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 RE: Slone, Ralston, Suhr, Gilbert v. University of Central Missouri – Skyhaven Airport – 

Informal Complaint pursuant to 14 C.F.R. Part 13 

 

Dear Ms. Bridges, 

 On behalf of our clients Donald L. Slone (“Slone”), Kelly G. Ralston (“Ralston”), Jeff Suhr 

(“Suhr”), and Gilbert Powers (“Powers”), who are airport hangar tenants of Skyhaven Airport 

(KRCM) (“Skyhaven”) in Warrensburg, Missouri, we are submitting a report of violation pursuant 

to 14 C.F.R. Part 13 to notify the FAA Central Region Airport Office of multiple violations of the 

Airport Improvement Program (AIP) State Block Grant Assurance program under Order 5100.38D 

Airport Improvement Program Handbook (“Order 5100.38D”), Order 5190.6B Airport 

Compliance Manual (“Order 5190.6B”), and 14 C.F.R. 156.7 by the University of Central Missouri 

(“UCM”) as the airport owner and manager of Skyhaven.  UCM is also the Sponsor of Skyhaven 

under 14 C.F.R. 16.3 as a public agency who has received money through AIP State Block Grants.  

Must notably Skyhaven received $2,347,511 in FYs 2017 and 2018 for major runway and taxiway 

repair.  Telephone conversation with Michelle Niles, Mo. Dept. of Aviation (Aug. 27, 2024) 

(Official records request with State of Missouri submitted Oct. 9, 2024).  Our clients additionally 

request that pursuant to 14 C.F.R. 16.21 the FAA consider this report a “substantial and reasonable 
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good faith effort to resolve the manner informally” before filing a formal complaint under Part 16. 

 UCM requires all tenants of airport hangars to sign the Airport Building License 

Agreement (“Agreement”).1  See Exhibits A, B, C, E, F.  (All references to the Agreement will 

be to the proposed 2024 version unless specifically noted).  The Agreement contains multiple 

violations of 49 U.S.C. §§ 47107, 40103(e), and the following AIP Grant Assurances: 

I. 22a. Economic Nondiscrimination through the prohibition on any “commercial 

businesses” under Article 4, Use of Premises of the license agreement.  This clause would 

immediately put any mechanic, flight instructor, or other business at Skyhaven out of 

business. 

II. 22.f. Aircraft Owner/Operator Right to Self Service through the prohibition on owner 

conducted maintenance if the assistance of an aircraft mechanic is required under Article 

4 Use of Premises of the license agreement.  This clause would potentially ground and/or 

strand any aircraft requiring non-owner provided maintenance at Skyhaven. 

III. 22.g, Sponsor Commercial Services (Proprietary Rights) through the refusal to 

provide A&P mechanic services to Skyhaven tenants under current UCM policy which 

refuses maintenance support to non-UCM aircraft. 

IV. 23. Exclusive Rights through the granting of exclusive rights to provide maintenance at 

Skyhaven to UCM personnel or selected individuals to prohibit competition. 

In sum, UCM is in violation of its AIP Grant Assurances of the State Block Grant 

Program by preventing commercial operations on the airport outside of what it provides.  Under 

Order 5100.38D Section 9, Order 5190.6B, Section 2 and 14 C.F.R. 156.7, UCM may be subject 

to a requirement to repay all federal funds received, the withholding of any future federal funds, 

and the refusal of any future grant applications.   

We therefore respectfully ask the Central Region Airports Office to investigate these 

allegations and pursue corrective action from UCM so that the tenants of Skyhaven can enjoy the 

rights and privileges as pilots and business owners required by law at a federally funded airport 

without requiring the filing of a formal complaint under Part 16.  To aid in an informal resolution 

 
1 The Agreement is titled a “license” agreement; the terms “license” and “lease” will be used interchangeably in this 
complaint. 
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of the complaint the tenants have compiled a list of proposed changes to the Agreement and 

general airport operations at Skyhaven. 

Statement of Facts 

UCM operates multiple university-level pilot and aviation programs at Skyhaven Airport.  

Skyhaven Airport (ucmo.edu),  https://www.ucmo.edu/offices/skyhaven-airport/index.php (last 

accessed Oct. 10, 2024, at 8:57 AM).  Part of that operation is the maintenance and operation of 

its own fleet of training aircraft for flight instruction.  As such UCM employs flight instructor 

and Airframe and Powerplant (A&P) mechanics for the maintenance of its own aircraft.  In 

addition to the hangars and buildings used for flight instruction, UCM is the lessor of multiple 

private use hangars leased to the general public.  UCM requires all tenants of airport hangars to 

sign the Agreement. 

Skyhaven is listed as a public use airport.  UCM is the Sponsor of Skyhaven under 14 

C.F.R. 16.3 as a public agency who has received money through AIP State Block Grants.  Must 

notably Skyhaven received $2,347,511 in FYs 2017 and 2018 for major runway and taxiway 

repair.  (Official records request with State of Missouri submitted Oct. 9, 2024).   

Mr.  Chris Holland is the current airport manager and the signatory of all license 

agreements. 

Complainant Slone is the current lessee of hangar # C-29 under the Agreement.  Exhibit 

A.  Slone is president of the Chapter 1032 of EAA (Experimental Aircraft Association) and a CFI 

(Certified Flight Instructor) intending to provide flight instructions in LSA (light sport aircraft).  

Slone is therefore directly and substantially affected by any restrictions on the commercial use of 

his hangar. 

Complainant Ralston is the current lessee of hangars # E-3 and # 21 under the 

Agreement.  Exhibit B.  Ralston is the owner of Kelly’s Flying Service and an FAA licensed 

Airframe and Powerplant mechanic who performs aircraft maintenance from a hangar at 

Skyhaven Airport.  Ralston is therefore directly and substantially affected by any restrictions on 

the commercial use of his hangar. 

Complainant Suhr is the current lessee of hangars # C-30 and open hangar E-5 under the 

Agreement.  Exhibit C; Exhibit D (2019 version currently in effect).  Suhr a member and 

president of Mighty Mule Flying Club, not for profit 501 c7.  Additionally, the flying club 

https://www.ucmo.edu/offices/skyhaven-airport/index.php
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requires maintenance and fuel support of their aircraft.  Suhr is therefore directly and 

substantially affected by any restrictions on the commercial use of his hangar 

Complainant Powers current lessee of hangar # C-25 under the Agreement.  Exhibit F.  

Powers uses maintenance provided by non-UCM commercial operators to maintain his aircraft.  

Powers is therefore directly and substantially affected by any restrictions on the commercial use 

of Skyhaven hangars. 

On Aug. 5th, 2024, UCM Airport Manager Chris Holland notified all hangar tenants at 

Skyhaven, to include the complainants, that they had until Oct. 15th, 2024, to sign a revised 

Agreement which would have an effective date of Nov. 1st, 2024.  Letter to Slone at Exhibit A, 

1; Letter to Ralston at Exhibit B, 1; Letter to Suhr, at Exhibit C, 1; Letter to Powers, Exhibit E.  

If the tenants choose not to sign the license agreement, they will be required to vacate the 

premises no later than Oct. 31st, 2024.  Both letters state that the “new license agreement 

supersedes any prior or verbal agreements.”  Id. 

  Although some of the restrictions were present in previous license agreements, UCM 

has indicated in communication with tenants that it intends to enforce the discriminatory, unjust 

and unreasonable restrictions on tenant maintenance and commercial activities for the exclusive 

benefit of UCM and select employees of UCM.  Exhibits A, B, C, E, G, H, I. 

Complainants have provided the following notice to UCM when declining to sign the 

license agreement: 

“The private aircraft hangar tenants of the University of Central 
Missouri (UCM) at Skyhaven Airport (KCRM) in Warrensburg, 
Mo. are not comfortable signing the current form of the Hangar 
Lease Agreement, as distributed by Chris Holland, Airport 
Manager, on Aug. 5th, 2024, as we believe the Lease contains 
multiple violations of the FAA Airport Improvement Program 
(AIP) State Block Grant Assurances that directly and substantially 
affect the lawful use of the hangars.  Refusal to sign is not to be 
consider Surrender of the Premises under Article 9 of the existing 
lease, and as such the hangar tenants do not give permission to 
UCM to move the aircraft of the hangar tenants until such time as 
the Lease may be amended and agreed upon or voluntarily 
terminated by the hangar tenants.” 
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 After Powers submitted notice to UCM on Oct 11, 2024 with this message UCM declined 

his attempted renewal of the license.  Exhibit J.  Also on Oct 11, 2024 UCM refused deposits 

from multiple tenants who requested to revise the terms of their respective license agreements to 

remove any terms violation the grant assurances. The deposits were for up to three months 

advance payment and were made as a show of good faith while finalizing appropriate 

modifications to the license agreements. 

Standard of Review 

Under 49 U.S.C. §§ 47105 – 47107, when airport owners or sponsors, planning agencies, 

or other organizations accept AIP funds, they must agree to certain obligations or grant 

assurances.  5100.39D, para. 2-4.  The State Block Grant Program allows a state to assume the 

administrative responsibilities that are traditionally performed by the ADO for nonprimary 

airports.  Id. at para. 6-13. 

Under 14 C.F.R. Part 13, “Any person who knows of a violation of the Federal Aviation 

Act of 1958, as amended, . . . the Airport and Airway Development Act of 1970 [49 U.S.C. § 

47101, et seq.], the Airport and Airway Improvement Act of 1982 [49 U.S.C. § 40103(e)], the 

Airport and Airway Improvement Act of 1982 as amended by the Airport and Airway Safety and 

Capacity Expansion Act of 1987, or any rule, regulation, or order issued thereunder, should 

report it to appropriate personnel of any FAA regional or district office.” 14 C.F.R. § 13.2(a).   

Under 14 C.F.R. 156 the FAA “may take any action, pursuant to the authority of the Airport and 

Airway Improvement Act of 1982, as amended, to enforce the terms of a State block grant 

agreement including any terms imposed upon subsequent recipients of State block agreement 

funds.”  14 C.F.R. § 156.7.   

FAA Airports District Offices ("ADOs") and Regional Airports Offices receive and 

investigate Part 13.2 informal complaints.  Compliance Guidance Letter (CGL) 2022-02, 

Procedures for Accepting and Investigating 14 CFR Part 13 Informal Complaints Alleging 

Violations of Grant Assurance Obligations and Surplus Property Deed Restrictions, 2-3 (June 6, 

2022) (“CGL 2022-02”).  “Reviewable complaints include allegations that, if true, would 

constitute a violation of an airport obligation.”  Id. at 2.  “The Region/ADO may begin informal 

discussions but end up following the structured Section 13.2 process if their attempts at resolving 

the issue are unsuccessful.”  Id. at 5.  “The . . . 13.2 process is intended to help airport users and 
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sponsors resolve issues in an informal and expedient manner without the need to elevate it to a 

formal Part 16 process.”  Id. at 4 (emphasis added).  “The goal is to come to an informal 

resolution that is mutually agreeable to the parties and that complies with the airport sponsor’s 

federal obligations.”  Id. at 6.  “After a determination has been reached in a Section 13.2 

investigation, the complainant may file a Part 16 complaint for purposes of trying to obtain a 

different outcome, to seek a stronger enforcement response from the FAA, or to obtain a final 

agency decision that is subject to judicial review.” Id. at 2. 

“The FAA must make a judgment call in all cases as to whether a sponsor is reasonably 

meeting its federal commitments. A sponsor meets its commitments when: (1). the federal 

obligations are fully understood; (2). a program (e.g., preventive maintenance, leasing policies, 

operating regulations, etc.) is in place that the FAA deems adequate to carry out the sponsor’s 

commitments; (3). the sponsor satisfactorily demonstrates that such a program is being carried 

out; and, (4). past compliance issues have been addressed.”  Order 5190.6B, para. 2.8 b.  The 

FAA has the option to suspend or terminate any state block grant.  Order 5100.38D, para. 6-36.   

“The Grants Watch List lists those obligated airports with egregious violations where the 

airport sponsor has been informally determined to be in noncompliance with its grant assurances 

and/or surplus property obligations as of a particular date.”  Order 5190.6B, para. 2.10.  An 

airport is placed on the Grants Watch List if it falls in one or more of the following categories 

and the violations are so egregious as to preclude additional federal financial assistance until the 

issues are resolved:  

a.  Airports with a formal finding of noncompliance under 14 CFR 

Part 16 if corrective action has not been taken,  

b.  Airports listed in the Airport Improvement Program (AIP) 

Report to Congress under 49 U.S.C. § 47131 for certain for 

violations of their grant assurances or other requirements with 

respect to airport lands; and  

c.  Airports that are clearly in noncompliance despite FAA requests 

to the sponsor for corrective action.   

Id. 
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“The Grants Watch List is essentially an internal notification from ACO-100 to other 

FAA Airports offices regarding which airports are not to receive any further discretionary grants 

authorized under 49 U.S.C. § 47115 and the General Aviation $150,000 apportionment under 49 

U.S.C. § 47114(d)(3)(A) until corrective action is achieved.”  Id. (emphasis added).  

In sum, a Sponsor who is a recipient of an FAA Grant Assurance under the State Block 

Grant Program is required to maintain the same standards as any other recipient.  If the Sponsor 

is found to be in violation of the Grant Assurances, it may be placed on the Grants Watch List 

and subject to suspension or termination of AIP funds. 

Specific Violations 

 The specific violations by UCM include, but are not limited to, the following:  

I. UCM is in violation of Grant Assurance 22a. Economic Nondiscrimination through 

the prohibition on any “commercial businesses” under Article 4 Use of Premises of the 

license agreement.   

 The concept of unjust discrimination under Grant Assurance 22, Economic 

Nondiscrimination, which implements provisions of 49 U.S.C. § 47107(a)(1) through (6), 

requires, in pertinent part, that the sponsor of a federally obligated airport will make its airport 

available as an airport for public use on reasonable terms, and without unjust discrimination, to 

all types, kinds, and classes of aeronautical activities, including commercial aeronautical 

activities offering services to the public at the airport.  Order 5190.6B, para. 13.13.  “Where the 

sponsor has not entered into an express agreement, commitment, understanding, or an apparent 

intent to exclude other reasonably qualified enterprises, the FAA does not consider the presence 

of only one provider engaged in an aeronautical activity as a violation of the exclusive rights 

prohibition.  Id. at para. 8.6.  Furthermore, the FAA will “consider the sponsor's willingness to 

make the airport available to additional reasonably qualified providers.”  Id.  However, as with 

the granting of Proprietary Right (see Section III), two conditions must be met for the Sponsor to 

avoid the accusation that it is discriminating against other potential providers: 

“(1). It can be demonstrated that it would be unreasonably costly, 

burdensome, or impractical for more than one entity to provide the 

service, and  



Ms. Sheila Bridges, AIP/PFC Manager 
Oct. 11, 2024 
Page 8 
 

(2). The sponsor would have to reduce the leased space that is 

currently being used for an aeronautical purpose by the existing 

provider in order to accommodate a second provider. In the case of 

denying additional providers, the sponsor must have adequate 

justification and documentation of the facts supporting its decision 

acceptable to the FAA. Both conditions must be met.”  

Id. para. 8.7. a (1)-(2) (See 49 U.S.C. § 47107(a)(4)(A and B). 

Grant Assurance 22a. clause establishes the basic obligation to provide access to all 

aeronautical users, commercial and non-commercial alike, on fair and reasonable terms without 

unjust discrimination. National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine. 2018. 

Understanding FAA Grant Assurance Obligations Volume 1: Guidebook. para. 1.1.1, 

Washington, DC: The National Academies Press. https://doi.org/10.17226/25126 

(“Understanding FAA Grant Assurance”). This obligation has been interpreted to include a 

requirement to charge reasonable, and not unjustly discriminatory, rates, fees and charges. Users 

who are similarly situated must be treated in the same manner.  Id.  Users who are not similarly 

situated can be treated differently.  Id. 

Here UCM has violated Grant Assurance 22a. through the terms of the Agreement and 

stated its intention to continue violating the assurance despite complaint from tenants. 

 Agreement Article 4, cl. 4 states, “The LICENSEE covenants and agrees not to use said 

premises for commercial aviation activity or any part of said premises for commercial aircraft 

maintenance.  This includes the operation of commercial businesses on the Premises.  

LICENSEE will be permitted to conduct minor maintenance on LICENSEE’S aircraft as would 

normally be performed by an aircraft owner without the benefit of an aircraft mechanic.” UCM’s 

prohibition would immediately put any mechanic, instructors, or other businesses at Skyhaven 

out of business, including but not limited to the complainants herein. And despite tenants 

requesting clarification that they can conduct certain commercial activities (as they would 

otherwise be prevented from operating), UCM has responded in writing that any maintenance 

would in fact violate the Agreements. Exhibit G, (email dated October 1, 2024 from UCM 

Airport Manager). Other tenants have requested similar confirmations prior to being asked to 

https://doi.org/10.17226/25126
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sign an agreement that would shut down their business, and UCM has provided no response as of 

the date of this Complaint. Exhibit I, (email dated October 9, 2024 from K. Ralston). 

In addition, Agreement Article. 14, cl. 2 states that “in the event that the university shall 

desire to improve its Airport and in so doing do it shall be necessary to remove or demolish 

hangars, building, or any part of them herein Licensed, it shall have the right to do so”. The 

University previously provided a notice period of 90 days under this clause, but now provide no 

notice in the event of invoking this clause, which provides very little notice to airport users and 

tenants and is an unreasonable term with unjust discrimination. Change of removal/demolition of 

structure clause to return 90-day notice instead of 30-day notice to make it a reasonable term 

without unjust discrimination.   

Further, Agreement Article 14, cl. 1 states that a tenant cannot be a “hindrance” under as 

it applies to UCM being able to “develop or improve the landing area, as it deems fit regardless 

of the desires or view of LICENSEE and without interference or hindrance from LICENSEE.”  

This is a not reasonable term without risk of unjust discrimination.  UCM must provide a 

narrowed definition of “hindrance” under Article 14, cl. 1 as it applies to UCM as it currently 

appears to give overbroad rights based upon a undefined action on the part of tenants. 

II. UCM is in violation of Grant Assurance 22.f. Aircraft Owner/Operator Right to Self 

Service through the prohibition on owner conducted maintenance if the assistance of an 

aircraft mechanic is required under Article 4 Use of Premises of the license agreement.   

The airport Sponsor does have the right to limit the ability of an aircraft owner or sponsor 

to self-service so that it must be conducted in accordance with reasonable rules, regulations or 

standards established by the airport sponsor.   Order 5190.6B, para. 8.8.b.  Generally, the aircraft 

owner or operator to tie down, adjust, repair, refuel, clean, and otherwise service his/her own 

aircraft, provided the service is performed by the aircraft owner/operator or his/her employees 

with resources supplied by the aircraft owner or operator.  Id.  However any unreasonable 

restriction imposed on the owners or operators of aircraft regarding the servicing of their own 

aircraft may be construed as an exclusive rights violation.  Id.  Additionally, in accordance with 

the federal grant assurances:  

(1)  An airport sponsor may not prevent an owner or operator of an 

aircraft from performing services on his/her own aircraft with 
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his/her own employees and equipment. Restrictions imposed by an 

airport sponsor that have the effect of channeling self-service 

activities to a commercial aeronautical service provider may be an 

exclusive rights violation. An airport sponsor may not prevent an 

owner or operator of an aircraft from performing services on 

his/her own aircraft with his/her own employees and equipment. 

(2). An airport sponsor must reasonably provide for self-servicing 

activity but is not obligated to lease airport facilities and land for 

such activity. That is, the airport sponsor is not required to 

encumber the airport with leases and facilities for self-servicing 

activity.  

(3). An airport sponsor is under no obligation to permit aircraft 

owners or operators to introduce fueling equipment or practices on 

the airport that would be unsafe or detrimental to the public 

welfare or that would affect the efficient use of airport facilities by 

the public.   Id.  (emphasis added). 

Grant Assurance clause 22.f. protects the right of an aircraft owner or operator to service 

its own aircraft (including fueling, repairs and maintenance) with its own employees and 

equipment.  Understanding FAA Grant Assurance, para. 1.1.6.  Under this clause, even if a 

Sponsor is providing commercial services in its own name, as the exclusive provider on the 

airport (proprietary exclusive), it must permit aircraft owners/operators to service their own 

aircraft.  Id. The services must be provided by the aircraft owner/operators’ own employees. Id.  

The aircraft owner/operator cannot claim the self-service right, while using third-party 

contractors. Id.   

Here, UCM is clearly in violation the FAA Grant Assurance by prohibiting self-fueling in 

Agreement Article 4, cl. 2 as well as by prohibiting any form of maintenance as discussed above 

and under Agreement Article 4, cl. 2. In addition, UCM has failed to published any form of 

Minimum Standard to prevent violations of these proprietary rights and self-fueling. It should be 

noted that these clauses have the potential to ground and/or strand any aircraft requiring non-

owner provided maintenance at Skyhaven. 
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This type of prohibition has the effect of channeling self-service activities to a 

commercial aeronautical service provider may be an exclusive rights violation.  See Section IV. 

And finally, UCM has failed to make any good faith claim that self-service would make the 

airport unsafe or detrimental to the public welfare or that would affect the efficient use of airport 

facilities by the public, despite continued request from tenants and users. 

III. UCM is in violation of Grant Assurance 22.g, Sponsor Commercial Services 

(Proprietary Rights) through the refusal to provide A&P mechanic services to Skyhaven 

tenants under current UCM policy  

 Under Order 5190.6 an airport Sponsor may exercise, but not grant, an exclusive right to 

provide aeronautical services to the public. Order 5190.6, para. 8.9.a.  If the airport sponsor opts 

to provide an aeronautical service exclusively, it must use its own employees and resources.  Id.  

The order notes that “as a practical matter, most airport sponsors recognize that aeronautical 

services are best provided by profit-motivated, private enterprises” . . . but that there “may be 

situations that the airport sponsor believes would justify providing aeronautical services itself.” 

Id.  Examples are when there is insufficient revenue to attract private enterprise or revenue is so 

great that the airport wishes to perform the work itself in order to become financially self-

sustaining. Id.   

Order 5190.6B states that “Aircraft fueling is a prime example of an aeronautical service 

an airport sponsor may choose to provide itself.”  Id.  While the airport sponsor may exercise its 

proprietary exclusive to provide fueling services, aircraft owners may still assert the right to 

obtain their own fuel and bring it onto the airport to service their own aircraft, but only with their 

own employees and equipment and in conformance with reasonable airport rules, regulations, 

and minimum standards.  Id.  Under Advisory Circular (AC) 150/5190-6, “An airport sponsor 

may not prevent an owner or operator of an aircraft from performing services on his/her own 

aircraft with his/her own employees and equipment.”  AC 150/5190-6, Exclusive Rights at 

Federally-Obligated Airports, 1/4/2007, para. 2 (1).  AC 150/5190-8 defines “self-service 

fueling” (fueling from a self-service pump made available by the airport, FBO, or an aeronautical 

service provider) as a commercial activity.  AC 150/5190-8, Minimum Standards for Commercial 

Aeronautical Activities, 12/7/2023, para. 1.3.3.2.  However, “self-fueling” (the fueling or 

servicing of an aircraft (i.e., changing the oil, washing) by the owner of the aircraft with his or 
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her own employees and using his or her own equipment) is not.  Id.  Therefore, self-fueling 

should not be prevented and should not be listed as a commercial activity. 

Additionally, the airport may exercise Proprietary Rights if “it is unreasonably costly, 

burdensome, or impractical for more than one FBO to provide services, and allowing more than 

one FBO to provide services would reduce the space leased under an existing agreement between 

the airport and single FBO.”  Order 5190.6B, para. 8.9.c (emphasis in original).  But only if both 

conditions are met.  Id. 

The airport may also limit competition to a single enterprise if “growth ultimately results 

in the occupancy of all available space.”  Order 5190.6B, para. 8.9.d.  But an “exclusive rights 

violation occurs when an airport sponsor unreasonably excludes a qualified applicant from 

engaging in an on airport aeronautical activity without just cause or fails to provide an 

opportunity for qualified applicants to be an aeronautical service provider.”  Id.  “An exclusive 

rights violation can occur through the use of leases where, for example, all the available airport 

land and/or facilities suitable for aeronautical activities are leased to a single aeronautical service 

provider who cannot put it into productive use within a reasonable period of time, thereby 

denying other qualified parties the opportunity to compete to be an aeronautical service provider 

at the airport.   Id.  (emphasis added).  A lease that confers an exclusive right will be construed as 

having the intent to do so and, therefore, constitute an exclusive rights violation.  Id.; see section 

IV. 

Grant Assurance clause 22.g requires a Sponsor that provides commercial aeronautical 

services directly to the public to do so under the same conditions that would apply to any other 

aeronautical service provider. Understanding FAA Grant Assurance, para. 1.1.7.  This clause 

assures that airport users will be treated fairly when the Sponsor provides aeronautical services.  

Id.  It also assures that the Sponsor does not gain an unfair competitive advantage over private 

operators, providing the same services as the Sponsor.  Id.   

Again, UCM is clearly violation the FAA Grant Assurance by prohibiting self-fueling in 

Agreement Article 4, cl. 2 as well as by prohibiting any form of maintenance as discussed above 

and under Agreement Article 4, cl. 2, as the tenants have been provided no options for 

maintaining and operating their aircraft. In addition, UCM has failed to published any form of 

Minimum Standard to prevent violations of these proprietary rights and self-fueling. It should 
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again be noted that these clauses have the potential to ground and/or strand any aircraft requiring 

non-owner provided maintenance at Skyhaven. 

IV. UCM is in violation of Grant Assurance 23, Exclusive Rights through the granting 

of exclusive rights to provide maintenance at Skyhaven to UCM personnel or selected 

individuals to prohibit competition.  

 The granting of an "exclusive right" is set forth in both 49 U.S.C. § 40103(e) and Grant 

Assurance 23.  Under section 40103(e) "person does not have an exclusive right to use an air 

navigation facility on which Government money has been expended." See also 49 U.S.C. § 

47107(a)(4). Grant Assurance 23 similarly states that an airport "will permit no exclusive right 

for the use of the airport by any person providing, or intending to provide, aeronautical services 

to the public."  Order 5190.6B, para. 10.3. recommends the use of Minimum Standards to Protect 

an Exclusive Right: “When the sponsor implements minimum standards for the purpose of 

protecting an exclusive right, the FAA may find the sponsor in violation of the exclusive rights 

prohibition. Evidence of intent to grant an exclusive right might be, for example, the adoption of 

a standard that only one particular operator can reasonably or practically meet.” 

Grant Assurance clause 23 prohibits the Sponsor from granting an exclusive right to 

provide aeronautical services to the public. Understanding FAA Grant Assurance, para. 1.1.10. It 

also prohibits the Sponsor from granting an exclusive right to conduct any aeronautical activity.  

Id. The prohibition is based not only on the AIP statute, but on a provision of the Federal 

Aviation Act that prohibits granting an exclusive right at an airport where federal funds have 

been spent. Id. Because of this statutory prohibition, this Assurance lasts indefinitely, i.e., as long 

as the airport is operating.  Id. 

Despite the restrictions in the Agreement, UCM has continued to have its own employees 

provide maintenance to airport users and tenants. See also Exhibit G, and email from the UCM 

Airport Manager confirming that no tenants may conduct their own maintenance, limiting them 

only to the services of UCM, the Airport Sponsor. 

And it should again be reiterated that UCM is clearly in violation the FAA Grant 

Assurance by prohibiting self-fueling in Agreement Article 4, cl. 2 and has failed to published 

any form of Minimum Standard to prevent violations of these proprietary rights and self-fueling.  
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Conclusion and Request for Relief 

For the reasons set forth above, we respectfully ask the Central Region Airports Office to 

investigate these allegations and pursue corrective action from UCM so that the tenants of 

Skyhaven can enjoy the rights and privileges as pilots and business owners required by law at a 

federally funded airport without requiring the filing of a formal complaint under Part 16. 

The issues presented for investigation should not be considered exhaustive, but we 

respectfully request that among other things UCM should be required to:  

I. Cease economic discrimination in violation of Grant Assurance 22a. Economic 

Nondiscrimination through its prohibition on any “commercial businesses” under Article 

4 Use of Premises of the license agreement.   

II. Cease prohibiting aircraft owners and operators from safely maintaining their aircraft in 

violation of Grant Assurance Clause 22.f. Aircraft Owner/Operator Right to Self Service 

through the prohibition on owner conducted maintenance if the assistance of an aircraft 

mechanic is required under Article 4 Use of Premises of the license agreement.   

III. Cease refusal to provide maintenance services to Skyhaven tenants in violation of Grant 

Assurance Clause 22.g, Sponsor Commercial Services (Proprietary Rights). 

IV. Cease granting exclusive rights to provide maintenance at Skyhaven to UCM personnel 

or selected individuals to prohibit competition in violation of Grant Assurance Clause 23, 

Exclusive Rights. 

Proposed Changes 

In order to resolve the dispute, the tenants additionally propose the following revisions to 

the Agreement and the general operations of the airport: 

1. Article 4.  Removal of commercial use prohibitions.  

a. Implement a Published Minimum Standards for Commercial Aeronautical 

Activities in accordance with AC 150/5190-8, Minimum Standards for 

Commercial Aeronautical Activities.   

b. Removal of self-fueling prohibition.  Article 4, cl. 2. 

c. Removal of commercial business restrictions to allow flight instruction, 

maintenance, aerial application, and other similar businesses.  Article 4, cl. 2. 

d. Addition of a third-party vendor agreement pursuant to UCM policy.  
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e. Removal of probation on hiring aircraft mechanics to assist owner conducted 

maintenance. 

2. Article 7.  Definition of “repair to substantially that condition prior to the date of loss” 

regarding liability of licensee for damage to the hangar. 

3. Article 14.   

a. Change of removal/demolition clause to return 90-day notice instead of 30-day 

notice. 

b. Provide a narrowed definition of “hindrance” under Article 14, cl. 1 as it applies 

to UCM as it currently appears to give overbroad rights based upon a undefined 

action on the part of tenants. 

4. Establishment of governing board which is consistent with standard at other similarly 

situated airports.  

a. Operational control of Skyhaven transferred to a board comprised of the UCM 

university president, two individuals from the county, two individuals from the 

city, two hangar tenants and/or end users, etc. 

5. Accounting of the enclosed T Hangars to the agreed levels from 2008 or just prior to the 
enclosed hangars that was agreed to prior to the enclosed hangars being built.  

a. The agreed ratio was 2/3 of the hangars for public use and 1/3 for used by UCM  

Enclosures – Exhibits A-J (see attached index) 

Copy: ________________ 
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A License Agreement (2024) with Letter - Don Slone - C29 
B License Agreement (2024) with Letter - Kelly Ralston - E3/ C21 
C Letter to Suhr and License Agreement (2024) for C-30 
D License Agreement (2019) for Jeff Suhr 
E Letter to Gilbert Powers re: License Agreement (2024) 
F License Agreement (2024) for Gilbert Powers - C-25 
G Emails Chris Holland to Jeff Suhr 
H Email Donald L. Slone to FAA Compliance Officer Angie Muder – 10.2.2024 
I Emails Kelly Ralston to Chris Holland  
J Return of license payment to Gilber Powers 
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90 days in the original agreement;  here it would be 30 days.
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AIRPORT BUILDING LICENSE AGREEMENT 

THIS LICENSE, made this _lg_ day of June 20 19 by and between the 
University of Central Missouri, General Counsel's Office (the UNIVERSITY), and Jeff 
Suhr o.rJJ/,r �1R)f{_ Ll,.L , an Limited Liability Corporation Licensed and operating in the 
State of Missouri (the LICENSEE); 

WITNESS ETH: 

ARTICLE I 
PREMISES 

That the said UNIVERSITY, for and in consideration of the payment of the license fee, 
and other considerations herein, and the performance by the LICENSEE of the covenants and 
agreements as hereinafter set fmth, does hereby license unto the LICENSEE, and the LICENSEE 
does hereby accept from UNIVERSITY, the entire premises and structures situated at 160 NW 
2S I Road, Aviation Annex, as is and after inspection by LICENSEE. LICENSEE acknowledges 
the premises are co-located within an airport and LICENSEE may be required to cooperate in 
emergency preparedness, security or airport emergency planning. For the limited and specific 
purpose as set forth below. 

ARTICLE 2 
TERM OF LICENSE 

To use the above described premises on a month to month basis, commencing as of the 
date stated above. LICENSEE shall provide for any and all maintenance and repairs to the 
structure and lots situated at the described premises in addition to the license fee. 

UNIVERSITY agrees to allow the use of any personal property situated in the property to 
the LICENSEE in consideration of the LICENSEE providing for all maintenance, repairs, and 
operational expenses of the premises. 

ARTICLE3 
MINIMUM LICENSE FEE 

The LICENSEE hereby covenants and agrees to pay to UNIVERSITY as minimum 
license fee for the premises, the sum of $220.S0 dollars per month license fee, 
payable in advance, 01· such other prorated installments as are administratively required by the 
UNIVERSITY for purposes of accounting needs, commencing on the date as listed above. 

ARTICLE4 
USE OF PREMISES 

The LICENSEE covenants and agrees to use, maintain, and occupy said premises in a 
careful, safe and proper manner and will not permit waste therein. The LICENSEE will keep the 
premises and appmtenances and the adjoining areas and sidewalks clean, safe and healthy 
co11dition, and to clean the snow and ice from the sidewalks, drives and parking areas, contiguous 
to the premises during the term of this License at the LICENSEE'S expense. 
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FAA Grant Assurance Complaint Against Skyhaven – Exhibit G 

Emails of Chris Holland to Jeff Suhr 

From: Jeff Suhr jeff.suhr@yahoo.com 
Subject: Fwd: Hangar Rate Increase 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Christopher Holland <chholland@ucmo.edu> (UCM Skyhaven Airport Manager) 
Date: October 1, 2024 at 07:13:51 CDT 
To: Jeff Suhr <jeff.suhr@yahoo.com> 
Subject: Re: Hangar Rate Increase 

Good Morning, Yes it is in violation of the current license agreement. Please refrain from having 
maintenance done by A&P or IA in the hangar going forward. 

If you have any questions please let me know. 

Thank You 

Chris 

On Fri, Sep 27, 2024 at 4:09 PM Jeff Suhr <jeff.suhr@yahoo.com> wrote: 

Gotcha. Didn’t realize that was in there.   

So am I in violation for having maintenance done by an A&P or IA on the field or in the hangars 
now?   Just trying to see if I have to take the planes elsewhere to be worked on or not.  

Thanks Chris.  Have a great weekend. 

Jeff 

On Sep 27, 2024, at 14:38, Christopher Holland <chholland@ucmo.edu> wrote: 

Good Afternoon, the section you are referring to regarding maintenance are the same terms as the 
2019 license agreement you signed. Those terms have not changed in the new license agreement. I 
have attached a copy of what we have on file for Hangar C-30. 

If you have any questions let me know or come by the office. 

Thank You 

Chris Holland 

On Thu, Sep 26, 2024 at 3:58 PM Jeff Suhr <jeff.suhr@yahoo.com> wrote: 
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Hey Chris.  Sorry for the follow up. My email has been acting up.  Just wanted to check and make 
sure you got my follow on question.   

Thanks. 

Jeff 

On Sep 25, 2024, at 15:20, Jeff Suhr <jeff.suhr@yahoo.com> wrote: 

Thanks for the clarifications.    

As for the club not being considered commercial, that is great.  Another thought occurred to me 
after reading that, what about maintenance the club has done on the planes at the airport. Having 
an A&P work on the planes at the airport seems commercial. Wouldn’t that be considered 
commercial?  Just curious because if I have to plan to go elsewhere since the school doesn’t do 
outside maintenance any more that would affect operation of the club.  Just curious. Thanks for the 
help. 

Jeff 

On Sep 25, 2024, at 07:22, Christopher Holland <chholland@ucmo.edu> wrote: 

Good Morning, please see below the answers to your questions regarding the hangar agreement: 

1) attached is a current insurance policy for 41U. I thought that it would have to be changed to
match the new hangar stuff but after showing the policy to the insurance company they said my
current policy, they thought, meets the requirements. Can you confirm that it's good?  Please don’t
share my policy with others. This is just for the purpose of you confirming it meets your needs or
not.

The provided insurance documentation meets the requirements of the agreement 

2) is the club considered a commercial entity?  We are a 501 c7 non profit club so I'm hoping the
official position of the airport and college is that we aren't a commercial entity and continue with
the hangars as is.

The club is not considered a commercial entity. 

3) I just noticed a statement I don't understand. Could you tell me what this means for the club or
I?   “it is understood and agreed that nothing herein contained shall be construed to Grant or
authorize the granting of an exclusive right within the meaning of section 308 of the federal aviation
act of 1958.“  sorry, I just don't understand this kind of stuff all that well.

    Section 308 states that when federal funds are used for an air facility, there are no exclusive rights 
for its use. The agreement does not grant the authority to exclusive rights to the airport, for example 
one can not prohibit someone from driving in front of the hangar or using the runway.  
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I hope these responses have answered all of your questions. If you have any more questions please 
let me know and I would be happy to check into them. 

Thank You 

Chris Holland 

On Thu, Sep 19, 2024 at 3:24 PM Jeff Suhr <jeff.suhr@yahoo.com> wrote: 

Thank you  

On Sep 19, 2024, at 15:02, Christopher Holland <chholland@ucmo.edu> wrote: 

Good Afternoon, I will look into your questions and get back to you with some answers. 

Thanks 

Chris 

On Wed, Sep 18, 2024 at 10:55 AM Jeff Suhr <jeff.suhr@yahoo.com> wrote: 

Chris.  

A few questions 

1) attached is a current insurance policy for 41U. I thought that it would have to be changed to
match the new hangar stuff but after showing the policy to the insurance company they said my
current policy, they thought, meets the requirements. Can you confirm that it's good?  Please don’t
share my policy with others. This is just for the purpose of you confirming it meets your needs or
not.

2) is the club considered a commercial entity?  We are a 501 c7 non profit club so I'm hoping the
official position of the airport and college is that we aren't a commercial entity and continue with
the hangars as is.

3) I just noticed a statement I don't understand. Could you tell me what this means for the club or
I?   “it is understood and agreed that nothing herein contained shall be construed to Grant or
authorize the granting of an exclusive right within the meaning of section 308 of the federal aviation
act of 1958.“  sorry, I just don't understand this kind of stuff all that well.

Thanks 

Jeff 
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FAA Grant Assurance Complaint Against Skyhaven – Exhibit H 

Email of Don Slone to FAA Compliance Angie Muder  

Administrative Officer  angela.muder@faa.gov following phone conversation 

Oct. 1, 2024 

Angela, 

Thank you for your time.  I have attached the copy of the hangar lease I am being asked to 

sign.  Additionally, I've attached the copy of FAA Advisory Circular 150/5190-6 Exclusive 

Rights at Federally-Obligated Airports that I am referring to. 

I specifically have three issues with signing the Hangar Rental Agreement as it exists now. 

1. Ref Rental Agreement Article 4 Use of Premises - The prohibition of any commercial

businesses on the premises not only shuts down the one existing A&P/IA mechanic on the field

(currently in litigation) but prohibits any others from coming to the field.  This also appears to

preclude me from setting up a flight school operating out of my hangar teaching Light Sport

pilots in the community as it would be a "commercial business".  I got my CFI reinstated last

week and am in the process of buying insurance for my training school.  This rental agreement

precludes my business.

2. Ref Rental Agreement Article 4 Use of Premises - Further, given #1 above, we are prohibited

from the benefit of an A&P mechanic or IA from working on or inspecting our aircraft in our

hangar.  The only maintenance shop on the field belongs to the sponsor and is only available to

the sponsor's flight school.  It is not available to private pilots with aircraft on the field.  If my

aircraft breaks and needs an A&P then my aircraft would just be grounded.  This leaves me

without a way to legally maintain my aircraft so I would have to move to another airport.  An

existing flight club on the field was advised this morning that they could no longer have

maintenance accomplished on their aircraft by A&P or IA mechanics.  This forced the club to

suspend operations effective today.

3. Ref Rental Agreement Article 14 Aeronautical and Airport Provisions (Paragraph 8) - "It is

understood and agreed that nothing herein contained shall be construed to grant or authorize the

granting of an exclusive right within the meaning of Section 308 of the Federal Aviation Act of

1958."    Although violation of exclusivity seems blatantly obvious in this agreement they want

me to sign that it doesn't violate exclusivity.  That would take away my right to disagree.

In summary, I believe that this rental agreement and the policies of the airfield sponsor are in 

direct conflict with the intent of FAA Advisory Circular 150/5190-6 Exclusive Rights at 

Federally-Obligated Airports as stated in Section 1 Paragraph 1.2.   
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1.2. AGENCY POLICY. The existence of an exclusive right to conduct any aeronautical activity 

at an airport limits the usefulness of the airport and deprives the public of the benefits that flow 

from competitive enterprise. 

There is no intent by the sponsor to grow the airport or to provide for the community around it 

although federal money has been expended on airport improvements over the years making it a 

"Federally-Obligated" airport. 

Please note that there is a group of about 45 pilots who are affected directly by this rental 

agreement and there are approximately 35 more pilots on a waiting list for hangars on the 

field.  Airport growth is a given if the airport if managed properly.  Also note that the sponsor is 

in fact a university that offers a degree in airport management so it should have the expertise to 

manage the airport for growth and profitability. 

Finally, I request that this communication should be confidential to prevent retribution at this 

point.  Also, be advised that there is a group of pilots working together to process and informal 

complaint to be submitted as soon as possible. 

Thank you for your time and assistance. 

Sincerely, 

Donald L. Slone 

Lt Col, USAFR (Ret) 

President, EAA Chapter 1032 

2026565 CFI 

660-580-0546
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kralston05@charter.net

From: kralston05@charter.net
Sent: Wednesday, October 9, 2024 10:00 AM
To: 'Phillip Burns'; Chris Holland (chholland@ucmo.edu)
Subject: RE: Skyhaven Airport Hangar Lease Renewal Reminder

Chris, 

I just want to clarify my rights under the new lease/license agreement that the Skyhaven hangar tenants are 
required to sign by October 15th as referenced by your email below.  Is it correct that there is a complete 
prohibition on commercial activity at the airport by non-UCM A&P mechanics and IAs?  I would like you to 
clarify this because it will have the effect of ending my maintenance operation on the field. In light of what it’s 
going to do to my business, can this restriction be removed or modified with a secondary agreement that can 
be signed prior to the lease/license agreement? 

Additionally, if commercial A&P services are not authorized for tenants, how are my current customers on the 
field expected to maintain their aircraft? 

I’m hoping to remain a tenant at the airport and will need to know what the policy is going forward. 

Thank you, 
Kelly 

From: Phillip Burns <pburns@ucmo.edu>  
Sent: Monday, October 7, 2024 1:50 PM 
To: kralston05@charter.net 
Subject: Skyhaven Airport Hangar Lease Renewal Reminder 

7 October 2024 

Dear Kelly Ralston, we would like to remind you that October 15th is the deadline for the new hangar lease 
agreement.  

If you are receiving this message it is because we currently do not have a new agreement on file to take effect on 
November 1, 2024.  

If you have any questions regarding the new license agreement, please reach out to Chris Holland at 
chholland@ucmo.edu or at (660) 543-4916. You can also reach out to me Phillip Burns at pburns@ucmo.edu or at 
(660) 543-4460.

Sincerely, 

--  
Phillip Burns 
Assistant Airport Manager/ A&P 
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University of Central Missouri 
Department of Aviation 
Max B. Swisher Skyhaven Airport 
Office: (660) 543- 4460 
pburns@ucmo.edu 



FAA Grant Assurance Complaint Against Skyhaven – Exhibit J 
Return of Powers Rent Payment for Hangar Following Letter   - Oct. 11, 2024 

GIlber Powers - 

Voiding Payment after submission of letter.pdf

GIlber Powers - 

Voiding Payment after submission of letter.pdf

004857 voided 

10.11.24 G. Powers.pdf
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