-term.

Concept Description

P

otential alternatives for SPG consist of
the following:
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•

Alternative I – No Build/Limited
Development

•

Alternative II
Development

•

Alternative III – Unconstrained
Development

–

Constrained

The first alternative investigates the options
and possible repercussions of limited demand
based on future development. In Alternative
I, projects underway would be completed and
the existing facilities preserved, but future
developments to the Airport would be limited
to those necessary to meet limited demand and
resolve operational capacity issues.
Alternative II investigates the options
available if future development is based upon
modernization of existing facilities, safety and
security related improvements, and minimal
facility expansion. Such future development
will be confined to existing airport leaseholds
and will not encompass the acquisition of any
new property with the exception of property
needed to improve safety requirements.
Maximizing existing land and alternative land
uses of existing leaseholds will be required.
Alternative III investigates the possibilities
available with an unconstrained approach to
future development at SPG. This alternative
would consider not only existing leasehold
property but also the acquisition of additional
adjacent property through the use of dredge
and fill. It will include all constrained
development as well as provide for limited
airport expansion to meet both existing and
future demand.
Each alternative will be identified and
discussed in the context of potential airside
configuration, potential land use, and
potential land acquisition in order to obtain
a reliable recommendation for future
development.
Airfield Concept I (No Build/Limited
Development)-Alternative I was developed to
show the most cost-conscious and efficient
usage of existing airfield facilities. Only
minor improvements to improve safety and

capacity were chosen. Projects that were
costly, created major changes to existing
airfield configurations, had environmental
impacts, or required land acquisition were
eliminated from further consideration.
Projects associated with the “No Build/
Limited Development” Alternative includes:

Ê Extend Taxiway D between Runway
6 and Taxiway B

Ê Displace thresholds on Runways 18
(210 feet) and 36 (110 feet) to obtain
required safety area.
The only noteworthy airfield improvement
shown in Alternative I is through the addition
of new pavement on the northeastern side of
the airfield, which creates a full-parallel
taxiway adjacent to Runway 6-24. The
taxiway incorporates a portion of the
racetrack pavement and is offset 150’ from the
Runway 6-24 centerline. This separation
accommodates aircraft within the B-I light
and lower categories and enhances safety by
lowering the number of required runway
crossings necessary to traverse the airfield.
Although the parallel taxiway on the
northeast does reduce the number of runway
crossings, it does not resolve the crossing issue
associated with aircraft on Taxiway A
attempting to gain access to the threshold of

Runway 24. Pilots have two options: either
back-taxi on the runway, which is a significant
safety hazard, or cross Runway 6-24 to use
the northeast portion of Taxiway D.
In order to meet safety area requirements, the
thresholds of Runway 18-36 have been
displaced on both ends. This is the most
cost-feasible modification available to provide
adequate safety area at both Runway 18 and
Runway 36 ends. The displacement of the
runway thresholds will reduce the runway
length for both takeoff and landing thereby
reducing overall capacity. To meet runway
safety area improvements, Runway 36 will
have a displaced runway threshold of 110 feet
while Runway 18 will require a displaced
threshold of 210 feet to meet runway safety
area (RSA) requirements. These
displacements are expected to have limited
impact on both existing and future traffic
which currently use the runway. Pilots
requiring additional length would use
Runway 6-24, which currently has a total
length of 3,677 feet. Proposed development
under Alternative I is shown in Figure 6-1,
Alternative I – No Build/Limited Development.
In developing cost estimates, no land
acquisition was included since no on or offsite development is planned. The following
is an order of magnitude cost estimate in 2005
dollars:

Table 6-3: Alternative I “No Build/Limited Development”
Preliminary Order of Magnitude Cost Estimates
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A listing of key strengths and weaknesses associated with Alternative I are listed below:
Alternative I
“No Build/Limited Development” Scenario
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Strengths

Weaknesses

•
•

Most cost-effective alternative

•

Runway Safety area improved at
Runways 18 and 36 ends

Configuration accommodates group
B-I light aircraft only

•

•
•

No impacts to existing facilities

Partial parallel taxiway system does
not resolve runway crossings from
the south to Runway 24 end

•

•

Reduces number of runway crossings

Use of Declared Distances on
Runway 6-24 still required to meet
safety area restrictions

•

Runway 18-36 length reduced to
accommodate safety area

•

Alternative does not increase
capacity for larger aircraft

No environmental impacts or land
acquisition necessary

Thus, the existing Airport facilities would be
maintained at their current level until
development is absolutely necessary.

identification lighting (REILs) on Runway 6
in conjunction with this non-precision
approach is recommended.

Airfield Concept II (“Constrained
Development”) -Alternative II features all
necessary taxiway improvements without an
extension to either Runway 18-36 or Runway
6-24 as shown in Figure 6-2, Airfield
Alternative II. Airfield improvements include
the extension of Taxiway D from Runway 6
to Taxiway B, the extension of Taxiway A to
the end of Runway 24 and the provision of
run-up areas and blast pads for Runways 24,
18, and 36. This alternative requires the
standardization of all runway safety areas
requiring land buildup and retaining wall
improvements. The design standards as set
forth in FAA AC 150/5300-13, change 9, and
applied in this concept assume an Airport
Reference Code (ARC) of B-I Light and
visibility of > 1 mile based upon the expected
non-precision approach to Runway 6. In
addition, the installation of runway end

Alternative II could also be referred to as “the
most bang for your buck” alternative.
Improvements of significant size and impact
were scrutinized and selectively chosen based
on the level of safety, capacity, and revenue
that they would achieve. The purpose of the
alternative was to develop an option that
would accommodate the most existing and
anticipated traffic over the next ten years, and
achieves the highest level of safety while
remaining cognizant of costs.
Projects associated with Alternative II
include:

Ê Construct parallel Taxiway D to the
north of
Runway 6-24 to
accommodate B-I Light aircraft (150
foot runway to taxiway centerline
separation)

Ê Install run-up areas and blast pads for
Runways 24, 18 and 36.

Ê Expand Safety Areas on Runway 1836 (approximately .75 acres to the
north and .45 acres to the south)
including retaining wall provision

Ê Expand Safety Area on Runway 24
(approximately .51 acres)

Ê Extend Taxiway A to provide parallel
access to the south of Runway 6-24,
but maintain 150-foot separation
(accommodates B-I light aircraft)
(approximately 1.20 acres).

Ê Install REILs on Runway 6.

well as the RSA improvements to Runway 24.
As a result, based upon the current declared
distance requirements, Available Stop
Distance and Landing Distance on Runway
24 will increase to 3,677 feet.
In order to preserve the length of Runway 1836, the runway safety areas of both ends are
met by adding additional land using dredge
and fill. This improvement will require the
creation and acquisition of additional
property on both runway ends. Runway 18
will require an additional .75 acres of land
and Runway 36 will require an additional .45
acres of land to comply with RSA
requirements. This method of attaining
runway safety area requirements is expensive
but may be eligible for FAA funding. Due to
the environmental impacts of this project, it
is recommended that it be coordinated with
the extension of Taxiway A.

Alternative II denotes a full-length parallel
taxiway on both the north and south sides of
Runway 6-24. The centerline separation for
both Taxiways A and D is 150 feet, which In developing cost estimates, land acquisition
accommodates all B-I light aircraft. A full associated with the improvements to the
parallel taxiway to the north of Runway 6-24 Runway 18-36 RSAs was included. The
will provide ease of access to the new following is an order of magnitude cost
intermodal terminal facilities, and provide estimate in 2005 dollars:
separation between transient and based
aircraft. The extension of
Taxiway A elevates the
issue of runway back Table 6-4: Alternative II “Constrained Development”
Preliminary Order of Magnitude Cost Estimates
taxiing or crossing issues as
well as providing full access
to the southern GA areas.
Improvements to Runway
24 as well as the extension
of Taxiway A will require
the creation of additional
property. This development
will require an additional
1.7 acres of land to provide
adequate separation for the
Taxiway A extension as
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A listing of key strengths and weaknesses associated with Alternative II are listed below:
Alternative II
“Constrained Development” Scenario

Strengths

Weaknesses

•

•
•
•

Mid-cost alternative

•

Environmental impacts and dredge
and fill required to accommodate
Taxiway extension on Runway 24
and RSA improvements.

Full parallel taxiway system on the
north and south sides of RW 6-24 to
minimize runway crossings

•

Existing RW 18-36 length preserved
by dredge and fill RSA improvements

•

RSA improved at Runways 18, 36
and 24 ends

•
•

No impact on existing facilities

•

Increases Landing Length Available
and Available Stop Distance to 3,677
feet

Provides additional stormwater
capacity

Airfield Concept III (“Unconstrained
Development”) - Airfield Concept III, as
shown in Figure 6-3, is designed to FAA AC
150/5300-13 standards for ARC B-II on
Runway 6-24 and ARC B-I Light standards
on Runway 18-36. Runway 6-24 is designed
for visibility minimums of not lower than 1
statute mile while Runway 18-36 is designed
for visibility minimums of > ¾ statute mile.
Thus, the installation of REILs is
recommended for Runway 6. Taxiway A will
be relocated to provide a 240 foot runway-totaxiway separation and extended to provide
access to the new threshold of Runway 24.
Run-up areas and blast pads are provided for
Runways 24, 36 and 18. Taxiway extension
and standardization of safety areas will
require land buildup and retaining wall
provision.
Alternative III analyzes the possibility of
upgrading the airport to accommodate
aircraft reference code B-II. This design
group of aircraft includes some of the small
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Airfield restricted to B-I small aircraft
Environmental impacts and dredge
and fill required at Runways 18 and
36 ends.

jets and corporate aircraft that currently land
and depart from SPG, such as the Citation
Jet II. Aircraft that conduct 500 or more
operations annually typically dictate the type
of reference code associated with a particular
airport. As corporate and business traffic
continue to increase at SPG, it may be
reasonable to expect more than 500 annual
operations from the larger B-II aircraft
category in the future. For this reason,
Alternative III was developed to illustrate the
necessary improvements required to
accommodate these larger aircraft.
Projects associated with Alternative III
include:

Ê Construct two parallel taxiways
(Taxiways A and D)

Ê Realign Runway 18-36 to allow for
runway-taxiway separation of 200 feet

Ê Provide improved safety areas on
Runways 18, 36 and 24

Ê Install REILS on Runways 6
Alternative III incorporates full-length parallel
taxiways on both the north and south sides
of Runway 6-24. Taxiway D will have a
runway-to-taxiway centerline separation of
150 feet while Taxiway A will be
reconstructed to provide a separation of 240
feet. Since it is anticipated that larger aircraft
will use the airport during special events, it is
recommended that Taxiway A be relocated
90 feet to the south to provide the 240-foot
runway to taxiway separation. This will allow
B-II aircraft to access both the GA area,
including fueling services and enclosed
aircraft storage, as well as the intermodal
terminal facilities. This taxiway will provide
adequate separation for the larger mix of
corporate jets and other transient aircraft that
visit the airport.
The centerline separation of the north
Taxiway “D” to Runway 6-24 is 150 feet,
which accommodates aircraft in the B-I Light
aircraft categories. This configuration allows
smaller aircraft to circulate to both ends of
the longest runway as well as access the
intermodal terminal facility and north apron
tie-downs with minimal impact to heavier BII aircraft.
This configuration allows for free movement
of larger aircraft on both sides and to both
ends of the longest runway. Unfortunately,
the increased separation of Taxiway “A” to
the south will impact a number of hangars
including the large Hangar #1 and some
apron aircraft parking positions. As a result,
some aircraft parking positions will be lost
and some buildings will need to be partially
demolished to allow for the required taxiway
object free area unless FAA grants an
exemption.
The re-alignment of Runway 18-36 increases
the centerline separation to 200 feet, allowing
it to also meet standards for an ARC B-I Light

with less than ¾ mile approach visibility. This
increase in separation, in conjunction with the
Runway 6-24 taxiway improvements, allows
aircraft in the larger category to safely navigate
a significant portion of the airfield.
Runway 18-36 has an existing width of 150
feet, which meets standards for aircraft in the
C-V aircraft design group. Unfortunately the
adjacent taxiway centerline separation to
Taxiway “B” is only 150 feet, which complies
with aircraft in the B-I Light category. In
order to achieve the desired separation and
runway width, Alternative III illustrates an
easterly runway shift of approximately 50 feet
to create a taxiway to runway separation of
200 feet in compliance with the B-I Light with
less than ¾ mile visibility category. This
option is more feasible than a shift of Taxiway
“B” due to the number of structural impacts.
In order to preserve the length of Runway 1836, the runway safety areas of both ends are
met by adding additional land by way of
dredge and fill. This improvement will require
the creation and acquisition of additional
property on the Runway 18 end, and an
extension of 110 feet to the north to maintain
existing runway length. Runway 18 will
require approximately 1.2 acres of land to
fulfill RSA requirements in addition to
another .5 acres to accommodate the
extension of Taxiway B. This method of
attaining runway safety area requirements is
costly but it may qualify for FAA funding
assistance. Due to the environmental impacts
of this project, it is recommended that the
safety area project be coordinated
concurrently with the extension of Runway
24.
Improvements to Runway 24 as well as the
extension of Taxiway A will require an
additional 4+ acres of land to provide both
safety area and the required runway to
taxiway separation requirements. As a result,
based upon the current declared distance
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requirements, Available Stop Distance and
Landing Distance on Runway 24 will increase
to 3,677 feet. This improvement, in addition
to a possible GPS approach to Runway 6, will
significantly increase capacity at SPG. These
improvements will allow a larger number of
small B-II corporate aircraft to utilize the
Airport. This added capacity will allow
additional business, corporate, and
commercial operations to be conducted at the
Airport and should ultimately account for
increased revenues from jet fuel sales, rental
car, and other services associated with
corporate travel.
In developing cost estimates, land acquisition
associated with the improvements to the
Runways 18, 36 and 24 were included. The
following is an order of magnitude cost
estimate in 2005 dollars:
Table 6-5: Alternative III “UnConstrained Development”
Preliminary Order of Magnitude Cost Estimates
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A listing of key strengths and weaknesses associated with Alternative III are listed below:
Alternative III
“Unconstrained” Scenario

Strengths

Weaknesses

•
•

Accommodation of B-II aircraft

•
•

Highest cost alternative

•

Full parallel access to Runway 6-24 and
18-36

•

Runway
required

•

Runway Safety Areas improved at
Runways 18, 36, and 24 ends

•

•

Existing runway 18-36 landing runway
length preserved; available takeoff
length increased by 110 feet.

Environmental impacts (dredge and
fill) associated with Taxiway extension
and safety area improvements

•

GPS Approach to Runways 18, 36, and
6 providing increased capacity.

•

Available landing area and stop
distance on Runway 24 increased to
3,677 feet.

•

Less environmental impact than
Alternative II since runway safety area
extension occurs on only Runway 18
end.

•

Displaced threshold on Runway 36
increases aircraft altitude over shipping
channel.

•

Displaced threshold on Runway 36
decreases noise impacts to residents
south of the Airport.

Full parallel taxiway system for least
number of runway crossings

Impact to facilities on the south side
of Runway 6-24
18-36

reconfiguration
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A summary of Airfield Alternatives I, II and
III are outlined in Table 6-6, Comparison of
Airfield Alternatives, to provide a snapshot
of the proposed developments.
Table 6-6
Comparison of Airfield Alternatives

Concept Evaluation

T

he airfield concepts are evaluated
within this section to weigh the
inherent strengths and weaknesses of
each in comparison with the other concepts.
Concepts were evaluated within the following
categories: flexibility, phasing/construction,
operational effectiveness, environmental
impacts and community recommendations
and acceptance.
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Flexibility – pertains to the total growth
potential that each concept affords and the
process inherent to achieving that growth.
The evaluation criteria associated with this
category include the ability to provide airfield
facilities that will satisfy the needs of
unconstrained levels of demand, and the
ability to ultimately accommodate lower
visibility minima on Runway 6-24.

Phasing/Construction – pertains to existing onairport land uses and associated impacts to
existing facilities, as well as, the level of
difficulty and the cost involved in
implementing the proposed airfield concepts.
The evaluation criteria associated with this
category include the ability to phase
construction and expand incrementally, the
costs associated with construction, the impact
on existing facilities, and the engineering
difficulty associated with land buildup
requirements.
Operational Effectiveness – compares the
overall operational efficiency of the proposed
airfield layouts. The evaluation criteria
associated with this category include the
compatibility with the long-range airfield in
terms of length requirements and the
efficiency of the supporting taxiway system.
Environmental Effects – performs a general
assessment to determine the degree to which
proposed airfield improvements would
potentially affect various components of the
surrounding environment.
Community Recommendations/Acceptance –
performs a general assessment of the
likelihood to which the proposed airfield
improvements meet the recommendations
outlined by the Task Force as well as
acceptance by the community at large.

Flexibility:
Ability to Meet Unconstrained Demand Levels
–The ability to respond to unconstrained
demand levels determines each concept’s
ability to accommodate demand higher than
anticipated. In particular, uncertain demand
may include increases in traffic that require
increased runway to taxiway or aircraft
parking separation due to longer wingspans.
Differences in the conceptual layout and
improvements to the primary and crosswind
runway determine their ability to
accommodate future demand. Airfield
Alternative I actually decreases the available
runway length of Runway 18-36, thus limiting
the usage of this runway to very light aircraft.
However, RSA improvements as outlined in
Airfield Alternatives II and III, do not limit
runway length. In Airfield Alternative III, the
safety area improvements to Runways 18, 36
and 24 provide additional runway length
using the declared distance analysis.
In addition, Airfield Alternative III provides
the ability to accommodate larger aircraft by
providing larger separation criteria.
Considering the recommended airfield
requirements, Airfield Alternative III was
deemed to possess the best ability to respond
to uncertain growth, followed by Alternative
II.

Table 6-7: Declared Distance Analysis
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Ability to Accommodate Lower Minima – This
factor evaluates the ability to accommodate
lower minima on Runway 6-24 and Runway
18-36, thus facilitating operations in
inclement weather and improving the safety
of airport operations. Because of the location
of USF-SPC in relation to Runway 6-24, the
lowest approach minima to Runway 6 will
be > 1-statute mile.
However, Airfield Alternative I and II are
designed to accommodate visual approaches
to Runway 18-36 with visibility > 1-statute
mile. Thus, Alternative I and II do not
possess the ability to accommodate lower
visibility minima. However, Alternative III
due to increased runway-taxiway separation
requirements and the displaced threshold on
Runway 36 could allow for operations in
approach visibility > ¾ mile.
Phasing/Construction
Ability to Phase Construction and Expansion This factor examines the impact of
construction on airport operations, potential
relocations, and other airport related activity.
Phasing of any development must be
considered in light of operations taking place
at the time of construction. Phasing may
force shifts in airport activity or impact
ground movement of vehicles and aircraft.
Phasing impacts must be noted as they may
require alternative planning or temporary
facilities to provide relief. No major
differences in the ability to phase construction
between Alternatives II and III were
determined. Construction of any of the three
concepts will impact airport activity.
However, due to the limited amount of
construction associated with Alternative I,
this provided the least impact. However,
Alternatives II and III were considered the
best since they provided additional northsouth taxiway access vital to aircraft ground
movement.
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Construction Costs - This factor addresses the
potential costs of construction based upon the
amount of expansion dictated by the three
Alternative concepts. This criterion was
considered since construction costs may be
highly prohibitive to the Airport’s
development. With the exception of
Alternative I, construction costs for run-up
and blast pad improvement, as well as runway
safety area improvements were deemed
similar in cost. Although both Alternative II
and III provide for parallel taxiways on the
north and south of Runway 6-24, Alternative
III has the higher construction cost.
Considering the planned improvements,
Alternative Concept I had the least potential
for high construction costs followed by
Alternative II and III, respectively.
Impact to Existing GA Facilities - This factor
evaluates the impact to existing airport
facilities resulting from airfield development.
Airfield Alternatives I and II do not impose
any direct impact on existing general aviation
facilities; however, Alternative Concept III
will require the demolition/relocation of
some existing T-Hangar storage, Bulk hangar
storage as well as relocation of the new
Helipads, in order to accommodate the
expanded object free area requirements.
Engineering and Land Build-out Requirements This factor evaluates the difficulty associated
with the implementation of construction
plans. While, it is anticipated that any
extension to Taxiways A and D as well as
safety area improvements to Runways 24, 18
and 36 will be conducted in increments, the
amount of land buildup required differs
between the concepts presented. Considering
the respective layouts, Alternative III requires
the greatest amount of land buildup followed
closely by Alternative II. Alternative I
requires no land buildup since development
is limited to existing property.

Operational Effectiveness
Ability to meet Runway Length Requirements This factor evaluates the ability to meet
runway length requirements through the midterm based upon existing technology and
FAA criteria. Airfield Alternatives I and II
are both restrictive as to the types of aircraft
that may operate at the airport. However,
Alternative III does provide for some
additional takeoff runway length on Runway
18-36. Alternatives II and III both meet
existing and anticipated length requirements
as determined in Chapter 5, and, therefore,
were rated the highest.
Efficiency of the Taxiway System - This factor
addresses the ability of the proposed taxiway
system to accommodate future operational
needs in terms of movement on the ground
and the sequencing of arrivals and departures.
All of the concepts improve the ground
movement of aircraft. However, Alternatives
II and III both address the runway crossing
issue associated with Runway 24. In addition,
the provision for bypass taxiway capability
and hold pads at the runway ends facilitates
the sequencing of arrivals and departures.
Alternatives II and III were rated equal since
they both provide additional taxiway access
between the north and south side ramps as
on the west side of the airfield.
Environmental Impacts
The proposed enhancements of runway safety
area for Runways 18, 36 and 24 as well as a
taxiway extension will require the addition
of fill. Notably, this fill could increase the
sediment load and threaten marine ecology
in Tampa Bay and Bayboro Harbor.
Alternatives II and III may impact endangered
species, biotic communities and the ecology
of the Bay to various extents. However, while
it is possible to minimize the sediment load,
Alternative III was deemed to have the
greatest impact followed by Alternative II.

Alternative I does not involve the addition of
fill to provide safety area improvements, and,
therefore, was deemed to have the least
environmental impact.
Community Recommendations/
Acceptance:
Ability to meet Task Force Airfield
Recommendations – The Albert Whitted
Airport Blue Ribbon Advisory Task Force
Committee (Task Force), comprised of 19
residents of varying backgrounds from the St.
Petersburg Area, came together to provide
recommendations on how the Airport should
be maintained, operated, changed and/or
improved.
Thus, based upon the
recommendations of the Task Force, each
airfield alternative concept was evaluated to
determine if it met the recommended criteria.
Key provisions of the Task Force
recommendations include: Safety, Improved
Public
Accessibility;
Reasonable
Improvements; Remember the past while
providing a vision for the future; and
timeliness of improvements. Airfield
Recommendations include that “the Airport
should retain its present two-runway
configuration, with current length(s) or
longer. The Airport should be fully
compatible with the planned Small Aircraft
Transportation System (SATS). The portion
of the Airport Master Plan update relating to
Runway 6/24 should take into consideration
SATS as it pertains to corporate/air taxi
operations, safety area standardization, noise
relief, north/south non-movement areas, and
compatibility with future USF expansion.
Runway 18/36 safety areas should be brought
into compliance with current Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA) standards”.
Based upon this recommendation,
Alternatives II and III provide the greatest
improvement to the existing runway and
taxiway system. However, Alternative III
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provides for runway safety area improvements
to Runways 24, 36 and 18. It also provides
noise relief south of Runway 36 due to a
displaced threshold and is compatible with the
planned Small Aircraft Transportation
System. Although based upon existing FAA
Air Taxi Requirements, the SATS aircraft
would require a runway length of at least
5,000 feet discussions with the Southeast
SATS lab, FDOT, FAA and CFASPP
members suggests that it is likely that these
requirements will not apply to this technology.
As a result, it was determined that a runway
extension to accommodate SATS aircraft at
this time would be premature and would not
be considered a reasonable or timely
improvement to the airport. Thus, based
upon the recommendations of the Task Force,
Alternative III followed closely by Alternative
II would provide the greatest improvements
to the Airport based upon existing and
anticipated demand.
Likelihood of Public Acceptance - On November
3, 2003, the citizens of St. Petersburg voted
to keep SPG an operating airport. However,
proposed development would be limited in
order to mitigate the impact of the airport on
the surrounding community. As such,
proposed development with the exception of
safety area improvements remains on existing
airport property. Furthermore, the airfield
alternatives considered were based upon the
recommendations of the Task Force.
Therefore, in keeping with the
recommendations of the task force, it is
believed that Alternatives II and III will obtain
public acceptance since both improve the
overall safety and operating capacity of the
airfield.
Compatible with Adjacent Land Use -Due to the
Airport’s location within Downtown St.
Petersburg, the Airport must adopt a good
neighbor policy by striving to limit negative
impacts to the surrounding communities and
ecosystem. Due to the location of USF, the
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proposed GPS approach to Runway 6 will
consider future development at the college. In
addition, by displacing the threshold of
Runway 36 to provide adequate safety area
as recommended in Alternative III, noise
impacts to residents south of the airport will
be mitigated. Thus, based upon future
development in and around the airport, to
some extent both Alternatives II and III were
determined to provide the least impact on
surrounding development.

Airfield Development
Recommendations
Table 6-8 presents an evaluation matrix that
addresses the aforementioned criteria. This
matrix summarizes the consultant’s analyses
of the development concepts.
The
recommended airfield concept for SPG is
based upon qualitative and quantitative
assessment summarized in Table 6-8. The
evaluation scores afford a measurable
assessment of the three airfield alternative
concepts with respect to the criteria described
above. Although Alternative I scored high
on phasing and construction as well as
environmental impacts, it was considered less
favorable in Flexibility, Operational
Effectiveness and Community Acceptance.
Alternatives II and III scored equally well with
respect to Operational Efficiency, Flexibility
and Community Acceptance. Based upon the
above analyses, a combination of Alternative
II and III is recommended for implementation
at the Airport.
Other improvements to be considered include
the relocation or heightening of the ATCT.
Thus, space allocation and access for this
purpose will be considered in the following
sections. At the time of this writing, a line of
sight study and shadow study is currently
being performed by the FAA Technological
Center in New Jersey. As a result, the
recommended airfield development will be

forwarded to the FAA Tech Center for their
final evaluation.
With respect to the north-south taxiway and
roadway access before the approach end of
Runway 6, a Design Group I object free area
(89 feet) must be maintained. A cursory
review of the area indicates that the road
recommended behind the blast fence could
be accommodate with minor modification to
the fenceline in order to provide access to the
new intermodal facility.
TABLE 6-8: AIRFIELD CONCEPTS EVALUATION MATRIX
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GENERAL AVIATION DEVELOPMENT
CONCEPTS

T

his section of the study effort evaluates
three general aviation (GA)
development concepts for SPG. These
GA concepts build upon the airfield concepts
described in the previous section. All three
proposed airfield layouts were used to develop
the general aviation concepts. The general
aviation concepts developed in this study also
incorporate the proposed Intermodal
Terminal Facility and other recent facilities.
GA facility requirements were outlined in
Chapter 5, Facility Requirements, for each of
the horizon years of the aviation activity
forecasts. Table 6-9 outlines the facility
requirements as stated in Chapter 5 for
comparison to the proposed GA Alternative
Concepts discussed below.
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Table 6-9: Summary of Building Area
Facility Requirements Based Upon Existing
Operational Capacity/Demand

Intermodal Terminal Complex

T

he proposed GA Intermodal Terminal
Complex at SPG will be located in the
northwest corner of the existing
airport property adjacent to the Mahaffey
Theater Complex. The Terminal Facility
originally designed by Harvard Jolly Inc. is
currently in the pre-design phase. The
proposed terminal area will consist of a GA
terminal facility of 10,600 SF as well as at
least one clearspan hangar facility. The
terminal facility is planned to house not only
the existing FBO facilities but also a
conference room, pilot lounge, City Airport
Manager offices and other related facilities as
well as a restaurant on the second floor. As
such, approximately 5,300 square feet is set
aside for aviation related use.

Anticipated constrained and unconstrained
terminal facility area demand for the Albert
Whitted Airport Intermodal Terminal Facility
is described in Table 6-10, GA Terminal
Facility Gross Area Demand.
Based upon proposed terminal development,
it is recommended that the Airport obtain and
develop the land parcel located between
Bayshore Drive and 1st Street South for
additional public parking facilities. Parking
facilities dedicated for the intermodal terminal
use will be controlled, either through paid
parking or access card, to minimize parking
not associated with the Airport.

Based upon forecast peak GA operations
through the year 2024, as shown in Chapter
5, Facility Requirements, it is shown that the
Intermodal Terminal Complex in its current
configuration
only
accommodates
constrained demand.However, unconstrained
demand is based upon 30 percent increase in
peak pilot and passenger traffic as well as local
demand associated with restaurant and other
ancillary facilities.
Table 6-10: GA Terminal Facility Gross
Area Demand
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Automotive Parking

B

ased upon the existing Terminal Area
design, approximately 60 public
parking spaces are to be built adjacent
to the Terminal facility. The Airport currently
has 178 public parking spaces scattered
between Lots 1 through 4. With the addition
of the terminal parking, 238 spaces will be
available for public parking. However, based
upon forecast demand as shown in Table 611, an additional 49 parking spaces will be
needed by the end of 2024. This is based upon
forecasts shown in Chapter 3, Aviation Activity
Forecasts, and the facility requirements
discussed in Chapter 5, Facility Requirements.
In addition to the public parking facilities,
anticipated demand for rental car services win
2024 will require the development of ten
designated rental car ready/return spaces.

In addition to rental car parking, public
parking for anticipated Air Taxi activity will
be necessary if service is instituted at SPG.
Therefore, based upon the anticipated aircraft
usage and enplanement forecast discussed in
Chapter 4, Demand Capacity Analysis and
Chapter 5, Facility Requirements, an
additional 33 parking spaces, approximately
Table 6-11: Airport Parking Demand
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1,452 sq yd of pavement area, will be required
by 2024 to accommodate the total Air Taxi
parking demand.

GA Facility Requirements
This section of the study effort develops and
evaluates four general aviation (GA) concepts
for SPG. These GA concepts build upon the
airfield concepts described in the previous
section. Two of these airfield layouts, Airfield
Alternative II and III, were considered for
development of the general aviation concepts.
The GA concepts developed in this study also
incorporate work carried out by Harvard
Jolly, Inc. Architects and the intermodal
terminal proposed for the Airport.
The following subsections develop and
evaluate alternative concepts for SPG. These
alternatives consist of potential scenarios that
may be utilized to varying degrees for airport
development. Following the evaluation, a
preferred concept will be selected to provide
the framework to support and guide future
development on the Airport.

Concept Description

F

ollowing the identification of space
requirements, as previously described,
airport property available for
development was delineated. Due to the
limited amount of undeveloped land available
on airport property, there are significant
constraints to expansion of the general
aviation facilities at SPG.
Functional Areas
Each GA development considers stormwater
retention and issues associated with line-ofsight requirements. Based upon discussions
with the FAA Airport District Office
concerning the Airport’s limited developable
area, limited GA development within the
Runway Visual Zone was allowed. Three GA
concepts were developed; each considers the
nine fundamental areas for GA facilities,
including:

•

•

Airport Operations Area (AOA) –
includes all r unways, taxiways,
Runway Protection Zones (RPZ),
obstacle-free areas, and Federal
Aviation Regulations (FAR) Part 77
areas that are object free so as not to
affect navigable airspace.
T-Hangars – as required for the
planning period based on the
anticipated preference for this type of
aircraft storage.

•

Conventional Hangars – encompassing
conventional hangar storage and
maintenance hangars provided by the
FBOs.

•

Based Aircraft Apron – includes the
required based aircraft tie-down apron
as well as the areas required for aircraft
maneuvering.

•

Transient Aircraft Apron – consists of
the required transient aircraft parking
apron, tie-down and the areas required
for aircraft fueling.

•

Other Apron Areas – includes the apron
areas associated with maneuvering
aircraft for storage as well as aircraft
maintenance.

•

Terminal – includes the terminal and
office areas for intermodal and FBO
operations.

•

Automobile Parking – consists of the
required vehicular parking for general
aviation facilities.

•

Corporate Facilities – represent all
hangar storage, aircraft apron, and
automobile parking areas for aviationrelated businesses and private
corporations.
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Development Concepts

T

his subsection describes three
alternative concepts for SPG. GA
Development Concept One and GA
Development Concept Two are based upon
Airfield Alternative Development II;
“Constrained” Development while GA
Development Concept III is based upon
Airfield Alternative III.
GA Development Concept One - GA
Alternative One consists of airfield
development projects that are already funded
and within design as well as replacement of
facilities that are at the end of their useful life.
Thus, projects associated with Alternative
One consist of the following:

Ê Air Traffic Control Tower relocation
and construction

Ê GA Intermodal General Aviation
Center within northwest corner of
airfield

Ê Replacement of older T-Hangars south
of Taxiway C

Ê Replacement of Portable Hangars
adjacent to Taxiway C with T-Hangar
Facilities

Ê Relocation of Helipads
Ê Refurbishment of Hangar #2, and
Ê Rehabilitation of Hangar #1
Figure 6-4 depicts the features of this
alternative concept.
Future development
north of Runway 6-24 includes the proposed
intermodal terminal area located in the
westernmost corner of the airport. The
intermodal terminal area includes a 10,600
square-foot (SF) terminal/office complex
with one 50 x 75 SF conventional hangar and
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a 7,140 SY apron area for transient aircraft
near the terminal. Provisions have also been
made for overnight parking of transient
aircraft near the terminal. An additional
8,000 SY aircraft apron for based tied-down
positions lies parallel to the future parallel
Taxiway D and existing airport fence line.
The north apron parallel taxilane, connector
and entrance taxiways provide excellent
airside access for all GA development north
of Runway 6-24. Bayshore Drive and 1st
Street South provide landside access to the
intermodal terminal and other GA
development. A 2,500 SY lot for automobile
parking is located at the intersection of
Bayshore Drive and 1st Street South. Access
to the Air Traffic Control Tower is provided
via a roadway realignment of the Honda
Grand Prix Race Course.
Based upon proposed GA development, it is
recommended that the property line for the
Airport now be located along the south side
of Bayshore Drive. This will allow the
Airport to obtain the property between First
Street and Bayshore Drive for additional
terminal parking and any additional property
associated with RSA improvements. Since
the property north of the functional fence line
cannot be used for future aviation
development, either the airport should receive
fair market value for the property in order to
provide funding for future development or
obtain lease revenue from any potential
tenant.
Alternative One also proposes a limited
amount of development south of Runway 624. Future facilities include replacement of
portable hangars adjacent to Taxiway C with
one-sided T-hangar facilities. Refurbishment
of Hangar #1, replacement of Hangar #2
with a 20,000 SF hangar facility, helipad
relocation and replacement/refurbishment of
two older T-Hangars located south of
Taxiway A. 8 th Avenue South provides
roadway access to GA development south of

Runway 6-24 and additional automobile
parking is provided adjacent to future
conventional hangars.
Table 6-12 summarizes the provisions made
and the surpluses/(deficiencies) of
Alternative One with respect to the facility
requirements forecast for the year 2024.
TABLE 6-12: GA DEVELOPMENT ONE PROVISIONS

Strengths and weaknesses associated with this alternative include:
GA Alternative 1

Strengths

Weaknesses

•
•
•

•

Does not meet existing or future
demand for aircraft storage facilities

•

Does not meet automobile parking
demand

•

Does not meet short-term need for
20,000 SF conventional hangar facility

•

Limits revenue generation potential at
the Airport

•

Does not meet anticipated automobile
parking requirements

Does not impact Taxiway C
Limited cost
Does not significantly impact
stormwater facilities
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GA Development Concept Two (Mid-Level
Development) - Alternative Two involves
development of existing space on the airfield
for revenue development. Since several of
the T-Hangar facilities located south of
Taxiway A and C have recently been
constructed, development was limited to redeveloping alternative areas for future
revenue generation.
Projects associated with this alternative
include:

Ê Construction of GA Intermodal
Aviation Center, including a corporate
hangar south of the terminal building.

Ê Construction of three additional
conventional hangars and associated
apron space and parking south of the
helipads and adjacent to Hangar #1.

Ê Replacement of the FBO hangar with
a 10,000+ sf conventional hangar
facility

Ê Installation of 6 box hangars south of
the existing T-hangar facilities

Ê Installation of 8 corporate hangars
along the south side of Taxiway C

Ê Installation of two corporate hangars
north of Taxiway C

Ê Expansion of Stormwater Facilities
south of Taxiway A

Ê Refurbish T-hangar #5 and #6
facilities north of Conventional
Hangar and South of Taxiway C.

Ê Relocation of helipad parking areas
Ê Reserve tie-down space adjacent to
Terminal Facilities and Bayside Drive.

Ê Reserve and pave area north of
Taxiway D for additional tie-downs.

Ê Relocate and construct ATCT
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GA Alternative Two is illustrated in Figure
6-5 and uses the same airfield layout as GA
Alternative One. However, it significantly
differs from the former in the proposed
development layout. GA development north
of Runway 6-24 still includes the development
of an Intermodal Terminal Facility, which
consists of a 10,600 SF Terminal Building and
one conventional hangar providing
approximately 4,900 SF of space and a 7,140
SY of apron area for transient parking.
Similar to Alternative One, an aircraft apron
for based tie-down is provided just east of this
terminal area. This apron provides an
additional 8,000 SY of tie-down space.
GA Alternative Concept Two differs notably
from Alternative One in its use of the property
south of Runway 6-24. In order to
accommodate corporate activity, several older
T-Hangar facilities located to the South of
Taxiway A and C will be replaced by
Corporate or Clearspan Hangars. Three
Clearspan hangars ranging from 8,000 to
10,000 SF will replace the existing Hangar 2
facility south of the new helipads. Four 75 x
85 foot corporate/clearspan hangars will
replace the T-hangars south of Taxiway C,
thus providing over 6,000 SF of storage space.
In addition, five corporate hangars of varying
size will replace the portable hangars south
of Taxiway C, and two corporate hangars
north of Taxiway C will provide
approximately 34,000 SF of storage space.
Hangar Two will be realigned and
reconstructed to provide two 8,000 SF and
one 10,000 SF clearspan hangar and Hangar
1 and 3 will be refurbished. Hangar 1 will be
preserved and established as a historical
landmark. Along with the proposed
development, an additional 60 plus
automobile parking spaces will be provided.
This negates the need for the parking lot south
of Runway 6 which can be converted to tiedowns. Lastly, an additional six 50 x 50 box
hangars can be built along the tie-down area

south of the existing t-hangar facilities. This
will provide an additional 15,000 SF of
aircraft storage. Under Alternative Two, the
Air Traffic Control Tower is relocated toward
the east as recommended by the FAA to
address any line-of-sight issues associated
with the Coast Guard building development
adjacent to Taxiway B and development
within the RVZ. In addition, a new roadway
network is proposed to provide access to the
corporate facilities west of Runway 36.

Table 6-13 summarizes the provisions and the
surpluses/(deficiencies) of GA Alternative
Two.

TABLE 6-13: GA DEVELOPMENT TWO PROVISIONS

Strengths and weaknesses associated with this alternative include:
GA Alternative 2

Strengths

Weaknesses

•

Meets hangar and apron demand
beyond the 20-year planning period

•

Some cost associated with this
alternative

•

Utilizes all existing available onairport land for revenue generation

•

Will require additional stormwater
retention areas

•

Provides additional aircraft tie-down
space

Narrows Taxiway C

•

Provides additional automobile
parking along the north side

•
•

•
•
•

Meets short-term hangar demand

Does not meet FBO Hangar demand

Refurbishes Hangar #2
Meets Automobile Parking
Requirements
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GA Development Concept Three - GA
Alternative Three involves the complete
redevelopment of the Airport’s GA
facilities, including hangar redevelopment,
automobile parking, tie-down facilities, etc
for optimum revenue generation potential.
Projects associated with this alternative
include:

Ê Construction of GA Intermodal
Aviation Center, including one
corporate hangars within the
northwest corner of the airfield.

Ê Construction of 147 additional THangars

Ê Construction of 100,000 SF of
additional clearspan and corporate
hangar facilities

Ê Construction of additional 17,000 SY
of additional apron area

Ê Installation of three large conventional
hangars along the south side of
Taxiway C

Ê Expansion of Stormwater Facilities
south of Taxiway A

Ê Partial development of grassy area
north of Taxiway A (paved initially for
tie-downs with option for hangar
facilities)

Ê Relocation of helipad parking areas
north of FBO and south of Taxiway
A

Ê Reserve tie-down space adjacent to
Terminal Facilities and Bayfront.

Ê Reserve and pave area north of taxiway
D for aircraft tie-down facilities

Ê Relocate and construct ATCT
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Figure 6-6 depicts the features of this
alternative concept. Development north of
Runway 6-24 includes the proposed
intermodal terminal area located in the
westernmost corner of the airfield. The
intermodal terminal area includes a 10,600
SF terminal/office building and one
conventional hangar providing 4,900 SF.
Terminal apron area consists of 7,140 SY of
apron space for transient aircraft parking. To
the east, 8,000 SY of apron is designated for
based aircraft parking east and north of
Taxiway D. The north apron parallel taxilane,
connector and entrance taxiways provide
adequate airfield access for GA development
north of Runway 6-24. Access to the
relocated ATCT is via the extension of
Bayshore Drive, and the airport fenceline is
recommended to remain at its current
location. As part of the intermodal terminal
development, it is recommended that the City
for fair market value buy the existing airport
property north of the functional fence line and
that the Airport obtain the property located
between 1st Street South and Bayshore Drive
for additional parking. 1 st Street S and
Bayshore Drive provide roadway access to the
intermodal terminal facilities and adjacent
automobile parking facilities.
GA development south of 6-24 and west of
Runway 36 is based upon Airfield Alternative
3 and proposes to completely redevelop the
aircraft storage facilities south of Taxiways
A and C. Under this alternative, the area
north of Taxiway C but south of Taxiway A
is reserved for stormwater retention and future
hangar development (approximately 10,500
SF). The portable hangars south of Taxiway
C are replaced by six 50 x 50 box hangars,.
All T-hangars will be replaced with eleven,
10-unit T-hangars, six 50’ x 50’ box hangars,
three 100’ x 100’ corporate hangars and
Hangar #2 would be reconfigured to
accommodate three additional clearspan
hangars.

Parking adjacent to 8th Street South and the
Airfield will be expanded to accommodate
another 100 automobile parking spaces
scattered along the southern boundary of the
airport.
Airfield access for future
development will be ensured by a system of
taxilanes and taxiways. 8th Street South
provides landside access to GA development
south of Runway 6-24. In addition, a new
internal roadway network is proposed to
provide access to the intermodal terminal
facilities.

Table 6-14 summarizes the provisions made
and the surpluses/(deficiencies) of
Alternative Three with respect to the facility
requirements forecast for the year 2024.

TABLE 6-14: GA DEVELOPMENT ONE PROVISIONS

Strengths and weaknesses associated with this alternative include:
GA Alternative Three

Strengths

Weaknesses

•

Meets hangar and apron demand
beyond the 20-year planning period

•

Significant costs associated with this
alternative

•

Utilizes all existing available onairport land for revenue generation

•

Does not meet short-term demand for
20,000 SF hangar facility

•

Provides additional aircraft tie-down
space

•
•

Narrows Taxiway C

•

Does not meet anticipated automobile
parking requirements

•
•

Provides additional automobile
parking along the north side
Hangar realignment provides most
efficient use of on-airport space

Requires expansion of stormwater
facilities.
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Concept Evaluation

A

single concept, or a combination of
elements from the three concepts
presented, will be recommended to
ser ve as the framework for future
development. The concepts are evaluated
within this section to weigh the inherent
strengths and weaknesses of each in
comparison against the other concepts.
Concepts were evaluated within the following
categories: flexibility, phasing/construction,
environmental effects, and operational
effectiveness and safety considerations.

development area, the competitive
environment, and assures the highest and
best use.

Flexibility – pertains to the total growth
potential of each concept and the process
inherent to achieving that growth. The
evaluation criteria associated with this
category include the ability to respond to
uncertain demand levels, the balance of
support functions, and the ability to satisfy
changing tenant demands.

Community Recommendations/Acceptance –
performs a general assessment of the
likelihood to which the proposed landside
improvements meet the recommendations
outlined by the Task Force as well as
acceptance by the community at large.

Phasing/Construction – pertains to designated
land uses and associated impacts to onairport operations and the level of difficulty
involved in implementing the proposed land
uses. The evaluation criteria associated
with this category include the ability to
phase construction, the impact on existing
facilities, and the ability to incrementally
expand site development.
Environmental Effects – performs a general
assessment to determine the deg ree
proposed land uses would potentially
impact various components of the
surrounding environment.
Operational Effectiveness – compares the
overall efficiency levels and usage of
existing or proposed infrastructure
associated with the general aviation area.
The evaluation criteria associated with this
category includes the compatibility with
the long-range airfield, roadway access to
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Safety Considerations – measures each
component for compliance with FAA
standards that have a direct effect on the
daily operations and safety at the airport
facility. Evaluation factors include the
overall compatibility with the Airport
Operations Areas and Part 77 surfaces, and
airport security.

Table 6-15 presents an evaluation matrix
that addresses the aforementioned criteria.
This matrix summarizes the consultant’s
analyses of the development concepts, also
presented in the following paragraphs.
Flexibility
Ability to Respond to Uncertain Growth- The
ability to respond to uncertain demand levels
determines each alternative’s ability to
accommodate demand in excess or lower
than anticipated. Differences in the
alternative layouts determine their ability to
accommodate future demand. Concept One
and Three are unable to accommodate future
facility requirements to varying degrees. GA
Alternative Two was considered to possess
the best ability to respond to uncertain
growth, followed by Alternative Three.
Balance of Support Functions- This factor
evaluates the siting of support functions such
as fueling, airport maintenance, and other
similar facilities. The ideal is to locate this

land use with access and centrally orient it to
serve proposed aviation related development.
The three GA alternative concepts each
provided adequate locations for the siting of
support facilities. However, based upon
development south of Runway 6-24, GA
Alternatives I and II, both provide greater
flexibility for the siting of support facilities
than that shown in GA Alternative III.
Ability to Satisfy Changing Tenant DemandsThis factor evaluates the ability to
accommodate changing needs of FBO
operations and other private and corporate
tenants. In all of the GA Alternatives
presented, expansion was planned for land
parcels abutting the northwest corner in
relation to development of the intermodal
terminal facilities. However, GA Alternatives
II and III also provide for corporate
development south of Taxiway A and east of
Taxiway B, thereby providing additional
avenues for revenue generation. Alternative
I, however, limits development south of
Runway 6-24 to refurbishment of existing
facilities. As a result, GA Alternative
concepts II and III rank higher than
Alternative Concept I.

of the fact that the locations for future facilities
are similar.
Impact to Existing Facilities- This factor
evaluates the impact that new development
will have on existing airport facilities,
including effects on its operation, function,
or potential relocation. Concept One does
not impose direct impacts on existing general
aviation facilities with the exception of the
rehabilitating Hangar #1, T-Hangar buildings
#5 and #6 and replacing the portable hangars
south of Taxiway C with one-sided T-Hangar
facilities. However, GA Alternatives Two and
Three require demolition/relocation of parts
of the existing T-hangar, portable hangar and
clearspan storage as depicted in Figures 6-5
and 6-6, respectively.
Ability to Incrementally Expand- This factor
evaluates the ability for the site build-out to
be conducted in phases and its impact on
operations. It is anticipated that expansion
of the general aviation site north of Runway
6-24 will be conducted in increments.
Considering each layout, it is deduced that
each concept is adequately capable of being
developed incrementally.

Phasing/Construction

Environmental Effects

Ability to Phase Construction- This factor
examines the impact of construction on
airport operations, potential relocations, and
other airport related activity. Phasing of any
development must be considered in light of
operations taking place at the time of
construction. Phasing may be impacted by
shifts in airport activity or by impacts to
ground movements by vehicles and aircraft.
Phasing impacts must be noted as their
impacts may require alternative planning or
temporary facilities to provide relief. No stark
differences in the ability to phase construction
between the three concepts were determined.
Construction of any of the three concepts will
affect airport activity to an equal extent in lieu

In evaluating the three general aviation
concepts, it appears that GA Alternative One
will have the least impact since it does not
require construction south of Taxiway A and
North of Taxiway C. Alternatives Two and
Three, however, will likely impact the
burrowing owl habitat located north of
Taxiway C, and, therefore, a permit will be
required for relocation.
Operational Effectiveness
Compatible with Long-Range Airfield- This
factor evaluates potential operational
problems that may exist over the long-term
development of the airfield. By assuring
airfield components meet the needs of activity
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generators, the efficiency of the airport is
maintained. Considering the Airport
Reference Code adopted for each of the three
concepts, it was determined that the airfield
would adequately meet the needs of activity
generators.
Roadway Access to Potential Development
Areas- This factor addresses the ability of the
existing roadway network to accommodate
the proposed land use plan. All three concepts
may require the widening of 1st Street South
to provide two-way access as well as the
widening of Bayshore Drive to provide access
the north general aviation area. However,
expansion plans to widen 8th Street South will
be required to provide access to the new GA
storage facilities and corporate facilities
proposed in GA Alternatives Two and Three.
Safety Considerations
Compatibility with Airport Operations
Areas and FAR Part 77 Surfaces- This factor
examines the ultimate impact to airfield
compatibility, with a keen interest in
preserving and enhancing safety and
impacting navigable airspace. All three GA
alternatives meet Part 77 requirements and,
therefore, do not impact the Airport
Operating Area (AOA). However, it is
important to note that the Clearspan hangar
located south of the Terminal Building must
be only 20 feet in height as a result of the
proposed GPS approach to Runway 6.
Airport Security- This factor evaluates each
concept’s potential to preserve or enhance
safety and security on the airfield. With their
proposed layouts, all three concepts will
maintain a high level of safety and security
on the airfield.

Community Recommendations/
Acceptance
Ability to meet Task Force Airfield
Recommendations – the Albert Whitted
Airport Blue Ribbon Task Force made the
following recommendations:

Ê 10,000 SF Intermodal GA Terminal
located in the northwest corner of the
airport with 14,000 SY of ramp space
for aircraft parking.

Ê Multiple aircraft storage hangars
should be built in proximity to the new
terminal.

Ê The maximum number of T-Hangars
and corporate hangars that can be built
should coincide with market demand.

Ê Hangar #1 and the attached office
facilities should be designated as a
nationally registered historic building
and, as such, should be refurbished and
development in and around the facility
should not negatively impact the site.

Ê The City re-designates the north
Airport Layout Plan property line to a
functional boundary as needed for
future Airport development. City
should provide funding for future
Airport improvements in an amount
equal to the fair market value of excess
property beyond the functional Airport
boundary in accordance with FAA
standards, with funds to be used to
match Florida Department of
Transportation (FDOT) grants for
future Airport Capital Projects.
Each of the three GA Alternatives provides
for development of an intermodal terminal
facility on the north west side of the airfield.
However, only Alternatives II and III consider
providing the maximum number of T-
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Hangars and corporate storage space to meet
constrained and unconstrained facility
demand. Alternative II provides the greatest
flexibility for future aircraft storage
development. Alternative I provides for the
least flexibility since it does not allow for
future development to the south of Runway
6-24.
Likelihood of Public Acceptance -Public
acceptance of Airport development is believed
to be in line with both the Task Force
recommendations and proposed airfield
development as compatible to adjacent land
use. As noted, the Citizens of St. Petersburg
voted to maintain SPG as an operating airport
as a result, improvements to the airfield that
will likely help sustain its operations, provide
growth while maintaining the history of the
site is expected to meet with public approval.
All three GA alternatives consider designate
Hangar #1 as a historic site, and all three
alternatives also provide for increased and
aesthetically pleasing development along the
northside of the Airfield. However, it is
believed that Alternative II with some
modification provides the greatest ability for
the airport to become a self-sustaining entity
with the least impact on neighboring
development. As a result, it is believed that
GA Alternative II will obtain public
acceptance.

the Airport but the University and Port as
well. Significant improvements to airport
parking are shown in Alternatives II and III.
However, due to the reconfiguration of
aircraft storage facilities in Alternative III, it
provides less available automobile parking
then Alternative II.
Since a significant amount of future airport
development is planned for the northwest
corner of the airfield, coordination with the
City’s Mahaffey Theater Site is crucial. Since
the majority of airport development with the
exception of the northwest parcel located
between 1st Street South and Bayshore Drive
are within the existing fenceline of the
Airport, it is recommended that the Airport
either realign their property line through the
sale of existing property or obtain revenues
for the non-aviation use of that property.
Proposed hangar development adjacent to
both Bayshore Drive and 1st Street South are
designed to be both functional and
aesthetically pleasing.

Compatible with Adjacent Land Use-Adjacent
property development will significantly
impact future airport growth. Thus, the
ultimate airport development plan not only
must support the functionality of the airport
facility but also maintain a synergistic and
compatible relationship with its neighbors.
The Port of St. Petersburg to the south and
the University of South Florida-St. Petersburg
Campus (USF-SPC) to the west border the
Airport. Public parking due to limited space
is a significant issue. Therefore, development
of public parking facilities along the south and
west side of the Airport will benefit not only
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TABLE 6-15
GENERAL AVIATION CONCEPTS EVALUATION MATRIX

Preferred Development Concept

T

he
recommended
aviation
development concept for SPG is a
combination
of
Landside
Alternatives II and III and Airside
Alternatives II and III as shown in Figure 67. This preferred concept was developed
through discussions with the Sponsor and
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through a qualitative assessment summarized
in Tables 6-8 and 6-15.
The evaluation scores in Tables 6-8 and 6-15
provided a measurable assessment of the three
Airfield Alternatives and three GA concepts
with respect to the evaluation criteria.

Although GA Concepts two and three scored
high on flexibility, they scored lower for
phasing and construction. Due to its
deficiencies in providing for future demand,
GA Alternative One scored the lowest.
Overall GA Alternative Two scored the
highest.
Since unconstrained growth cannot be
ensured and may not be desirable, it is
recommended that all proposed expansion be
based upon market demand. Therefore,
Airfield Alternatives II and III and GA
Alternative Two and Three will likely provide
the greatest use of available airport property.

ACCESS AND LAND USE DEVELOPMENT
CONCEPTS

T

his section of the master plan
addresses on-airport land uses and
intermodal access issues at SPG
based upon the preferred airfield concept and
general aviation concept. This task normally
is a prerequisite to the development of more
detailed concepts, such as airfield and general
aviation concepts. However, with the limited
amount of land available at the Airport it was
necessary to determine the preferred airfield
and general aviation concepts before
determining land use concepts. Therefore,
this task serves to summarize the analyses
made in previous sections and to ensure
access-related deficiencies do not arise in the
future.
Generally, land use concepts depict the
pattern for airport expansion, spatially by
function, to an ultimate developed layout.
Moreover, land use concepts are important
to the long-range planning process as they
define the framework upon which future
expansion decisions are made. The land use
concept recommended in this chapter, along
with off-airport land use recommendations,
will be presented in the final Airport Layout
Plan Drawing Set.
Page 155

Existing On-Airport Land Uses and
Access

T

he current airport property contains
an estimated 191 acres, including a
vast portion of submerged property on
the east side. Presently, the majority of onairport development lies south of Runway 624 and west of Runway 18-36. Facilities in
this area include the FBO terminal, general
aviation storage hangars, and miscellaneous
corporate and commercial hangars and
buildings. Current non-aviation uses of the
airport property include other City owned
facilities including the Albert Whitted Waste
Water Treatment Plant (Treatment Plant) on
the south side of the Airport and a portion of
the former Bayfront Center and Mahaffey
Theater and adjoining parking facilities
(Parking Garage, Lot 51, Lot D & E) on the
north side.
Access to SPG is provided by a number of
two-lane and one-way roadways from I-275
and I-175. 8th Avenue SE (also known as
National Airlines Avenue), a two-lane
secondary arterial roadway which runs along
the southern boundary of the Airport

property, provides terminal area access to
Hangar No. 1, the general aviation Fixed
Based Operator (FBO) facilities and
associated parking, to aircraft maintenance
Hangar No. 2, and other general aviation
facilities. 8th Avenue SE terminates at the
U.S. Coast Guard Facilities.
In addition, a restricted service road leading
from 1st Street North and 5th Avenue South
serves the peripheral facilities located on the
northern perimeter of the Airport, such as Air
Traffic Control Tower (ATCT) and
Automated Weather Observing System
(AWOS).
Currently, there are four paved parking
facilities available for general aviation patrons
and Airport/FBO employees. Parking
associated with the general aviation terminal/
FBO building is provided adjacent to the
public access road. Table 6-16, General
Aviation Parking Facilities, provides a
breakdown of existing automobile parking
facilities at the Airport.

Table 6-16: General Aviation Terminal Area Parking Facilities
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Recommended On-Airport Land Use
Concept

T

he recommended land use concept
developed for SPG provides general
guidance for future development.
While considering the inter-relationship
between various airport functions, the
recommended concept identifies and
delineates the areas on the Airport to be
reserved for future development. The land
use concept is centered upon the preferred
airfield concept, which is a combination of
Airfield Alternatives II and III, which
involves primarily improvements to the safety
areas to Runway 24, 18 and 36 as well as
various taxiway improvements. This
expansion will accommodate existing and
proposed operations based on constrained
demand, and will accommodate some
unconstrained demand. The land use
concept also depicts additional land
development associated with the runway
safety area improvements.

terminal concept.
Airport Support Services – includes the
buildings, apron areas, and vehicular parking/
access areas for Air Traffic Control Tower
(ATCT), airport maintenance, and fuel
facilities.
General Aviation Development – this
includes areas required for aircraft apron
parking, based aircraft storage (conventional
and T-hangar), corporate aviation activities,
Fixed Base Operator (FBO)/terminal
facilities, and automobile parking/access.
Non-Aviation Related – includes those areas
designated as non-developable or utilized for
a variety of commercial purposes other than
aviation. These areas could be revenue or
non-revenue generating dependent upon their
use.

Five specific functional areas were identified
for the Airport. These are: airport operations
area, intermodal passenger terminal area,
airport support services, general aviation
areas, and non-aviation development. These
areas serve as the foundation for development
and are described in the paragraphs that
follow.
Airport Operations Area (AOA) – includes
all runways, taxiways, Runway Protection
Zones (RPZ), runway visibility zones,
obstacle-free areas, and Federal Aviation
Regulations (FAR) Part 77 areas that are
object free so as not to affect navigable
airspace.
Intermodal Passenger Terminal Area –
consists of terminal buildings, entrance and
internal circulation roads, and parking
facilities associated with the intermodal
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The intermodal passenger terminal is located
north of Runway 6 and is accessible from 1st
Street SE and Bayshore Drive. Aircraft
parking currently within this area will be
relocated east of the terminal facilities and
north of the proposed Taxiway D extension.
In addition, two specific locations are
reserved for airport support facilities. The
area north of Runway 6-24 and west of
Runway 18-36 is reserved for the ATCT
redevelopment. Also the area west of the
Albert Whitted Waste Water Treatment Plant
is reserved for expansion of the aviation fuel
facilities including the option of developing
a self-service fuel facility.
General aviation development on the Airport
consists of five types of general aviation
activity including the intermodal terminal,
based aircraft storage, corporate facilities,
transient aircraft apron and based aircraft tiedown areas. The GA development is limited
to the areas north of Taxiway D, south of
Taxiway A, the northwest corner of the
airfield and east of Runway 18-36. The
purpose of delineating these areas is to
maximize the use of the available land while
accommodating a variety of general aviation
patrons that utilize the Airport.
Non-aviation related land uses include the
land areas just west of Runway 36 and north
of the US Coast Guard Facility as well as
the property north of the functional fence line
adjacent to Lot 51. Open and buffer areas
have been reserved on the eastern fringes of
the property, in the vicinity of the US Coast
Guard Station and the Bay, as these areas are
unsuitable for any type of development.
Virtually the entire airfield frontage is
assigned to aviation-related uses including
the intermodal passenger terminal, airport
support, and general aviation development.
This concept allocates the majority of
existing and future airport property to
aviation specific uses with the exception of
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10+ acres associated existing non-aviation
development as well as buffer zones.

Recommended Access Improvements

T

his section presents the recommended
access improvements for SPG taking
into consideration the joint seaport
and airport goals. Following a careful review
of the current Port of St. Petersburg Master
Plan (1999), the St. Petersburg
Comprehensive Plan (1998), as well as
information provided by airport management
and the community, the following paragraphs
briefly outlines existing issues and
recommendations for access improvements.

Potential Traffic Congestion on 1st Street –
Presently, there is no indication of regular
congestion on roadways leading into the main
intersection of 1st Street and 8th Avenue SE.
However, there is the potential for traffic
congestion at the intersection on days when
multiple events occur around the Port and the
University of South Florida. Moreover, as
the Airport expands, daily traffic flow to the
area will increase. In order to mitigate
congestion on 1st Street, this study proposes
that 1 st Street South be expanded to
accommodate the two-way access thus
allowing improved access from Downtown
to the Airport.
Perimeter Road – Due to lack of internal access
from the north side of the airfield to the south
side of the airfield, it is proposed that a
perimeter road or internal access road to be
used by service vehicles only be developed to
run from the intermodal terminal to the
parking lot adjacent to the existing FBO
terminal. A gated access onto 8th Avenue SE
is also recommended for security and fire
rescue.
Parking Issues – Presently, there are no parking
deficiencies at the Airport. However, USF
and Port of St. Petersburg patrons often use

parking associated with the Airport. During
major events, parking issues become
significant. With the additional parking
proposed for the intermodal terminal and the
general aviation facilities on the north and
south sides, the Airport’s total parking
availability increases to approximately 288
spaces. This availability exceeds forecast peak
demand by one parking space.
Provision of Underground Utilities – For safety
reasons, the overhead power and telephone
lines along 8th Avenue need to be placed
underground due to the numerous helicopter
operations that occur at the Airport.
Therefore, further study into replacing these
overhead lines with underground lines is
recommended. Moreover, this project may
be undertaken at the same time as the curb
realignment/landscaping project.

Summary

I

n evaluating the airside and landside
alternative development, proposed
airport growth will likely consist of a
combination of several alternatives. Future
airport improvements will likely be influenced
by adjacent property development, changes
in technology, and market demand. Based
upon impact by the Albert Whitted Technical
Advisory Committee, St. Petersburg City
Council and the Public, development of the
refined alternative and associated cost
estimates will be discussed in the remaining
chapters of this master plan document.
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Cha
pter 7
Chapter

ENVIRONMENTAL OVERVIEW

T

he purpose of this chapter is to provide
a review of existing environmental
conditions and a preliminary
assessment of potential environmental
impacts of planned development at Albert
Whitted Airport (SPG). This overview does
not constitute an Environmental Assessment
(EA), as defined by the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) Order 5050.4A. The
analysis in this chapter is conducted according
to the guidelines set forth in FAA Order
5050.4A, entitled Environmental Handbook.
This document includes 20 categories of
potential areas of impact that must be
addressed. These categories are:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Airport Noise
Land Use
Social Impacts
Induced Socio-Economic Impacts
Air Quality
Water Quality
Department of Transportation Act,
Section 49(f)
8. Historical, Architectural,
Archaeological, And Cultural
Resources
9. Biotic Communities
10. Endangered and Threatened Species
11. Wetlands
12. Floodplains
13. Coastal Zone Management Program
14. Coastal Barriers
15. Wild and Scenic Rivers
16. Farmland
17. Energy Supply and Natural
Resources
18. Light Emissions
19. Solid Waste Impact
20. Construction Impacts
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For the purpose of this overview, these
environmental categories will only be
addressed if they apply specifically to the
Airport. This environmental overview
identifies potential environmental impacts
that may require a more detailed analysis in
a formal EA for the preferred development
alternative.

Airport Noise
Legislation
The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)
14 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part
36 was first promulgated in 1969, amended
in 1977 and 1991. This regulation is
responsible for setting aircraft noise standards,
establishing measurement procedures,
“stages” of aircraft noisiness, and publishing
of companion Advisory Circulars.
Federal Legislation under the United States
Department of Transportation (U.S. DOT)
mandated the phase out of noisier Stage 2
aircraft weighing over 75,000 pounds at all
civil airports by December 1999. Exempt
from this rule are military jets and aircraft
weighing less than 75,000 pounds. Such
aircraft would include privately owned jets,
corporate, and business jets.
It should also be mentioned that there is
currently a new noise standard being
proposed by the U.S. DOT that would replace
the quieter Stage 3 aircraft noise certification
standard. This proposed rulemaking is
located in the Federal Register at 14 CFR
Parts 36 and 91, under the topic, Stage 4
Aircraft Noise Standards. This new noise
standard would affect subsonic jet airplanes
and subsonic transport category large
airplanes. The proposed noise standard,
Stage 4, would apply to any person submitting

an application for a new airplane type design
on and after January 2, 2006. Achieving a
Stage 4 noise standard, as stated by the FAA,
“would ensure that the latest available noise
reduction technology is incorporated into new
aircraft designs.”

Regulatory Agencies

1

4 CFR FAR Part 150 – Airport Noise
Compatibility Planning, prescribes specific
standards and systems for:

Ê Measuring noise,
Ê Estimating cumulative noise exposure
using computer modeling,

Ê Describing noise exposure,
Ê Coordinating noise compatibility
planning with local land use planning
officials,

Ê Documenting the analytical process,
Ê Submitting the documentation to FAA,
Ê FAA and public review processes, and
Ê FAA approval or disapproval process.
The Part 150 study consists of two elements:
Noise Exposure Map (NEM) and Noise
Compatibility Program (NCP). As part of the
Master Plan Analysis, NEM for the existing
conditions and the last year of the planning
period were modeled.

Noise Analysis and Potential Impacts

A

n updated aircraft noise study was
conducted as part of the master
planning process using standard FAA
methodologies and procedures. The noise
study included noise modeling and the
estimation of noise exposure in terms of
affected land area and associated land use. The
analysis used the Day-Night Average Sound
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Level (Ldn or DNL) noise metrics as a descriptor
of cumulative aircraft noise exposure.
Noise contours generated by the FAA
Integrated Noise Model (INM) 6.1 do not
depict a strict demarcation of where the noise
levels end or begin but rather describe the
general expected noise exposure. INM noise
modeling requires the input of several variables.
The noise contours represent average annual
conditions rather that single event occurrences.
Noise exposure on any one day may be greater
or less than that of the average day. The noise
model is useful for comparison of noise impacts
and can provide a reasonable basis for
performing airport noise compatibility
planning. The noise exposure contours
presented in this report do not consider
operational noise abatement measures that
could reduce projected noise impacts.

Assumptions

T

he noise environment for the Airport was
modeled to determine the existing and
future noise impacts on neighboring
properties. Noise Exposure Maps were
modeled for the Base Year 2004 and Future Year
2024 conditions. The noise model generated
noise contours for the 65, 70 and 75 DNL.
To perform a noise analysis and generate the
noise exposure maps, various input variables
were required. These variables include the
following:

Ê The number of aircraft operations by
time of day and aircraft type for an
average day

Ê The number of helicopter operations and
helipad locations

Ê Operational information, including the
use of each runway end

Ê Departure, arrival and touch-& go flight
profiles.

Fleet Mix
The fleet mix at Albert Whitted Airport
consists of GA aircraft and helicopters. Tables
7-1 and 7-2, depict the average aircraft
operations per aircraft type used in INM
model for the base year and final year the
planning period.
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Runway Utilization

Existing Noise Contours

The runway utilization percentage is very
important in deriving the noise exposure size and
direction. The runway utilization primarily
depends on the prevailing wind direction and speed.
Runway utilization percentages were obtained
from the FAA ATCT and assigned to each runway
end and input into INM. These percentages are
depicted in Chapter 4 - Table 4-2, Runway End
Utilization.

igure 7-2 illustrates the noise contours
for the base year, while Table 7-3 lists
the estimated noise impacts. The total
land area impacted within the 65 DNL is
approximately 131 acres.

Flight Tracks
The flight track data was obtained from the
previous master plan and from the ATCT at
the airport. Flight tracks are an important
input to the noise model and are shown in
Figure 7-1. Albert Whitted Airport has
specialized departure and arrival procedures
due to “no-fly zones” established around
certain areas of the City of St. Petersburg
through Local and City Noise Ordinances.
Touch-and-go flight procedures were
modeled by FAA standard, left-hand traffic
pattern for Runways 18 and 36. Due to the
Noise Ordinance, a right-hand traffic pattern
is mandated for operation on Runway 6 and
touch-and-go activity is prohibited on
Runway 24. The flight tracks, track
assignments, and runway utilization
percentages remained unchanged throughout
the study.

F

Future Year 2024 Noise Contours
The noise contours for the final year of the
planning period is depicted in Figure 7-3,
while Table 7-3 estimates the area of impacts
associated with the future noise contours.
Recommendations
The noise exposure map for both the base year
and the year 2024 reveals that the majority of
the 65 DNL and above contours remains on
airport property or extend out over Tampa
Bay. As a result, noise impacts to the areas
surrounding the airport are negligible.
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Water Quality
Legislation
The Federal Water Pollution Control Act, as
amended by the Clean Water Act provides
the authority to establish water control
standards, control discharges into surface and
subsurface waters, develop waste treatment
management plans and practices, and issue
permits for discharges and for dredged and
filled materials into surface waters. The Fish
and Wildlife Coordination Act requires
consultation with the United States Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the Florida
Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission
(FFWCC) when any alteration and/or
impounding of water resources is expected.
The Federal National Pollution Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) provides
regulations that govern the quality of
stormwater discharge into water resources of
the United States.
Regulatory Agencies
The United States Army Corps of Engineers
(COE), the Florida Department of
Environmental Protection (FDEP), and the
Southwest Florida Water Management
District (SWFWMD) have jurisdiction over
and regulate activities that alter the landscape
and disrupt water flow to wetland areas and
surface waters through the Environmental
Resource Permitting (ERP) Program in
Florida. The program authorizes the
SWFWMD to receive ERP applications and
forward permit application copies to other
state and federal agencies including FFWCC
and USFWS. Permitting requirements for
construction that exceeds five acres are
specified by NPDES and administered by the
FDEP. Therefore, the proposed improvement
projects at Albert Whitted Airport require an
NPDES permit and a state ERP prior to
construction of projects that would impact
jurisdictional wetlands and surface waters.
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As part of the permitting process, stormwater
runoff has to be treated prior to discharge to
any waterbody.
Existing Conditions
The Pinellas County Water Resources
Management Section (PCWRMS) has
implemented the County-wide surface water
ambient monitoring program since 1991. The
program monitors 63 watersheds and coastal
areas by collecting water quality samples from
each monitoring station. From 1991 to 2003,
the program monitored permanent water
quality stations in each basin. In 2004,
random sampling was implemented to
provide additional information on each basin.
Albert Whitted Airport lies within Basin 44,
the Albert Whitted Basin. There were two
permanent stations located near the Airport,
Stations 44-1 and 44-4. Data from Station
44-1 indicates elevated bacteria levels that
exceeded state standards and low dissolved
oxygen levels at the bay bottom during the
summer season when water temperature was
elevated.
Potential Impacts
The projects proposed in this Master Plan
would result in an increase in impervious
surface at the Airport and therefore would
result in less infiltration of precipitation and
increased stormwater runoff. Short-term
water quality impacts may also occur as a
result of construction activities associated
with the proposed projects.
Recommendations
It is recommended that coordination with the
FDEP and SWFWMD be completed during
the environmental review phases of each

project for the development of Albert Whitted
Airport to determine the potential to reduce
or minimize environmental impacts.
PCWRMS water quality data should be
analyzed and used as baseline data, especially
during construction.

may warrant a determination of eligibility for
inclusion on the National Register at some
point in the future.
Potential Impacts

Historical, Architectural,
Archaeological, and Cultural
Resources

Proposed projects that are located in
previously undisturbed areas have the
potential to impact cultural resources. The
projects proposed in this Master Plan would
not impact Hangar 1.

Legislation

Recommendations

The National Historic Preservation Act of
1966 and the Archaeological and Historic
Preservation Act of 1974 provide protection
against development impacts that would
cause change in the historical, architectural,
archaeological, or cultural resources.

A Phase One Cultural Resources Assessment
Survey should be performed for each project,
especially in areas where there is a potential
for archaeological artifacts to be discovered
and/or where excavation is proposed.

Regulatory Agencies
The Department of State, Division of
Historical Resources is responsible for
promoting the historical, archaeological,
museum, and folk culture resources in
Florida.
Existing Conditions
The National Park Service’s National Register
Information System database contains
records of documented historic and
archaeological resources listed on or eligible
for listing on the National Register of Historic
Places. No such resources are documented
to occur within the Airport property. Projects
completed subsequent to the approval of the
1999 Master Plan were determined to have
no impact to archaeological or historical
resources. Undocumented resources may be
present in project areas that have not been
subjected to previous disturbance.
Hangar 1 and its associated buildings may
have some historical significance because they
are in excess of 50 years old. These buildings

Biotic Communities
Legislation
The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (48
Statute 401 as amended; 16USC et. Seq.)
considers impacts to habitat and wildlife.
Section 2 of this act requires consultation with
USFWS, the United States Department of the
Interior (USDI), and state agencies that
regulate wildlife whenever water resources are
modified by a federal, public, or private
agency under federal permit of license.
Regulatory Agencies
The USFWS and FFWCC have authority
under the act to provide comments and
recommendations concerning vegetation and
wildlife resources.
Existing Conditions
SWFWMD classified the existing land use
and cover in Pinellas County according to
Florida Land Use, Cover, and Forms
Classification System (FLUCFCS) (Figure 74). In October 2000, the LPA Group, Inc.
evaluated the seawall at the Airport and field
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verified the land use and cover along the
shoreline (LPA 2000). For the purposes of
this study, the seawall evaluation and
SWFMWD FLUCFCS (1999) data were
used to identify the biotic communities that
would be impacted by the proposed
development. The proposed development
would impact the following types of land use
and cover:

Ê Open land (1900)
Ê Bays and Estuaries (5400)
Ê Tidal Flats (6510)
Ê Transportation (8100), specifically,
Airports (8110)
Potential Impact
The proposed airport development may
impact areas of upland that have been
previously disturbed for the construction of
the existing Airport, open areas of mowed
and maintained grass within the Airport’s
operations area, tidal flats that lie along the
periphery of the existing airport facility, and
areas of open water within Tampa Bay. Soil
types, comparative elevation, and drainage
characteristics determine plant community
types that are present in a given area, while
dominant vegetation and other environmental
factors determine wildlife value and
utilization. Although the biotic communities
within the project area are disturbed, they
provide wildlife habitat to various animals,
some of which may be subject to federal or
state regulations due to special protected
status.
Recommendations
A site survey to evaluate specific biotic
community types and threatened and
endangered species within the boundaries of
the proposed development and the potential
presence of threatened and endangered
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species should be completed during the EA
and/or Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS) for each project. It is recommended that
a biotic communities and threatened and
endangered species survey be completed in the
proposed development areas to determine the
potential for the presence any threatened or
endangered species.

Endangered and Threatened Species
Legislation
The Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA),
as amended, requires federal agencies, in
consultation with and assisted by the
USFWS, to ensure that their actions are not
likely to jeopardize the continued existence
of listed species or result in the destruction
or adverse modification of critical habitat of
such species. Section 7 of the Act states that
federal agencies must review their actions; if
those actions will affect a listed species or its
habitat, they must consult with the United
States Fish and Wildlife Service.
Regulatory Agency
The USFWS, the Florida Department of
Agriculture and Consumer Services
(FDACS), and FFWCC have jurisdiction
over and administer native endangered and
threatened species permits for Florida.
During the consultation process, the USFWS
will determine the significance of potential
impacts to federally protected species and will
recommend methods to avoid or mitigate for
impacts that may occur as a result of the
proposed projects.
The FFWCC Threatened and Endangered
Species Section reviews and issues permits
that involve Florida’s protected terrestrial
animal species. The FFWCC Bureau of
Protected Species Management reviews and
issues permits that involve Florida’s protected
aquatic wildlife species. The FDACS
Division of Plant Industry is responsible for
providing protection to Florida’s protected
native plant species that are classified as
endangered, threatened, or commercially
exploited.
Existing Conditions
Available GIS maps and literature were
compiled and reviewed to determine the types

of plant communities and wildlife occurrences
that have been previously documented within
the project study area. Data sources used in
this evaluation included:

Ê FFWCC’s 1999 Eagle Nesting
Territory Locations and Activity Status
(Figure 7-5);

Ê FFWCC’s Wading Bird Colony
Locations (Figure 7-6);

Ê FFWCC’s Wood Stork Colony
Locations (Figure 7-4);

Ê FFWCC’s

Manatee
Locations (Figure 7-8)

Mortality

Ê FNAI (Florida Natural Areas
Inventory) Matrix of Habitat and
Distribution of Rare/Endangered
Species for Pinellas County (Figure 79); and,

Ê The 1999 Master Plan
Potentially occurring listed fauna at Albert
Whitted Airport can be found in Table 7-5.
No state or federally listed plant species are
known to occur within the areas of the
proposed projects, and no suitable habitats for
state or federally listed plants are documented
to be present in the vicinity of the proposed
projects.
An environmental site visit was performed in
association with the evaluation of the Albert
Whitted Airport seawall (Seawall
Replacement Technical Memorandum,
December 2000). During the visit, two species
that are listed as species of special concern in
the State of Florida, the burrowing owl
(Speotyto cunicularia) and the brown pelican
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(Pelecanus occidentalis), were observed. The
gopher tortoise (Gopherus polyphemus) requires
similar habitat to the burrowing owl, but,
although suitable habitat for this species
occurs on Airport property, it has not been
documented to occur at the Airport.
Florida Natural Areas Inventory data was
also examined, and, based on this data, no
State or Federally protected species
occurrences are documented within the area
of the proposed Master Plan projects.
According to FFWCC manatee mortality
data, four deceased West Indian manatees
were documented within 0.52 to 0.83 miles
of the Airport. This demonstrates that this
species would likely utilize the marine habitats
near the Airport. FFWCC bald eagle nest
site data indicates that the nearest
documented nest is approximately 3.05 miles
from the Airport. Projects within 750 feet of
a bald eagle nest are considered to be within
the protection zone. FFWCC wood stork
colony data indicates that no wood stork
(Mycteria americana) nesting sites are
documented in the vicinity of the Airport.
The nearest wood stork colonies are located
more than 14 miles away in Hillsborough
County. Projects within an 18-mile radius of
wood stork colonies are considered to be
within the core foraging area of the colony.
This should be addressed in any future
environmental documentation.
Marginally suitable to suitable habitats exist
on or near the Airport. Animal species that
may potentially use these habitats in the
vicinity of the proposed projects are shown
in Table 7-5.
Red mangrove (Rhizophora mangle) and black
mangrove (Avicennia germinans) were also
observed at the Airport during the seawall
evaluation. These species are not listed as
threatened or endangered by either the
USFWS or the State of Florida. However,
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they are protected under the Florida
Mangrove Trimming and Preservation Act.
Pinellas County has been authorized by the
State to enforce this Act. Therefore, impacts
to any mangroves would require a permit
from the Pinellas County Department of
Environmental Management (PCDEM).

Recommendations
Additional protected species have the
potential to occur at Albert Whitted Airport
but have not been observed. It is
recommended that a protected species survey
be completed during the EA or EIS of each
project to:

Ê Update existing protected species data;

Ê Determine the presence and location
of protected species in sections of the
project area that were not previously
surveyed; and

Ê Determine the type of mitigation
necessary to complete the project.
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Wetlands
Legislation
Executive Order 11990, Protection of
Wetlands, mandates that each federal agency
take action to minimize the destruction, loss,
or degradation of wetlands, and preserve and
enhance their natural values. This Executive
Order and the permitting requirement of the
Clean Water Act Section 404 requires a
permit for dredged and fill material in
navigable waters of the United States.
The Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation
and Management Act gives the National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration,
Fisheries Service (NOAA Fisheries, formerly
known as the National Marine Fisheries
Service) authority to identify, conserve, and
enhance Essential Fish Habitat (EFH).
Projects that may impact EFH require
consultation between NOAA Fisheries and
other Federal Agencies.
The Pinellas County Water and Navigation
Control Authority Regulations give the
PCDEM the authority to regulate activities
within County jurisdictional wetlands.
Regulatory Agency
The COE, FDEP, and SWFWMD have
jurisdiction over and regulate activities that
alter the landscape and disrupt water flow to
wetland areas and surface waters through the
ERP Program in Southwest Florida.
Therefore, proposed improvement projects at
Albert Whitted Airport require a Section 404
permit and a state ERP prior to construction
of projects that would impact jurisdictional
wetlands and surface waters.
The PCDEM administers the Pinellas County
Water Navigation Control Authority
Regulations and requires a dredge and fill
permit for projects with impact to County
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wetlands. Therefore, a Pinellas County
dredge and fill permit is required for each of
the proposed projects that impact wetlands.
As part of the permitting process,
compensatory mitigation for unavoidable
impacts would be required. At a minimum,
mitigation must meet the requirements of the
COE and FDEP joint permitting
requirements. However, Pinellas County
Water and Navigation Control Authority may
determine that additional mitigation would
be necessary in order to satisfy the
requirements of the County’s dredge and fill
permit.
NOAA Fisheries also has jurisdiction over
waters that are considered essential fish
habitat. Federally funded and/or permitted
projects that may impact EFH must
coordinate with NOAA Fisheries and develop
a plan for avoiding, mitigating, or offsetting
impacts to EFH should it be present in the
area of the project.
Existing Conditions
Available GIS maps and literature were
compiled and reviewed to determine the types
of wetland systems that have been previously
documented within the project study area.
Data sources used in this evaluation included:

Ê USGS Quadrangle Map;
Ê NWI maps (Figure 7-10);
Ê FLUCFCS maps (SWFWMD 1999)
(Figure 7-4);

Ê SWFWMD

seagrass
(2002)(Figure 7-11);

mapping

Ê National Resource Conservation
Service (NRCS formerly SCS) soil
surveys (Figure 7-9);

Ê Albert Whitted Airport Seawall
Assessment (LPA Group, 2000);

Ê Project aerial photography (1" = 400’); Recommendation
and,

Ê SWFWMD contour maps.
The NWI map data indicates that there are
two wetland types within the project area, an
Estuarine Irregularly Exposed Intertidal Flat
(E2FLM) and an openwater Estuarine
Subtidal area with Unconsolidated Bottom
sediments (E1UBL)(Figure 7-7). Field
surveys conducted in November 2000,
resulted in the identification and verification
of two wetland types that were classified
according to the following FLUCFCS (Figure
7-4):

It is recommended that the limits and quality
of the wetlands be determined during the EA
or EIS of each project to determine the
necessary mitigation to meet regulatory
requirements. It is also recommended that the
presence or absence of EFH be evaluated for
any projects that impact waters on or adjacent
to the Airport. Concurrence with these
findings should be sought from NOAA
Fisheries, and if EFH is to be impacted, a plan
for avoiding, mitigating, or offsetting those
impacts should be developed.

Ê Bays and Estuaries (5400) and
Ê Tidal Flats (6510)
SWFWMD seagrass mapping depicts an area
of patchy seagrass that parallels the east side
of the Airport (Figure 7-11).
Potential Impacts
Some of the projects identified in this Master
Plan would impact wetland areas. These
wetland impacts would require mitigation and
must be permitted through the PCDEM,
SWFWMD and the COE.
Impacts to EFH may also occur within waters
adjacent to the Airport that would be filled
as a result of the proposed projects.
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Floodplains
Legislation
Executive Order 11988, “Floodplain
Management” defines floodplains as lowland
areas adjoining inland and coastal waters,
especially those areas subject to one percent
or greater chance of flooding in any given
year.
Regulatory Agencies
The Federal Emergency Management
Agency (FEMA) has produced Flood
Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) for
communities participating in the National
Flood Insurance Program. These maps detail
the 100-year and 500-year base flood
elevations. The State of Florida administers
and requires compensation for floodplain
impacts through the Environmental Resource
Permitting process in closed basins. Albert
Whitted Airport is within the jurisdiction of
SWFWMD.
Existing Conditions
A review of FIRM mapping indicates that
Albert Whitted Airport is within the
FEMA designated 100-year floodplain.
The easternmost portion of the Airport is
within designated Zone VE, which is
indicative of an area within the 100-year
floodplain with the addition of a velocity
hazard due to wave action. The remainder
of the Airport is not within the velocity
hazard area (Figure 7-13).
Potential Impacts
Due to the Airport’s location, any
construction within the Airport is
construction within the FEMA designated
100-year floodplain. However, construction
at the Airport would not affect base flood
elevations or increase the flood hazard for any
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of the surrounding areas because it is within
an open basin (Tampa Bay). The extension
of the Runway 18/36 Runway Safety Area
to the north, as described in this Master Plan,
may actually reduce wave action hazards for
areas that lie west of the Proposed RSA
extension.
Recommendations
It is recommended that potential floodplain
impacts be re-evaluated during the EA or EIS
of each project to ensure consistency with
FEMA regulatory requirements.

Coastal Zone Management Program
Legislation
The Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA)
aims to preserve, protect, develop, and where
possible, restore and enhance the resources
of the nation’s coastal zone. The Florida
Coastal Management Act of 1978 (Chapter
380, Part II, Florida Statutes) authorized the
FDEP to develop a comprehensive state
coastal management program based upon
existing Florida Statutes and Rules.
Regulatory Agency
The FDEP is responsible for directing the
implementation of the Florida Coastal
Management Program (FCMP). The
program is based on a cooperative network
of nine agencies including the FDEP, the
Florida Department of Community Affairs
(DCA), FFWCC, Department of State
(DOS), Governor’s Office of Planning and
Budgeting (OPB), Department of
Transportation (DOT), Department of
Health (DOH), and the Division of Forestry
within the DACS. SWFWMD is also a
cooperating member in the consistency
review process for the area in which Albert
Whitted Airport is located.
Existing Conditions
Albert Whitted Airport is located within the
coastal zone, and portions of the eastern side
of the Airport are located within the coastal
high hazard area, which is depicted on
FEMA mapping as Zone VE. This zone is
potentially subject to high velocity wave
action. Therefore, construction projects that
are undertaken at the airport are required to
obtain coastal zone consistency.
Potential Impacts
The proposed Runway 18/36 RSA
improvements would require that fill be

placed on submerged lands adjacent to the
north end of the existing runway. This project
in particular would be subject to scrutiny in
association with its coastal zone consistency
determination.

Farmland
Legislation
The Farmland Protection Policy Act of 1981
(FPPA) requires the evaluation of farmland
conversion to non-agricultural areas. Prime
farmland is land best suited for producing
food, feed, forage, fiber, and oilseed crops.
This land has the quality, growing season, and
moisture supply necessary to produce
sustained crop yields with minimal energy
and economic input.
Regulatory Agencies
The National Resources Conser vation
Service (NRCS) has jurisdiction and should
be consulted if farmland is to be converted to
non-agricultural use by a federally funded
project. The consultation determines whether
the farmland is classified as “prime” or
“unique.” If it is, the Farmland Protection
Act requires rating the farmland conversion
impacts based upon the length of time farmed,
amount of farmland remaining in the area,
level of local farm support services, and the
level of urban land in the area.
Existing Conditions
The FPPA requires evaluation of farmland
conversions to non-agricultural uses. The
FPPA defines farmland to not include areas
already in or committed to urban
development. The U.S. Census Bureau has
classified the land surrounding the Airport as
an urbanized area, which the FPPA has
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identified as already in urban development.
Therefore, the urbanized area is exempt from
the requirements of the act and in turn, the
projects proposed in this Master Plan would
not convert any land in agricultural uses to
nonagricultural uses.
Potential Impacts
The projects described in this Master Plan
would have no impact to farmlands.
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Cha
pter 8
Chapter

AIRPORT LAYOUT PLAN SET

T

he Airport Layout Plan (ALP) drawing
set for Albert Whitted Airport (SPG)
pictorially
summarizes
the
recommendations outlined in the master plan
report. The purpose of the plans set is to
provide airport management with a scaled,
graphic presentation of the Airport’s 20-year
development program. In addition to the
proposed improvements, the ALP also
illustrates existing runways, taxiways, hangars
and other buildings, the airport property
boundary and other facilities listed in the
Inventory of Existing Conditions.

light jets and other corporate type aircraft if
Runway 18-36’s usable runway length is
shortened. Upon initial review, the FAA
determined that the City’s preferred alternative
based upon the current fleet mix was “not
practicable” and recommended the use of
declared distances only. Upon further review,
it was determined that the use of declared
distances on Runway 18-36 showed negligable
impacts upon the existing aircraft fleet mix.
However, this issue should be reconsidered if a
significant shift in the fleet mix within the
twenty-year planning period occurs.

As stated in the inventory (Chapter 2) and
alternatives (Chapter 6) analyses sections of
this report, the airport has non-standardized
Runway Safety Areas on Runway 18-36. The
RSA on Runway 18-36 is currently 190 feet
short of standard on the north end and 110
feet short of standard on the south end. As a
result, several alternative configurations were
considered as part of this report and as part of
the RSA Determination Study found in
Appendix I.

While the original preferred alternative to
obtain RSA compliance was preferred, after
consultation with the aviation community
including the Albert Whitted Airport Advisory
Committee, it was determined that the ALP and
cost estimates would reflect the use of Declared
Distances on Runway 18-36. In addition, the
ALP and cost estimates also show the threshold
of Runway 24 in its current state, but illustrates
the extension of Taxiway A.

To bring the RSA into compliance, the
preferred alternative as provided in Chapter 6
recommended the use of dredge and fill in
conjunction with declared distances to provide
standardized safety areas beyond the
thresholds of Runways 18 and 36. The strategy
of this preferred alternative was to bring the
RSA into compliance without sacrificing any
usable runway length. In addition, the
preferred alternative also recommended the use
of dredge and fill prior to the threshold of
Runway 24 to maximize available runway
length.
At the request of the FAA, the RSA
Determination Study considered the potential
impact to the future fleet mix, including very
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AIRPORT LAYOUT SET
The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) as
part of the Master Plan process requires the
Airport Layout Plan set. The FAA will
generally not provide financial assistance for
projects that are not depicted on the ALP. In
order to provide uniformity in the development
of the Airport Plans set, the FAA has
established a general format for the presentation
of specified information. The recommended
format is outlined in the FAA Advisory
Circular (AC) 150/5070-6A, “Airport Master
Plans” and AC 150/5300-13 Change 9,
“Airport Design” and other related supporting
circulars and orders. The Airport’s Layout
Plans set was prepared in conformity with
above mentioned criteria.

The ALP set includes the following individual
drawing sheets:

•
•

Cover Sheet (Sheet 1)

•
•
•
•

Airport Layout Plan (Sheet 3)

•

Inner Portion of the Approach Surface
Drawing – Runway 24 (Sheet 7)

•

Inner Portion of the Approach Surface
Drawing - Runway 18 (Sheet 8)

•

Inner Portion of the Approach Surface
Drawing - Runway 36 (Sheet 9)

•
•

Land Use Drawing (Sheet 10)

Airport Layout Plan Data Sheet (Sheet
2)
Terminal Area Plan (Sheet 4)
Airport Airspace Drawing (Sheet 5)

Data Sheet

Inner Portion of the Approach Surface
Drawing – Runway 6 (Sheet 6)

The Data Sheet provides data tables
referenced to facilities shown on the Airport
Layout Plan drawing. Based upon
requirements set forth in the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) Advisory Circulars
and the Florida Department of Transportation
(FDOT) Guidebook for Airport Master Planning,
the following tables and graphics are
included:

Airport Property Map (Sheet 11)

These drawings are developed and produced
as a set on 24 inches by 36 inches using
AutoCAD 2005 from Aerial Photogrammetry
and Planametric Grid, and NAD 83 and
NAVD 88 sur vey data.
Reduced
reproductions of the drawings are included in
this chapter herein for illustration purposes.
The drawings included in this chapter are for
review and decision making purposes. A fullsize set of the drawings will be submitted to
the FAA for approval. An approved ALP is
perhaps the single most important planning
tool for an airport. The drawings provide the
airport management with an overall guidance
on the direction for future development
possibilities, given existing external constraints
on a particular airport.
Title Sheet
This sheet serves as the ALP drawing set cover
and provides basic information required under
the FAA ALP guidelines. Information to be
provided on the Title Sheet includes the project
name, federal and state grant numbers,
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associated City and State, sponsor name and
logo, and the party responsible for preparing
the ALP set. An index of drawings, graphic
representations of the airport location (scale
1" = 500,000’ or sectional aeronautical chart)
and the airport vicinity (scale 1" = 24,000"
or U.S.G.S. 7 minute quadrangle map) are
also presented on the title sheet.

•

Airport Data Table (Existing and
Ultimate)

•

Runway Data Table (Existing and
Ultimate)

•

Airport Facility and Building List
(Existing and Ultimate)

•

Wind Rose Data (IFR, VFR and AllWeather)

•
•

Declared Distance Information, and
Modifications to Standards

Airport Layout Drawing
The ALP is the primary planning document
for the Airport and is a graphic
representation, to scale, of existing and
proposed Airport facilities, their location,
dimensional and clearance data, and the
overall infrastructure of the Airport including
runways, taxiways, and aprons. Additionally,
FAA and FDOT officials refer to the ALP
when considering grant applications for
development assistance and off-airport
development within the vicinity of the
Airport.

The ALP was developed in accordance with
the design criteria and guidelines contained
in FAA Advisory Circular 150/5300-13,
Change 9 “Airport Design” and Florida
Department of Transportation Guidebook for
Airport Master Plans. The information and
analysis presented in Chapter 5, Facility
Requirements, discusses in detail the design
requirements that pertain to SPG and have
been incorporated into the ALP. It should be
noted that an adaptation to standards has been
indicated on this sheet in order to request FAA
approval for penetrations to the Federal
Aviation Regulation (FAR) Part 77 and
proposed construction within the Runway
Visual Zone (RVZ). Figure 8-3 illustrates the
ALP for SPG.
The existing and future Runway 6 runway
protection zone (RPZ) extends off of airport
property and includes several buildings
associated with the University of South Florida
- St. Petersburg Campus, which typically is
considered incompatible with an airport RPZ.
However, due to the proximity of these
buildings to the Airport, the City of St.
Petersburg has already instituted a 558 foot
displaced threshold on Runway 6 as well as
the use of declared distances. This is discussed
in detail in Appendix I of this report. Further,
operating procedures are currently in place to
avoid any potential hazards to navigation since
the City of St. Petersburg is unable to relocate
the buildings or purchase the property within
the RPZ.
Since Runway 6-24 is the primary runway, any
increase to the Runway 6 displaced threshold
to clear the nearby buildings would severely
hamper aviation operations by making the
runway too short. Further, the relocation
would impact existing and current
development south and north of Runway 624. As a result, this would severely limit onairport development and limit operations to
Runway 18-36, thus hampering the overall use
of the airport to the City of St. Petersburg and
its users.

Due to limitations on Runway 24, the FAA
evaluated implementing a non-precision GPS/
RNAV approach to Runway 6. As stated in
the Alternatives Chapter (page 136), the nonprecision approach to Runway 6 is limited to
small aircraft (12,500 pounds or less) and 1mile visibility. The FAA has determined that
this approach is viable, and, therefore, the
Airport Layout Drawing reflects the nonprecision approach and markings on Runway
6-24.
Terminal Area Drawing
The Terminal Area Plan presents an enlarged
area of the ALP at a scale of 1" = 30’. This
plan denotes the short- and long-range
developments and improvements affecting the
FBO and the adjacent apron, taxiways, and
hangar areas. Plans to construct an entirely
new Intermodal General Aviation Terminal
Facility on the northwest corner of the airfield
has been incorporated into this drawing as
well as proposed parking and ground access
improvements to the new facility. The plan
also includes the proposed extension of
Taxiway D to the south and east of the
terminal which shall create additional apron
utilization for parking transient and based
aircraft parking near the proposed terminal
facility. The taxiway object-free areas
(TOFAs) and the building restriction line
(BRL) are also indicated on this sheet. Figure
8-4 illustrates the Terminal Area Plan for SPG.
Airport Airspace Drawing
FAR Part 77, “Objects Affecting Navigable
Airspace,” prescribes airspace standards,
which establish criteria for evaluating
navigable airspace. Airport imaginary surfaces
are established relative to the airport and
runways. The size of each imaginary surface
is based on the runway category with respect
to the existing and proposed visual, nonprecision, or precision approaches for that
runway. The slope and dimensions of the
respective approach surfaces are determined
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by the most demanding, existing or proposed,
approach for each runway. The imaginary
surfaces definitions include:

Ê Primary Surface – A rectangular area
symmetrically located about the
runway centerline and extending a
distance of 200 feet beyond each
runway threshold. Its elevation is the
same as that of the runway.

Ê Horizontal Surface – An oval shaped,
flat area situated 150 feet above the
published airport elevation. Its
dimensions are determined by using
10,000-foot arcs (centered 200 feet
beyond each runway end) connected
with a line tangent to those arcs. The
horizontal surface elevation for SPG is
157.6 feet above mean sea level
(AMSL).

Ê Conical Surface – A sloping area
whose inner perimeter conforms to the
shape of the horizontal surface. It
extends outward for a distance of 4,000
feet measured horizontally, and slopes
upward at 20:1. SPG’s conical surface
extends upward to an elevation of
357.6 feet AMSL.

Ê Transitional Surface – There are three
different transitional surfaces. The first
is off the sides of the primary surface,
the second is off the sides of the
approach surface, and the last is outside
the conical surface and pertains to
precision runways only. All transitional
surfaces have slopes of 7:1 that are
measured perpendicular to the runway
centerline.

Ê Approach Surface – This surface begins
at the ends of the primary surface and
slopes upward at a predetermined ratio
while at the same time flaring out
horizontally. The width and elevation
Page 178

of the inner ends conform to that of
the primary surface, while the slope,
length, and outer width are determined
by the runway service category and
existing or proposed instrument
approach procedures.
Existing objects, which penetrate the above
Part 77 surfaces, are tabulated on the Airport
Airspace Drawing. The obstruction table
presented on the airspace drawing contains
data on the object elevation, elevation of the
imaginary surface, and any action to be taken
to mitigate the penetration. Figure 8-5 shows
the Part 77 Airspace Surfaces for SPG.
Inner Portion of the Approach Surface
Drawings
The RPZ and Approach Profile drawing shows
both plan and profile views for each runway’s
RPZ and approaches as shown on the ALP.
The purpose of these plans is to locate and
document existing objects, which represent
obstructions to navigable airspace and the
existing and proposed approach slopes for each
runway. Additionally, the drawing shows the
ground profile and terrain features along the
extended centerline at each runway end. The
Inner Portion of the Approach Surface
Drawings for Runways 6, 24, 18 and 36 are
shown in Figures 8-6, 8-7, 8-8, and 8-9,
respectively.
Airport Land Use Drawing
The land use drawing, Figure 8-10, depicts the
existing and future land use of all land in and
within the vicinity of the Airport. The
utilization of this land is represented by several
use categories, which are labeled in the legend
of each drawing. The land use plans have been
developed through coordination with the City
of St. Petersburg to include existing city plans
and ensure accuracy. Additionally, the existing
(2004) and future (2024) noise contours from
Chapter 7, Environmental Overview, have
been superimposed on the appropriate drawing.

This will give local authorities guidance and
help to ensure appropriate aviation-compatible
zoning is maintained in the future.
Airport Property Map
The Airport Property Map (previously referred
to as Exhibit A) defines the existing and
recommended future airport boundary for SPG
in a graphical and tabular form. The purpose
of the drawing, as shown in Figure 8-11,
provides information necessary to analyze the
current and future use of land acquired with
federal funds. The existing and recommended
future airport property line is also identified.
For reference, major airport facilities, both
existing and proposed, are presented in the
background. Known metes and bounds data
is depicted, but have not been field verified as
part of this study.

SUMMARY

T

he Airport Plans Set is intended to
depict in graphical format the airport’s
capital development program.
Preliminary plans were presented to the City
of St. Petersburg and airport management
staff for discussion and review. After
discussions, any significant changes in the
proposed development plan should be
reflected in the Airport Plans Set created. The
drawings that follow present the direction
established by the Master Plan Update for the
20-year planning period (2004-2024).
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Cha
pter 9
Chapter

COST ESTIMATES, CONSTRUCTION
PHASING AND CAPITAL
IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

T

he primary objective of this chapter is
to analyze the financial feasibility of
developing the projects included in the
Capital Development Program (also known as
the Capital Improvement Program (CIP)) and
to insure orderly and fiscally sound
development at Albert Whitted Airport (SPG).
This is accomplished by establishing a
financially feasible implementation plan for
recommended capital improvement projects.
The plan should summarize the major work
proposed over the 20-year planning period,
categorize and prioritize the projects, and
provide cost estimates for implementation.
The implementation plan presented herein
describes the staging of proposed
improvements, based upon need, prerequisite
projects and maximum anticipated funding for
eligible projects, as well as provides the basic
financial requirements of each. It is the intent
of this capital improvement program to
provide general financial guidance to the City
of St. Petersburg and airport staff in making
policy decisions regarding the recommended
development of the Airport over the 20-year
planning period.
It is important to note that airport capital
improvements are typically financed through
state and federally imposed user taxes and from
funds generated from airport operations.
Typically Airports such as SPG will receive
GA Entitlement Grants (under AIR-21) in the
amount of $150,000 per year. Discretionary
funds are distributed based upon established
FAA priorities and to assist the FAA in
achieving its capacity, safety and noise
compatibility objectives.
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Typical projects eligible for discretionary
funding include: new runways, taxiways and
non-exclusive aprons, navigational aids,
primary access roads, etc. In addition, the
sequencing of key projects in the Capital
Development Program, recognizes that
permitting, utility infrastructure, environmental
planning studies, drainage plans, and similar
work must first be funded before actual design
and construction of certain larger facilities
projects can proceed (such as runway
improvements, taxiways, hangar construction
and others). As a result, most FAA project costs
are eligible up to 95 percent, of which the
remaining 5 percent is typically shared between
the FDOT and airport sponsor. Projects where
federal funding is unavailable, the FDOT may
provide up to 80 percent of the project cost with
the remaining 20 percent to be covered by the
Airport Sponsor or private investment.
In the case of SPG, proposed funding assumes
FDOT participation at 50 percent of the local
match. However, funding from the FDOT may
be limited during the next ten years due to the
State’s commitment to fund the construction
of the Intermodal General Aviation Terminal.

Cost Estimates

T

he objective of this section is to identify
the development costs associated with
the selected development alternative.
These costs are based on unit prices and include
a 30 percent design and contingency fee. The
cost estimates are based on unadjusted 2005
dollars and are calculated for order-ofmagnitude purposes only. Actual construction
costs will vary based on inflation, variations in
labor, changes in materials and construction
cost, and other unforeseeable economic factors.

In addition, federal and state grant assistance
can vary year to year. Therefore, review of
the development costs and overall capital
improvement program should be undertaken
as economic conditions warrant.

The total cost estimate for the 20-year
development program included in the
selected alternative is shown in Tables 9-1,
9-2, and 9-3 respectively.

Table 9-1: Short-Term Development (2005-2009)
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Table 9-2: Mid-Term Development (2010-2014)
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Table 9-3: Long-Term Development (2015-2024)
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Construction Phasing

T

his section applies a general schedule
to the proposed Airport development
projects. The schedule represents a
prioritized Airport development plan to meet
federal and state regulatory issues, increases
in aviation demand, and/or economic
development concerns. Projects that appear
in the first phase are of greatest importance
and are the least tolerant of delay.
Additionally, some projects included in an
early phase may be a prerequisite for other
planned improvements in the long-term
phase. The 20-year planning period is divided
into three phases as follows:

The phasing of individual projects should
undergo periodic review to determine the
need for changes based on variations in
forecast demand, available funding, economic
conditions, and/or other factors that influence
Airport development. It should be noted that
other projects not foreseen in this report may
be identified in the future and would likely
necessitate changes in the phasing of projects
and overall CIP. Phasing for the projects
included in the selected development
alternative is shown in Table 9-4.

Ê Phase 1: Short-Term (0 to 5 years)
Ê Phase 2: Mid-Term (6 to 10 years)
Ê Phase 3: Long-Term (11 to 20 years)
Table 9-4: Construction Phasing

Phase I (Present to 2009)

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Helipad Construction
Rehabilitate Taxiways A and B
Airfield Lighted-Guidance Signage
Rehabilitate Hangars #1, #2, #5, #6, #7 and
#8
Construct Intermodal Terminal Building
Intermodal Terminal Apron
Environmental Assessment
Rehabilitate Runway 6/24, including nonprecision markings
Relocate/Construct/Extend Taxiway D
Construct New ATCT
Implement Declared Distances – Runway
18-36
Cut and Fill – Runway 18 and 24
Install REILS Runway 6
Construct Box Hangars South of Taxiway C
Construct Run-Up Areas adjacent to Runway
6 and 24
Construct Perimeter Road
Realign Airport Fenceline
Construct Clearspan Hangar East of Hangar #2

Phase II (2010 to 2014)
• Narrow and Realign Taxiway C
• Construct Hangars Southside

•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•

of Airport
Rehabilitate Seawall
Construct corporate hangars
south of Taxiway C
Construct Box Hangars south
of existing T-hangar facilities
Narrow Runway 18-36,
includes runway lighting
relocation and pavement
remarking
Extend and Overlay Taxiway A
Extend, Overlay, Mark and
Light Taxiway B
Install Self-Fueling Apron and
Facility
Expand Tie-Down Ramp
North of Taxiway D

Source: The LPA Group
Incorporated, 2005

Phase III (2015 to 2024)

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Construct Multi-Unit
Vertical Storage
Hangar
Construct 6,000 SF
Clearspan Hangar
north of Taxiway C
Construct 4,000 SF
Hangar north of
Taxiway C
Remove Two Thangars south of
Taxiway C
Construct Corporate
hangars south of
Taxiway C
Overlay Terminal
Apron
Overlay Taxiway D
Master Plan Update
Demolish Hangar #3
Construct 10,400
Clearspan Hangar in
Hangar #3’s location
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Airport Capital Improvement Program

P

roposed capital improvements for SPG
were developed from both the facility
requirements chapter (Chapter 5) of
this study, and from the previously described
airport development concepts presented in
Chapter 6. It is important to note that the
capital costs and projects described in this
implementation plan address recommended
improvements only through the planning
horizon, year 2024.
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Development Costs and Program
Phasing

T

he objective of this section is to outline
the CIP for SPG for the next 20 years
and provide a brief description of the
projects included. Cost projections are based
on year 2005 dollars and consider projected
fees for mobilization, administration,
engineering, construction management and
contingencies. These projections however,
should be used for planning purposes only
and do not imply that
funding for these
projects will necessarily
be available. Special
attention has been
placed on the first five
years, Phase 1, of the
CIP. These projects
have been identified as
the most critical to the
Airport in terms of
correcting any substandard
facilities and attracting
new business to the
Airport.The following
pages will identify the
projects included in each
phase of the Airport’s CIP.
Additionally, a graphic
representation of the
proposed
projects
(Figures 9-1 through 93) and associated
location on the airfield
has been included after
each phase of the CIP.
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Cha
pter 10
Chapter

FINANCIAL FEASIBILITY AND PLAN
IMPLEMENTATION

T

he purpose of this chapter is to analyze
Albert Whitted Airport’s (SPG)
historical and projected revenue and
expenditures and determine whether it is
financially viable to implement the Airport
Master Plan’s capital improvement program
(CIP). The objective of this updated financial
analysis is twofold:

presented will be balanced against the
projected revenue for the Airport to identify
the overall feasibility of the development
program.

Ê Estimate the capital and operating costs

Fiscal year revenues and expenses were
reviewed over a five-year period. The major
sources of airport revenue are airport
rentals, T-hangar rentals, fuel purchases and
aircraft parking as shown in Table 10-2.
Airport rentals represent revenues from
airport tenant leases and related fees. Thangar rentals and aircraft parking
represent revenues for aircraft parking
facilities. Other sources of revenue are
minor and not consistent sources of
revenue.

for the various components that
comprise the capital improvement
program (CIP).

Ê Determine if it is feasible for the Airport
to generate sufficient revenues to repay
capital and operating costs.
In order to achieve these objectives, several
subtasks were performed:

•

Projections of potential operating
revenues

•

Comparison of operating revenues with
capital and operating costs

•
•

Identification of funding shortfalls
Identification of potential additional
funding sources

Project Development Cost Versus
Potential Revenues

A

s derived from the selected
development alternative, depicted
on the Airport Layout Plan (ALP),
and presented in the cost estimate and phasing
plan, Chapter 9, Cost Estimates, Construction
Phasing and Capital Improvement Program,
the development costs in current dollars (2005)
are summarized in Table 10-1. The totals
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Historical Airport Financial Data
Revenue Sources

Within the five-year period, airport revenue
averaged 6.25 percent growth annually. The
review period also had significant
fluctuation in revenue growth. Significant
revenue growth was realized in fiscal year
2000, 24.6 percent, offset from years
following, in which Airport revenues
declined in fiscal year 2002 and peaked in
fiscal year 2004 at $678,000.

Expenses
Airport operating expenses cover the
following primary areas: salary and benefits,
contractual services and commodities, and
capital outlays as shown in Table 10-3.
Salaries and benefits represent the wages and
contributions to health and retirement benefits
paid by the Airport. Contractual services
represent expenses for utility services,
insurance, supplies, maintenance contracts
and services, and all general operating and
maintenance expenses. Capital outlays
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represent purchases of office equipment,
furniture, vehicles and the construction of
new facilities.
Operating expenses experienced an overall
increase over the review period. Fiscal year
expenses were also marked with fluctuations
through the years. Expenses declined by as
much as 7.7 percent and grew by as much as
37 percent in the review period.

During the period cited, operating
expenditures exceeded operating revenues for
the years 2000 through 2005 with the
exception of the year 2001. From 2000 to
2005, revenues and expenditures increased
approximately 42.2% and 104.3%,
respectively. This increase in operating
revenues may be attributed to increase hangar
rates, fuel flowage fees and parking.

Table 10-4 and Figure 10-1 depict the
historical analysis of key aviation indicators,
revenues, expenses and profits and losses
before depreciation, debt service and
operating subsidy.

During this same time period,
operating expenses also increased. A
significant portion of this increase,
approximately 32 percent of overall
airport expenses, is attributable to debt
services. This debt service repayment
is on a bond that the City of St.
Petersburg obtained in 1997 to cover
multiple airport projects. Therefore, if
the debt service is removed, operating
revenues equal and in some years
exceed operating expenses.
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Projected Revenue Forecast Analysis
2006-2024

B

ased upon the historical trend analysis
discussed previously, a trend analysis
projection for to the year 2024 was
conducted. Typically, an average airport lease
is renewed every five years. However, based
upon information received from the Airport,
a significant portion of the existing leases are
on a monthly basis. It is the intent of Airport
Management to either obtain 3 or five years
leases with users and a 10-year lease with the
FBO. This will allow management to create
a steady revenue stream that can be tied to
market demand and adjusted based upon the
Consumer Price Index Forecast. From 2000
to 2005, the average annual national CPI rate
increased by approximately 0.0243 per year.
Using the long-term consumer price index
forecast throughout the forecast period,
projected revenues and expenses for the
Airport can be forecast. These figures are
based on the current individual leaseholds
with the airport, and assume the leases are
renewed upon expiration either by existing or
new tenants assuming vacant leases.
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Based upon future development as proposed
in this study, a projection of each revenue and
expenditure source was conducted. Aviation
leases and rents are predicted to increase
associated with proposed hangar
development as well as construction of the
Intermodal General Aviation Terminal.
Development is anticipated to begin in 2006,
and proceeds as identified in the CIP in
Chapter 9. Based on the current average
monthly T-hangar rental rate of $215.00
(obtained from Airport Management), an
annual land lease rate of $0.225 per square
foot and a 90 percent occupancy rate for new
development in addition to existing lease
areas, it is anticipated that potential annual
revenues for all aviation hangar and land
leases will exceed $1.1 million by 2024.
Furthermore, anticipated revenue associated
with the Intermodal Terminal leases (i.e.
restaurant, gift shop, FBO, etc.) as well as land
leases associated with automobile parking
and the wastewater treatment plant will likely
add an additional $280,086, thus total
revenues in 2024 are likely to equal to
approximately $1.3 million.

As can be seen in Table 10-5 and Figure 103, revenues will likely exceed expenditures as
activity at the Airport continues to increase.
Revenues at SPG will continue to be derived
primarily from land and building leases as
well as fuel flowage fees. Limited developable
land at SPG may limit building lease revenues
until such time as existing buildings are
refurbished or redeveloped.
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Means of Financing Project
Development
Funding Sources
Airport development is funded by a
combination of public and private sources.
Major sources may include the Airport
Improvement Program (AIP), state and local
funding programs, airport revenue bonds, and
airport user charges. Public grants and airport
revenue bonds provide most of the capital
funding, while user charges generally cover
an airport’s operating expenses and the debt
service for airport bonds.
Typically, airport capital improvements are
generally financed from state and federally
imposed user taxes, and from funds generated
from airport operations, including fuel taxes,
space-leasing fees and other similar sources.
Airport Capital Improvements are not funded
from tax levies on the general public. The
Airport Capital Development Program
(CDP) is budgeted separately and entirely
independently of Airport Operating Fund. In
addition, the sequencing of key projects in
the Capital Development Program,
recognizing that permitting, utility
infrastructure environmental planning
studies, drainage plans, and similar work must
first be funded before actual design and
construction of certain larger facilities
projects can proceed (such as runway
improvements, taxiways, hangar construction
and others).
Four categories of potential funding sources
exist for the capital improvements at SPG.
These categories include federal, state, local
(sponsor) and private funding sources.
Federal Funding
In 1982, the passage of the Federal Airport
and Airway Improvement Act enabled the
federal government to provide financial
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assistance to airports in support of its broad
objective to assist in the development of a
nationwide system of public-use airports
adequate to meet projected growth of civil
aviation. The Act provides funds for airport
planning and development projects at airports
included in the National Plan of Integrated
Airport Systems (NPIAS) in the form of the
Airport Improvement Program (AIP) grants.
User fees collected under the Airport and
Airway Trust Fund Act provide a source of
revenues used to fund AIP projects. Congress
and the FAA decide the apportionment of
these revenues and categorize them into two
broad categories: GA entitlements and AIP
discretionary. Entitlement funds are divided
among primary airports, cargo service
airports and state block grants based on
aviation activity and service levels.
Discretionary funds are distributed based on
established FAA priorities to any eligible
airport and assist the FAA in achieving its
capacity, safety and noise compatibility
objectives.
Airports typically receive AIP discretionary
funding for federally eligible projects such as:

•

New runways, taxiways and nonexclusive use aprons

•

Reconstruction of runways, taxiways
and non-exclusive aprons

•
•

Navigation Aids

•

Passenger terminal buildings (nonrevenue areas only)

•
•

Primary airport access roads, and

Federal air traffic control towers
(ATCT)

Land acquisition

Most FAA project costs are eligible up to 95
percent, of which the remaining 5 percent is
typically shared between the FDOT and
airport sponsor. Because only airports with
scheduled passenger airline service are eligible
for FAA AIP entitlement funding, SPG is
ineligible. However, the 1999 reauthorization
of AIP legislation (AIR 21) set aside, for the
first time, GA entitlement funding specifically
reserved for GA airports. Eligible airports
may receive up to $150,000 per year for
eligible FAA projects.
In addition to AIP grants, the FAA may also
provide funding to airports via FAA Facilities
and Equipment (F&E) spending. F&E is not
part of the AIP program; however, these funds
primarily support FAA constructed and
maintained facilities such as r unway
instrumentation, weather reporting devices,
and air traffic control facilities. The FAA
funds the entire cost of an F&E project with
no requirement for a local matching share.
Since Albert Whitted is located along a
waterway, funding eligibility from the United
States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)
for certain projects involving shoreline
enhancement creates an additional source of
federal funding. Under Section 14 and 103
of the Continuing Authorities Program, the
airport may receive assistance with shoreline
projects. The airport anticipates funding
under this program for the Runway 18-36
seawall replacement project, and potentially
the runway safety area enhancement projects
for Runway ends 18, 36, and 24.

developmental control. To be eligible for
funds, an airport must have an approved
airport master plan/layout plan and the
project must be consistent with the airport’s
role defined in the Florida Aviation System
Plan. FDOT’s grant program includes four
major categories: airport planning, airport
improvement, land acquisition and airport
economic development. In general, only
capital projects on airport property and any
services that lead to capital projects are
eligible, such as planning and design services.
Eligible off-airport projects normally include
purchases of mitigation land, noise
mitigation, purchase of aviation easements,
and certain access projects.
The FDOT will participate in projects not
funded with FAA monies typically on a 5050 to 80-20 basis, depending upon the nature
and eligibility requirements of the projects.
The state will also participate with federal and
local agencies on a project on a 95 percent,
2.5 percent state and 2.5 percent local share
basis. Typically, projects funded through this
aviation development program have been
developed on a pay-as-you-go basis.
Funding from the FDOT is dependent upon
the airport including its proposed near term
projects in the FDOT five year work program
as well as in the Joint Automated Capital
Improvement Program (JACIP), a
cooperative funding program mechanism
used by FAA and FDOT to coordinate annual
funding and programming of Florida airport
projects.

State Funding

Local (Sponsor) Funding

The Florida Department of Transportation
(FDOT) annually funds a state-sponsored
airport development program supported by
statewide aviation taxes. The program
typically generates $100 million per year. The
FDOT assists publicly owned Florida airports
that are under public operational and

Municipalities such as the City of St.
Petersburg, provide a major portion of the
remaining funds for airport improvements.
These funds come from four principal
sources: airport income, taxes for the support
of local government as a whole, sale of
general obligation bonds, and sale of revenue
bonds.
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In the past, the City of St. Petersburg has
supported SPG utilizing general tax fund
money, and similar funding is expected in the
future. However, in 1996, the City of St.
Petersburg issued a revenue bond to support
a variety of projects, including improvements
at SPG. This bond has been a funding source
to develop previous projects at the airport,
including hangar construction.
Other Funding Sources
Several federal assistance funding (other than
FAA) are available to SPG. Some of these
include:

Ê Transportation Act of the 21st Century
(TEA-21) – Airports eligible for access
road development and intermodalrelated projects.

Ê Florida

Economic Development
Transportation Fund Agency –
Administered by Enterprise Florida,
Incorporated, this program provides
funding to local governments for
transportation projects serving as an
inducement for a company’s Florida
location, retention and expansion
project.

Ê Small Cities Community Development
Block Grant (CDBG) Section 108 Loan
Guarantee Program – Offered by the
Florida Department of Community
Affairs (DCA), this program provides
a mechanism for small cities to access
funds for larger community
development projects.

Ê Florida Small Cities CDBG, Economic
Development – Available through the
DCA, the purpose of this program is
to provide grants to eligible
jurisdictions to provide infrastructure
improvements which specific
businesses need to create new jobs, and
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provide eligible jurisdictions with
grants which are used for loans to new
or expanding businesses when other
sources of financing are not available.
In addition, capital improvement projects
benefiting only a private tenant or group of
private tenants, normally will not garner
funding from the FAA, FDOT, or the airport
sponsor. However, projects that serve aviation
functions and generate revenue can attract
private investment. In the past, utilization of
private funds to build facilities has been
limited to the new Intermodal General
Aviation Terminal Facility at SPG. Yet, the
potential for private funding was considered
within this implementation plan, and many
projects, especially hangar development on the
airfield, are likely to be funded by private
entities. Most notably, hangar development
south of the relocated helipads adjacent to
existing Hangar #1 as well as hangar
development north and south of Taxiway C,
which will most likely be developed under a
land-lease condition.

Alternative Financing
As the airport implements its capital program,
funding will be critical. Due to the Airport’s
limited income stream, alternative sources of
funding for capital projects will be required.
Capital funds provided by the City of St.
Petersburg are a significant source to support
the local share of capital improvements.
Assuming that most capital projects
implemented will realize some federal or state
funding assistance, the Airport may rely on
the City for the local share contributions. In
years to come when the Airport annually
accrues net income, that income could be
invested into an airport capital fund to cover
development expenses in the future.
Additionally, the Airport may seek to support
bonds or letters of credit on its future revenue
stream to support funding its local share.
As presented in the capital program, it is
anticipated that the airport will achieve selfsufficiency in the year 2018. Until that time,
the Airport will require funding assistance
either through federal, state or other local
funding sources to accommodate the
proposed development costs. It must be
reiterated that the proposed capital program
and funding schedule is a proposed scenario;
therefore, it should be considered preliminary
in nature. The Airport must seek those
required funds through alternative means,
which may include contributions from the
City, loan financing, or other alternative
means.
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Cha
pter 11
Chapter

HEIGHT ZONING REGULATIONS

A

irport zoning regulations are
important for both the protection of
airspace and land use compatibility
in relation to the normal operation of SPG.
Since the airport is an integral part of the
public transportation system, the ability to
control the encroachment of objects into the
boundaries of navigable airspace is vital.
Structures such as broadcast/cellular
antennas, buildings, water tanks,
smokestacks, power lines and cranes erected
too close to the airport may seriously affect
the airport’s operating capability. Structures
such as these reduce airspace and airport
capacity by forcing procedures that limit
access routings, require higher flight altitudes
and increased allowable operating weather
criteria to assure safe obstruction clearance.
State and Federal Regulations and Statutes
Many pertinent regulations govern the
requirements for establishment of an airport
zoning ordinance. In the State of Florida,
the following provisions must be considered:
14 CFR (Code of Federal Regulations) Part
77, Objects Affecting Navigable Airspace
This regulation sets requirements for notice
of construction or alterations to the FAA,
establishes standards for determining
obstructions in navigable airspace and
provides for the aeronautical study of
obstructions to determine their effect on the
safe and efficient use of navigable airspace.
14 CFR Part 151, Federal Aid to Airports
Whenever funds are given to airports as a
grant-in-aid, the FAA requires the airport
sponsor to “maintain adequate property
interest giving enough control to rid the clear
zones of all obstructions and prevent creation
of future obstructions”.
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14 CFR Part 152, Airport Aid Program
This regulation applies to airport planning
and development under the Airport and
Airway Development Act of 1970 and its
subsequent amendments. This regulation
provides that if the sponsor fails to comply
with conditions of the grant received under
the Act, the FAA may suspend the grant and
withhold further payments pending the
sponsors corrective action or decision to
terminate the grant.
Chapter 333, Florida Statutes, Airport
Zoning
This statute establishes the public interest in
limiting the heights of structures, certain
activities, and land uses in the vicinity of
airports. Political subdivisions are required
to adopt, administer and enforce airport
zoning regulations for adequate airspace
protection. Chapter 333 also requires a permit
from the Florida Department of
Transportation to erect, alter or modify any
structure exceeding the Federal Obstruction
Standards of 14 CFR Part 77. The State
permit is not required when local political
subdivisions have adopted adequate airspace
protection, and those regulations are on file
with the Department of Transportation.
Rule Chapter 14-60.009 Administrative
Code, Florida Department of
Transportation, Airport Licensing and
Zoning
This rule establishes the administrative
protection of navigable airspace. It outlines
procedures for issuing a construction permit,
procedures for reviewing request for
variances, and requires FAA obstruction and
lighting standards to be applied for any permit
or variance issued.

Existing Zoning Ordinance

H

eight zoning laws for the City of St.
Petersburg are addressed within the
St.
Petersburg
City
Land
Development Code, Chapter 16, Article XVI
Albert Whitted Airport Zoning Ordinance. After
reviewing the Article, the existing ordinance
is adequate to meet present height zoning
standards set forth by the FDOT and the FAA.
However, in the near future, following the
conduct and issuance of a Federal finding for
the Environmental Assessment, the existing
ordinance should be amended as a result of
airfield changes recommended in this
document.
The current ordinance defines an approach
zone as an area longitudinally centered on the
extended runway centerline and extending
outward from the end of the primary zone.
Since Runways 18-36 has a non-precision
approach, the approach zone has an area 500
feet wide at a distance 200 feet from the end
of the runway and extending out to a width of
2,000 feet. This reflects the recommendation
that Runway 18 remain a non-precision
approach and that Runway 36 be upgraded to
a non-precision approach.
In addition, since Runway 6 is the primary
runway at SPG, the FAA is in the process of
developing a non-precision instrument
approach to this runway. Therefore, the
approach surface requirements for Runway 624 should be upgraded from visual to nonprecision standards. Hence, since the height
zoning standards differ between these two
approaches, an amendment is necessary.
The new standard to be applied for Runway
6-24 approach zone shall be 500 feet wide at a
distance of 200 feet from the end of the runway
and extending to a width of 2,000 feet at a
distance of 5,000 from the inner edge of the
zone.
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In addition to changes to approach zone
size, the airport zoning map will require
modification to illustrate the Runway Safety
Area (RSA) extension of Runway 18. This
project will alter the physical end of this
runway; therefore, it will alter the location
of the approach zone for that runway, and
alter the geometry of the horizontal and
conical surfaces, which are based on
predetermined distances from each runway
end.
These changes to the ordinance, while
relatively minor, will adequately protect the
airspace surrounding SPG for the
remainder of the planning period.

Corrected Zoning Ordinance

N

ecessary revisions to the ordinance
have been made and those
revisions are shown in Appendix
G, “Exhibit A - Albert Whitted Zoning
Ordinance”, found at the end of this
document.

