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Hi Bruce, 
 
Please enter into the records my comments below: 
 
 
To All: 
 
I am coming into this discussion late so I do not presume to know all the arguments / details which have 
already transpired. 
 
I am a hangar owner and I do live in Santa Ynez. That said, any argument of taxation without 
representation is in my mind, preposterous. Though I am neither an attorney nor a civics expert, it is my 
understanding that voting rights are applicable to residency. Whether you rent a hangar or own a 
hangar you are a renter / lessee, not a property owner or resident. There are no residency rights 
associated with renting or owning a hanger. The expensive hangars which some of us own are personal 
property, not real property. I cannot claim residency in a district simply because I lease property for 
which I place my personal property upon. 
 
I have owned several hangars over the years, the last being one at Mammoth Lakes airport. As a non 
resident of the area, I did not have, nor would I have expected to have, voting rights to make decisions 
that would impact the actual people living in the area who were responsible for the taxes and fees to 
support the airport. Yes, hangar owners pay unsecured property tax, but those taxes are separate from 
those paid by residents in support of the airport. I also understand hangar renters and hangar owners 
represent rental income for the airport. The rent I paid and the fuel I purchased at Mammoth Lakes 
airport represented income for that airport, but my patronage did not entitle me to voting rights. 
 
I understand the argument that hangar owners and hangar renters should have rights, due to their 
direct involvement with the airport . As reasonable as this idea may seem on the surface, it is easy to see 
how such an idea could have long term unintended consequences. The bane of most bad political 
decisions are rooted in short sighted thinking with little to no regard for long term consequences. There 
is a reason voting rights apply to area residents. It is for the simple fact that residents bear the financial 
responsibility of policy decisions made in the area where they live. To make the argument that tenants 
of the airport should have voting rights simply due to their involvement in the airport is severely flawed. 
Picture for a moment the out of town pilot that flies in every weekend and pays tie down fees and 
always fills his fuel tanks at the airport. He does this 52 weeks out of the year. At what point do you say 
he is heavily involved in the airport and, as such, he deserves voting rights. I understand this sounds silly 
but it is arguably no different then extending voting rights to someone simply because they lease 
property at the airport. 
 
I understand the Airport Authority struggles to maintain membership as well as maintain the balance 
between users and non users. I also understand how opening up voter rights to tenants who are not 
residents seems like a simple, albeit even fair, solution. However, as a Santa Ynez resident, I find it 



irrational to allow someone who doesn't actually live in the area to have voting influence over airport 
issues which may have a long term impact in the town where I, not they, live. 
 
Regards, 
   
 
Jon S. Payne 
Payne Magnetics Inc. 
 
Hi Buce, 
 
Please enter into the records my additional comments below: 
 
 
To all: 
 
I failed to respond to Ken’s second item regarding lowering the membership age to 16.  
 
Much like my views on extending membership to non residents, the logic in lowering the membership 
age to 16 eludes me. As Ken points out, individuals of this age group have little or no world or business 
experience. Yes, they can be bright, creative, and energetic, but along with these attributes comes an 
even greater propensity to make short sighted decisions. But more to the critical point, these individuals 
are minors, and they are dependents of their parents (this presumes the SY valley doesn’t have a 
disproportionate population of emancipated teenagers). As dependents, they have no city or county 
financial responsibility. To my knowledge, nowhere in the country do 16 year olds possess voting rights 
in federal, state, or local elections. 
 
For those who may think these points (and the points stated in my previous email) are too restrictive 
and should not apply to our local friendly Airport Authority, the fact remains the Airport Authority is an 
extension of the municipal government, it is not a club. If it were a club, then residency or age would not 
typically be a limiting factor to membership. But again, the Authority is NOT a club.  Regardless of the 

poor turn out at meetings, or lack of enthusiastic involvement from the local tax payers, (which is 
something that unfortunately impacts numerous minor government agencies) this is still a 
function of municipal government. 
 
Finally, the notion that non resident tenants, and/or teenagers, require voting rights to have a 
say in airport issues is blatantly inaccurate. These individuals have the same rights as everyone 
else to come to meetings, voice their views and opinions, and 
address their concerns through the elected body. With all its flaws, this is 
how municipal governments work. In my view, adopting club like rules simply to make things 
easier, or to simply be more benevolent to non resident tenants, is a serious mistake.  
 
Regards, 
 
Jon S. Payne 
Payne Magnetics Inc. 
 

 
On Nov 1, 2020, at 11:25 AM, Ken Karas <kenkarast28@gmail.com> wrote: 
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Happy Standard Time! Or not… 
 
Good morning. 
 
Good and healthy discussion on the 16 year olds. 
 
To me it somewhat depends on why the change is being proposed. If the major reason is to “pack” the 
user side of the Authority, then I definitely oppose it. If it is because we think we will find some 
significant insights from 16 year olds, I’m dubious.  
 
Does anyone know what the reasoning is to change the age to 16? 
 
As Jon said, the Authority is very different than an EAA chapter. Were I apart of our EAA chapter, I would 
heartily endorse have 16 year olds and even 14 year olds. The younger they engage in aviation the 
better, and the EAA chapter is the perfect place for them to engage. Again, as Jon said, the Authority is 
an extension of County government and its decisions impact the enjoyment of this Valley for hundreds 
or thousands of people, impact property values, etc. Frankly, maturity and life experience far beyond 16 
or 18 is necessary, IMO, to make good decisions for something like the airport and the community the 
airport serves and which it also impacts. 
 
Cheers, 
 
Ken Karas 
 

On Nov 1, 2020, at 10:03 AM, Allen Maris <allenmaris@gmail.com> wrote: 
 
All, we have discussed the age issue at our local EAA chapter and with Oshkosh. A youth membership 
was created to allow them to be part of the chapter and participate, but since they are not of legal age, 
they cannot hold a board position, (believe in accordance with CA law as well) nor have a vote. Some 
states do allow minors on a board to vote but not here.  
 
Allen 
 
 
 

On Nov 1, 2020, at 9:36 AM, Yves Bajulaz <info@bajulaz.com> wrote: 
 
Hello, 
16 years old is old enough to be certified as a private pilot in a glider. So it would seem, a young 
individual with a pilot licence, able to take anyone up, go xc with his glider for 100’s miles and land 
anywhere, could bring some good inputs to the authority. Maybe restrict it to individual who have some 
type of licence or who have soloed, as it shows knowledge and maturity. 
Yved 
 
Sent from my iPad 
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Yves Bajulaz 
 
 
Subject: Re: Master Lease Committee Public Input Meeting 

All, we have discussed the age issue at our local EAA chapter and with Oshkosh. A youth membership 
was created to allow them to be part of the chapter and participate, but since they are not of legal age, 
they cannot hold a board position, (believe in accordance with CA law as well) nor have a vote. Some 
states do allow minors on a board to vote but not here.  
 
Allen 
 
To all: 
 
It has come to my attention that I was incorrect in my statements regarding resident tax funds being 
used to support the airport. As it has been explained to me, income revenue and FAA grants are the 
primary sources for funding the airport. So for this error, please accept my apology. 
 
That said, the issue of funding does not mitigate my point. Decisions made regarding the airport can still 
have an impact on the local residents (property values, ethics, etc.). I understand the "feel good" 
emotional aspect of allowing tenants and teenagers voting rights. I also understand it has the potential 
to solve membership issues. What I fail to understand is the pragmatic side of the argument. Should non 
residents and teenagers have a vote in potential alterations to the airport which could significantly 
impact the area? This may sound like an exaggerated statement but it could be a real future 
consequence of these decisions.  
 
At this point my comments have become circular so I will wrap up by reiterating that these ideas need to 
be thought through carefully. The community will be living with the effects of these decisions long after 
the supporters of these new ideas are long gone. 
 
Regards, 
 
 
Jon S. Payne 
Payne Magnetics Inc. 
 
Good evening all, and happy November! I just want to say “thank you” for the insight into the resident 
and age debate. Being involved more so with the EAA than the Airport Authority, and having no pilot 
experience, I was having a hard time grasping the different sides of this debate. Jon Payne’s experience 
with renting a hanger in another local was especially insightful. 
 
From a purely task-management point of view, the Master Lease committee has pulled off a lot of work 
in a short amount of time*, which is fabulous and impressive. Of the summary list of 13 proposed 
changes, only one is a sticking point: Article 5.B(1) the minimum age and “users” being a resident of SB 
County in addition to the local high school district. It would seem this small item could have a potentially 
significant impact on this valley and deserves more attention. But what about our Bylaws? They clearly 
state that all members have to be a resident within the SYVUHSD unless they became members prior to 
6/30/1993. How can the Master Lease conflict with the Bylaws? Oh, and the Bylaws don’t say how old 



you have to be to be a member, but I agree with others who have spoken here...18 is the legal age to 
vote and the Authority should stick to that. It does help to put this in perspective by having a 16 year old 
boy running around my house! 
 
So now what?? The committee’s been working hard but there’s obvious conflict within the membership. 
What is the procedure for determining what the majority of the current members actually want? And is 
it really possible that a subcommittee of four board members could forever change the landscape of the 
membership of the Authority? 
 
Thanks again everyone for helping me learn more about this! 
All the best & goodnight, 
Jen Van Schmus 
 

Hi Jen, 

 

Thanks for your comments.  

By way of clarification, the master lease controls over the by-laws. The by-laws will be 

addressed next to bring them in to conformance with FAA requirements, State and County 

requirements, and the Master Lease in that order.  

 

The goal of the ad hoc committee and the Board was to enhance participation in aviation which 

we believe is the mission of the Authority.  Note that you must be 18 to be on the Board and only 

the Board has governance authority per the original master lease. All committees are advisory 

only. The intent of lowering the age was to be more inclusive of young pilots, the very group that 

we need to reverse the negative trend of general aviation.  

 

Because this is a County airport, it seems reasonable to allow users who reside within the County 

and by definition are invested in the airport to participate for the reasons above. We did not 

expand the user membership outside the County so the example cited by Jon Payne is really not 

analogous.  

 

Remember that the non-users control the Board and the membership. It will be interesting to see 

how the board votes on Thursday. I would encourage everyone to be as inclusive as possible and 

remember our mission to have a thriving airport that support aviation and future aviators.  

 

All the best, 

 

Bruce McGowan 

(805) 331-8196 

 

 
Good morning Bruce, 
 
Thanks for your reply, that helps clarify things for me. I did notice the addition of the 18yrs old 
requirement for board membership. The general members do vote – they elected you and the other 8 
board members.  Therefore if you reduce the membership age to 16 then 16+ will be voting. I know a 
pile of currently-16 year olds residing in the valley. A very small minority of them would be thoughtful 



and conscientious voters. I truly understand the desire to attract young persons into the field of 
aviation, however I disagree with giving them voting rights in the Authority. 
 
Non-Santa Ynez valley residents as users… The Authority does so much which could affect me, it’s hard 
to think objectively about this. I live here. The airport light shines through the trees on my property. 
Why should individuals (or their agents, employees, etc) from Santa Maria, Carpinteria, Lompoc, and so 
on get to vote on the administrative choices of the Authority? What am I missing here? I’d swear we just 
went through a situation where the county was going to possibly cancel the lease and take over control 
of the airport but the local residents banded together and stepped in to retain control. I’ll admit time 
(any my life in general) has been really weird for years now – who knew being a parent could do this? 
Am I getting that memory all wrong? 
 
Best, 
Jen VS 
 
Good morning, everyone! 
 
Regarding Bruce’s comments: 
 
Bruce, is the real reason - and the only reason - for the 16 year old idea to be "more inclusive to young 
pilots”, and it has nothing to do with gaining users? I am sure we all would like young people to be more 
involved in state and federal government, but no one is thinking about reducing the voting age to 16. As 
several of us have stated, 16 year olds simply do not have the maturity, education or life experience to 
effectively participate in such activities. I do think getting young people involved in aviation is a great 
idea, but that is really quite different than local airport governance, and there are much more direct and 
effective ways to do get them involved in Aviation than to have them be members of the Authority. 
Lastly, is the suggestion to include 16 years olds in no way whatsoever related to increasing Authority 
membership, and in particular user membership? 
 
Bruce, you said you believe the “mission of the Authority” is “to enhance participation in Aviation.” That 
concerns me. I believe the mission of the Authority is to operate the airport effectively and safely, and 
to balance the needs of the aviation community with the needs of the proximate community, especially 
where they might conflict. It is my understanding the entire purpose of the provision requiring members 
to reside in the high school district was to ensure that the concerns of the community proximate to the 
airport were paramount, ergo a majority of non-users are required as Authority members and on the 
board. Allowing non-local users to be members is a huge change and violates what I believe to be one of 
the fundamental/foundational reasons for establishing the Authority in the first place - maybe the 
fundamental reason, and probably should not be done by the Board at all. Such a momentous change 
should probably go to the membership, if there is a provision for such a thing. 
 
It is a great Airport and everyone who volunteers their time as board or committee members is to be 
commended, but I feel strongly that potentially removing control of the airport from the locals most 
effected by it is inappropriate, as is adding 16 year olds if one of the rationales for that is to increase 
Authority user (and maybe non-user) membership. 
 
Cheers, 
 
Ken Karas 



 

Hi Jen, 

 

Thanks for your response. I understand your comments. I would only address your thought that 

the County would consider taking back the airport.  

The County tried to give the airport to the City of Solvang just like they did with the Lompoc 

airport. Solvang wanted nothing to do with it which is why the Authority was formed. Prior to 

that, SB County Public Works ran the airport at a very large financial deficit. Since the Authority 

took over in 1993, numerous improvements have been made, we have maximized FAA grant 

funding, and we have almost $1,000,000 in the bank.  

The County has no interest in taking the airport back but does occasionally make the threat in an 

attempt to get everyone to play well together. Three years ago, there was a lot of infighting on 

the board and in the membership. While that is almost all in the past, General Services 

remembers that. They definitely don’t like any controversy that rises up to the Board of 

Supervisors.  

I believe the current discussions are very healthy and whichever way the Board goes is fine. I am 

frustrated that we have worked on this master lease for more than a year, made numerous public 

updates, posted the draft lease on the website for months, and had two public hearings. I wish the 

people who are coming forward with their concerns now had participated in the process and, 

even more so, would get involved with our strategic planning efforts or otherwise participate in 

making the airport better.  

 

Again, thank you Jen for getting involved! 

Bruce McGowan 

(805) 331-8196 

 

 
Bruce, 
 
We have reviewed all the email and personal comments about 16 year olds being allowed to participate in 
the membership and voting for the Santa Ynez Valley Airport Authority. 
 
Without repeating all the comments in the emails and with conversations with other airport users, we are 
against any change that would allow 16 year olds or anyone living out of the Santa Ynez High School District 
from becoming members. 
 
We appreciate all the time the Board Members have dedicated to the Master Lease update. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Ed & Olivia Flisher 
 
Santa Ynez Valley Airport Users. 
 



From: William Murphy   
Sent: Monday, November 2, 2020 10:51 AM 
Subject: Re: Master Lease Committee Public Input Meeting 
 

Hello All, 
 
Changes to the Master Lease need to reflect the concerns of the non-users as the majority of 
the membership.  I would welcome a discussion of how to improve the Master Lease with the 
non-users of the board and other non users as soon as practical. The new master lease must 
address the current and historical governance and authority membership issues.   
 
All the best, 
William 
 
 
November 2, 2020  
Robert Perry 
341 Odense St 
Buellton, CA 93427  
 
Santa Ynez Valley Airport Authority 
Bruce McGowan, Secretary  
900 Airport Road  
Santa Ynez, CA 93460 
Via Email  
 
Dear Secretary McGowan, 
 
The following comments are to be included with the packet to SYVAA board members on the November 
5, 2020 agenda item #2 “Approval of Master Lease and Resolution for Signature”.  
 
The sections changing the membership qualifications for the Authority Users must remain as the original 
founders of the Authority laid out when the association adopted the original Master Lease and Bylaws.  
 
The argument of “inclusion” of those who own hangars or use aircraft based at the airport regularly that 
do not reside in the high school district is NOT keeping the airport under local control. Dilution of the 
user membership by allowing those from outside the area to become voting members of the association 
is anathema to the intent of local control. 
 
Owners or renters of hangars at Santa Barbara Municipal Airport, even business owners at that airport 
must be residents of the City of Santa Barbara in order to vote in elections that occur there. The city is 
the owner of that airport.  
 
The intent of the founders of the SYVAA was to maintain local control over the airport. Ceding, even by a 
small amount, of control to those who don’t have a stake in the community is putting the SYVAA on a 
slippery slope towards relinquishing the local control that we currently enjoy. 



During the founding of our country, the “landed gentry” (men who owned property) were the only 
persons allowed a vote. The inclusion of users who live outside the area is not based on residency but 
based on an incorrect assumption that those who fly from the airport have equal rights to those who 
live in the high school district.  
 
I respectfully ask that board members reject this change to the Master Lease in allowing out of area 
users to become members of the association.  
 
The following comments refer to the agenda item #3 “Conflict of interest Policy and Disclosure”. 
 
 It should be apparent that every user on the board currently is conflicted as three of the board 
members are hangar owners and the fourth is a renter of a county hangar. Each of these users have a 
conflict on any item they may be voting upon if that item changes or effects their interest financially 
differently than it does to any other airport user.  
 
This conflict of interest should be apparent in that only a small minority of SYVAA users are owners or 
renters of airport property. Voting on changes in the financial structure of leases or hangar rental rates 
have a substantially different affect on those individuals than it does on other 2 users who have no 
ownership or rental interests. That is an essential definition of conflict of interest contained in California 
Corporate Codes and governmental standards of conduct. 
 
A discussion of conflict of interest on board business having to do with fuel prices has a distinctly 
different logic. Airport users, all pay the same price as fuel prices change giving no class of user an 
advantage over another class of user.  
 
This applies to all user board members except for one who owns and operates a competing aviation fuel 
supplier at Santa Maria Airport only 30 miles from Santa Ynez Valley Airport. The conflict of interest 
created by the ownership of a competing FBO (Fixed Base Operator) is apparent and would substantially 
affect that user member’s decisions on how a nearby fuel supplier would be in the pricing of their fuel.  
 
Board committees should be headed by those who have no conflicts of interest and optimally by non-
users. Members who are conflicted may have the opportunity to participate in those committees but 
should not be a majority of the members of the committees.  
 
Respectfully, 
 
Robert Perry, AOPA Airport Support Network Volunteer 

 
 
Hey everyone, 
 
I just noticed that I’ve been reading an old version of the Master Lease edits. Previously published was 
the 8/2/20 ‘final draft’, but currently on the website is a November ‘final draft’. Therefore my discussion 
about item 5.B is now 5.C.  I also came across the December 2018 Memo where the SB Board of 
Supervisors requested a Master Lease Agreement by January 2020. 
 
Bill, Bruce M, Bruce P, Carey*, Garth*, James, Jim, Jourdi, and Terri*:  I realize the board is probably 
feeling pressure to get something finalized, but it makes no sense to rush the finishing touches on such a 



pivotal document. I’m sure the supervisors would understand the need to pause to get this done right 
by listening fully to members to find the true majority. Please do not vote this Thursday on the current 
Master Lease as it is written. 
 
It is also a little alarming to find a board resolution for a meeting which hasn’t happened yet: 
https://santaynezairport.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/10/NB1538-Board-Resolution-2020-Lease.pdf 
 
Jen 
*please forward to these board members, they have not been in this email exchange – thank you. 
 
Jen, 

 
All the Board members will receive a copy of all the emails that have transpired in the last couple of 
days. They were brought current as of about noon but will get an update.  
The emails will also be posted to the website and distributed via Constant Contact. Trying to be as 
transparent as possible.  
Jen, remember that the master lease was drafted by our counsel along with County Counsel from our 
input combined with County General Services. Our counsel drafted the resolution for the Board to act 
on. That is a fairly straightforward sequence of events. You should know that the Board previously 
approved the Master Lease on an 8/1 vote but agreed to revisit that approval pending further input via 
the two public hearings.  
Hopefully, we can resolve the newly voiced concerns on Thursday. Again, these are all issues that were 
hashed out by the committee and reviewed in public board meetings. That said, I, for one, want to talk 
this out until everyone is satisfied that they have had their input.  
Talk to you Thursday.  

Bruce McGowan 

 
From: William Murphy <williammurphyiv@hotmail.com>  
Sent: Monday, November 2, 2020 2:25 PM 
To: Robert Perry <captainbobsplanetalk@gmail.com> 
Cc: Ken Karas <kenkarast28@gmail.com>; Allen Maris <allenmaris@gmail.com>; Bajulaz Yves 
<info@bajulaz.com>; Jon Payne <jon@payne-magnetics.com>; Jen and Ehren Van Schmus 
<jen@fouza.com>; Allen Anderson <syvrdp@gmail.com>; Brent Hildebrand <bhhcinc@outlook.com>; 
Bruce Porter <bruce.porter@mail.com>; Don Macomber <dmaco09@me.com>; Edward and Olivia 
Flisher <eflisher@comcast.net>; Libby Eric <aviationservices@rocketmail.com>; Faith Deeter 
<faithdeeter@gmail.com>; James Lawson <hotairp@gmail.com>; Jeff Millard <jeff@jeffmillard.com>; 
Jim Richardson <JRNJim@verizon.net>; John Aldrich <jflambo22@gmail.com>; John and Eloise Westra 
<eljonpro@gmail.com>; Lisa Iscovich <Mooneygal@msn.com>; Lloyd and Sharon Sorensen 
<lloyds48s@hotmail.com>; Neil Brundidge, Jr. <pacer56@yahoo.com>; Neil Zuehlke 
<nz4@hwy246.net>; Neill Zimmerman <ironman865@hotmail.com>; SYV Star 
<News@santaynezvalleystar.com>; Shawn Knight <iradio@me.com>; Tony Moradian 
<acropilot@gmail.com>; Yves Bajulaz <flying@bajulaz.com>; jim-thomas@msn.com; Jim Kunkle 
<jkunkle@ccjc.us> 
Subject: Re: Master Lease Committee Public Input Meeting 
 
I agree with Mr Perry’s comments. I also believe that the most important committees of the board (and 
specifically all with decision authority) need to have a majority of non user directors as committee 
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members. Secondly, that the board of directors should have six non user directors and that they be 
elected by a simple majority of non user members with 3 user directors appointed by a simple majority 
of the user members. Thirdly that the non user membership be permitted to increase without limitation 
relative to the number of user members and that increasing the non user membership be a priority of 
the Authority.  

 
William,  
A correction is needed. There are no committees including the only standing committee, the 
membership committee, having decision making authority. All committees are only advisory and 
forward a recommendation to the board for a decision.  

Blue Skies & Tailwinds, 
Robert "Captain Bob" Perry 
Cell: (805) 705-3672 
Sent from my pocket igizmo  
 

 
 
 


