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AIRPORT AID EXTENSION

TUESDAY, MAY 9, 1961

House oF REPRESENTATIVES,
SupcoMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND AERONAUTICS,
Coyymrrree oN INTERSTATE AND ForeieN COMMERCE,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10 a.m., in room 1334,
New House Office Building, Hon. John Bell Williams (chairman of
the subcommittee) presiding.

Mr. WinLiams. 'f he subcommittee will come to order, please.

This morning the Subcommittee on Transportation and Aeronautics
meets to begin hearings on H.R. 6580, introduced by Mr. Harris,
chairman of the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, and
an identical bill, H.R. 6608, introduced by Mr. Friedel, to make avail-
able $375 million in Federal funds for airport construction in the
next b years. .

(H.R. 6580, together with the President’s message to the Speaker of
the House of Representatives, dated April 24, 1961, and agency re-
ports are as follow :)

[H.R. 6580, §7th Cong., 1st sess.]

A BILL To amend the Federal Alrport Act so as to extend the time for making grants
nnder the provisions of such Act, and for other purposes

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United
States of America in Congress assembled, That section 4 of the Federal Airport
Act (49 U.8.C. 1103) is amended by inserting “(a)"” immediately after “Skc.
4.” and by adding at the end thereof the following new subsection :

“ANNOUNCEMENT OF PROGRAM

“(b) It shall be the duty of the Administrator to make public by January 1
of each year the proposed program of airport development intended to be under-
taken during the fiscal year next ensuing, and he may revise such program to
the extent he finds necessary to accomplish the purposes of this Act.”

Sec. 2. (a) The first sentence of section 5(a) of such Act (49 U.S.C. 1104(a))
is amended by inserting immediately before the period at the end thereof the
following : “and the sum of $66,500,000 for each of the fiscal years ending June
30, 1962, June 30, 1963, June 30, 1964, June 30, 1965, and June 30, 1966".

(b) Section 5H(b) of such Act (49 U.S.C. 1104(b)) is amended by inserting
“(1)" immediately after “(b)” and by adding at the end thereof the following
new paragraph:

“(2) For the purpose of carrying out this Act with respect to projects in
Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands, there is hereby authorized to be obligated
by the execution of grant agreements pursuant to section 12 of this Act the
sum of $1,500,000 for each of the fiscal years ending June 30, 1962, June 30,
1963, June 30, 1964, June 30, 1965, and June 30, 1966. Each such authorized
amount shall become available for obligation beginning July 1 of the fiscal year
for which it is authorized, and shall continue to be so available until so obli-
gated. Of each such amount, 65 per centum shall be available for projects in
Puerto Rico and 35 per centum for projects in the Virgin Islands.”

1




2 FEDERAL AIRPORT AID EXTENSION

(e) SBection 5 of such Act is further amended by redesignating subsections (¢)
and (d) as subsections “(d)" and “(e)”, respectively, and by inserting immedi-
ately after subsection (b) the following new subsection :

“SPECIAL AUTHORIZATION FOR CERTAIN GENERAL AVIATION AIRPORTS

“{¢) In addition to other sums available under this Act, there is authorized to
be obligated by the execution of grant agreements pursuant to section 12, the sum
of $7,000,000 for each of the fiscal years ending June 30, 1962, June 30, 1963, June
30, 1964, June 30, 1965, and June 30, 1966, for the development in the several
States of airports the primary purpose of which is to serve general aviation
and to relieve congestion at airports having high density of traffic serving other
segments of aviation. Each such authorized amount shall become available for
obligation beginning July 1 of the fiscal year for which it is authorized and shall
continue to be so available until so obligated.”

(d) Subsection (d) of such section 5 (as so redesignated by subsection (e) of
this section) is amended by striking out “subsections (a) and (b)"” and inserting
in lieu thereof “subsections (a), (b), and (e¢)".

Sec. 3. (a) The second sentence of section 6(a) of such Act (49 U.S.C.
1105(a)) is amended to read as follows: “Each amount so apportioned for a
State shall, during the fiscal year for which it was first authorized to be obligated,
be available only for grants for approved projects located in that State, or spon-
sored by that State or some public agency thereof but located in an adjoining
State, and thereafter any portion of such amount which remains unobligated
shall be redistributed as provided in subsection (¢) of this section.”

(b) Paragraph (1) of section 6(b) of such Act (49 U.8.C. 1105(b) (1)) is
amended to read as follows :

“(b) (1) Twenty-five per centum of all amounts authorized to be obligated
by section 5(a) and all of the amounts authorized to be obligated by section
§(c) shall, as such amounts become available, constitute a diseretionary fund.”

(c) Section 6(e) of such Act (49 U.8.C. 1105 (c)) is amended to read as
follows :

“REDISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS

“(e) Any amount apportioned for projects in a State pursuant to subsection
(a) of this section which has not been obligated by grant agreement at the
expiration of the fiscal year for which it was first anthorized to be obligated
shall be added to the diseretionary fund established by subsection (b) of this
section. Until July 1, 1962, the first sentence of this subsection shall not apply to
amounts so apportioned prior to July 1, 1961, unless such amounts have not been
obligated by grant agreement for two fiscal years after originally authorized.”

Sec. 4. Section 9(d) of such Act (49 U.8.C. 1108 (d)) is amended by inserting
“(1)" immediately after “(d)"” and by adding at the end thereof the following
new paragraph :

“(2) No project shall be approved by the Administrator which does not include
provision for installation of such of the landing aids specified in section 10(d)
as are determined by him to be required for the safe and efficient use by aireraft
of the airport taking into account the eategory of the airport and the type and
volume of traffic utilizing the airport.”

Sec. 5. Section 10 of such Act (49 U.S.C. 1109) is amended by striking out
subsection (c¢) and inserting in lieu thereof the following :

“LANDING AIDS

“{d) To the extent that the project costs of an approved project represent the
cost of installation of (1) land required for the installation of approach light sys-
tems, (2) in-runway lighting, (3) high intensity runway lighting, or (4) runway
distance markers, the United States share shall be not to exceed 75 per centum
of the allowable costs of such installation.”

Spe. 6. (a) Paragraph (5) of section 11 of such Act (49 U.R.C. 1110) is
amended to read as folows:

“(5) the airport operator or owner will furnish without cost to the Fed-
eral Government for use in connection with any air traffic control activities,
or weather-reporting activities and communication activities related to air
troffic control, snch areas of land or water. or estate therein, or rights in
bunildings of the sponsor as the Administrator may consider necessary or
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desirable for construction at Federal expense of space or facilities for such
purposes;”.

(b) Section 11 of such Act is further amended by adding at the end thereof
the following new sentence: “Whenever the Administrator shall obtain from a
sponsor any area of land or water, or estate therein, or rights in buildings of
the sponsor and shall construct thereon at Federal expense space or facilities,
he is authorized to relieve the sponsor from any contractual obligation entered
into under this Act to provide free space in airport buildings to the Federal
Government to the extent he finds such space no longer required for the purposes
set forth in paragraph (5) of this section.”

SEec. 7. Section 13(b) of such Act (49 U.S.C. 1112) is amended to read as
follows :

“CoSTS NOT ALLOWED AFTEE JUNE 30, 1961

“(b) With respect to amounts obligated under this Act after June 30, 1961, the
following shall not be allowable project costs: (1) the cost of construction of
that part of a project intended for use as a passenger automobile parking
facility; or (2) the cost of construction of any part of an airport building except
such of those buildings or parts of buildings intended to house facilities or
activities directly related to the safety of persons at the airport.”

Sec. 8. (a) (1) Paragraph (7) of section 2(a) of such Act (49 U.S.C. 1101(a)
(7)) is amended by striking out “Alaska, Hawali"”;

(2) Paragraph (12) of section 2(a) of such Act (49 U.S.C, 1101(a) (12)) is
amended by striking out “on May 13, 1946,".

(b) Section 8(a) of sueh Act (49 U.S.C. 1102(a)) is amended—

(1) by striking out “Alaska, Hawaii, and” where it appears in the first
sentence thereof; and
{2) by striking out “Alaska, Hawaii,” in the third sentence thereof.

(e) Paragraph (2) of section 6(b) of such Act (49 U.S.C. 1105(b) (2)) is
amended by striking out “States, Alaska, and Hawaii” wherever appearing there-
in and inserting in lieu thereof “States”.

(d) (1) The heading of section T of such Act (49 U.S.C. 1106) is amended to
read as follows: “Availability of Funds for Projects in Puerto Rico and the
Virgin Islands”.

(2) The text of section 7 of such Aet is amended by striking out “Alaska, in
Hawaii, or in Puerto Rico,” and inserting in lieu thereof “Puerto Rico”.

(e) Section 9(e) of such Act (49 U.S.C. 1108(e) ) is amended by striking out
“Alaska, Hawaii,”.

(f) Section 10(e) of such Act (49 U.S.C. 1109(e¢) ) is amended by striking out
“Alaska and” where it appears in the heading and in the text of such section.

Sec. 9. The amendments made by this Act shall take effect on July 1, 1961,
but shall not apply with respect to projects for which amounts have been obli-
gated by the execution of grant agreements before July 1, 1961. With respect to
such projects, the Federal Airport Act shall continue to apply as if this Act had
not been enacted.

ForLowinG Is THE TEXT oF A LETTER FrRoM PRESIDENT KENNEDY TO THE PRESIDENT
OF THE SENATE AND THE SPEAKER oF THE HoOUSE

Avrin 24, 1961,

Dear Mgr. Speaker: I am transmitting herewith for consideration by the
Congress a draft of legislation to amend the Federal Airport Act.

Without this legislation, anthority under that act would expire on June 30 of
this year. The proposed bill authorizes additional obligations for a period of
5 years, ending June 30, 1966.

Continuing the program of Federal assistance to airports is essential to our
national security, passenger safety, and economiec growth. Air commerce, since
the enactment of the Federal Airport Act in 1946, has grown so rapidly that
many existing airport facilities are both overburdened and underequipped. The
increase in the speed, weight, and capacity of jet age aircraft has already anti-
quated many existing airports and threatens to outmode many more.

In addition, the expansion in general aviation has created a special need for
the development of general aviation airports, particularly where this is neces-
sary to relieve congestion at airports having a high density of traffic and serving
other segments of aviation. For this reason, I have recommended that funds be
specifically allocated to the development of such airports.
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The bill has six major features:

1. The bill provides for a 5-year extension of the Federal Airport Act, with a
$75 million per year obligational authority. Of that amount, $1,500,000 would
be made available for projects in Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands and $7
million for certain general aviation airports.

2. Funds apportioned under this act but not obligated by grant agreements at
the end of each fiscal year would be transferred to the discretionary fund.

3. In addition to high intensity runway lighting, there is Federal participation
in the cost of land for approach light systems, in runway lighting and runway
distance markers. This is an ever increasing safety need.

4. Instead of the requirement that a sponsor provide free space for air traffie
control, weather reporting, and communications activities, there is a provision
that the Government be furnished without cost such interests in land as the
administration may consider necessary or desirable for the construetion of facili-
ties for such purposes. This permits greater flexibility and more efficient utiliza-
tion.

5. The cost of constructing any part of an airport building is disallowed as a
project cost except when a building is constructed to house faeilities or activities
directly related to safety of persons at the airport.

6. Alaska and Hawaii are permitted to participate for the first time on the
same basis as other States.

This legislation is consistent with the enrrent national airport plan for which
provision is made in the Federal Airport Act.

Sincerely,
Joun F. KENNEDY.

ExecUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT,
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET,
Washington, D.C. May 1, 1961.
Hon. OrREN HARRIS,
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,
House of Representatives, House Office Building, Washington, D.C.

MY DeArR Me. CHAIRMAN : This is in reply to your request of April 27, 1961,
for a report on H.R. 6380, a bill to amend the Federal Airport Aet so as to
extend the time for making grants under the provisions of such act, and for other
purposes,

The hill wonld earry out the recommendations of the President in his letter
to the Speaker of the House of April 24, 1961,

The Bureaun of the Budget urges that the bill be enacted.

Sincerely yours,
Pur.ue 8. HUGHES,
Asgistant Director for Legislative Reference.

THE SECRETARY oF COMMERCE,
Washington, D.C., May 11, 1961.
Hon. OreN HARRIS,
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.

DeAR MR. CHATRMAN : This is in reply to your request of April 27, 1961, for the
views of this Department with respect to H.R. 6580, a bill to amend the Federal
Airport Aet so as to extend the time for making grants under the provisions of
such act, and for other purposes.

H.R. 6580 would extend the Federal Airport Act for 5 years from June 30,
19681, Obligation authority of £75 million per year wonld be provided, with $1.5
million of this amount being available for projects in Puerto Rico and the Virgin
I1slands. and &7 million for certain general aviation airports. Funds apportioned
but not obligated by grant agreements at the end of each fiseal year would be
transferred to the diseretionary fund of the Administrator of the Federal Avi-
ation Agency. Federal participation up to 75 percent of the cost would be an-
thorized for land required for approach light systems, inrunway lighting, and
runway distance markers, in addition to such participation at present in high-
density ranway lighting. Provision wounld be made for the Federal Government
being furnished without cost such interests in land as the Administrator con-
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siders necessary for the construction at Federal expense of facilities for air
traffic control, weather reporting and communication activities. The cost of con-
structing any part of an airport building would be disallowed as a project cost
except when such building is constructed to house facilities directly related to
safety of persons at the airport. Alaska and Hawaii would participate for the
first time on the same basis as other States.

This bill represents legislation transmitted to the Congress by the President in
his letter of April 24, 1961.

As the President pointed out in his letter, continuing the program of Federal
assistance to airports is essential to our national security, passenger safety and
economic growth, because many existing airport facilities are both overburdened
and underequipped. He further pointed out that the expansion in general avi-
ation has created a special need for the development of general aviation airports.

Téle Department of Commerce recommends, therefore, the enactment of H.R.

580,
The Bureau of the Budget advises that enactment of this bill would be in
accord with the President’s program.
Sincerely yours,
EpwARD GUDEMAN,
Under Secretary of Commerce.

Crvin. AERONAUTIOS BOARD,
Washington, D.C., May 8, 1961.
Hon. OrReN HARRIS,
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.

Dean M. CHATRMAX : This is in reply to your letter of April 27, 1961, asking
the Board for a report on H.R. 6580, a bill to amend the Federal Airport Act
s0 as to extend the time for making grants under the provisions of such act, and
for other purposes.

H.R. 6580 would extend the Federal Airport Act, which now expires on June
30, 1961, for another 5-year period ending on June 30, 1966. There would
be authorized to be obligated for each of the fiscal years ending June 30, 1962,
1963, 1964, 1965, and 1966 (1) for projects in the several States, $66,500,000 a
year or a total of $332,500,000 for the 5-year period; (2) for projects in Puerto
Rico and the Virgin Islands, $1,500,000 a year or a total of $7,500,000 for the 5-
vear period: and (3) for the development in the several States of airports the
primary purpose of which is to serve general aviation and to relieve conges-
tion at airports having high density of traffic serving other segments of avia-
tion, $7 million a year or a total of $35 million for the 5-year period. The
bill contains a number of corollary provisions, such as those relating to the dis-
cretionary fund, installation of landing aids, limitations on the 1.8, share of
certain lighting installations, amendment of existing requirements for the fur-
nishing of space to Government agencies in airport buildings, and amendment
of restrictions against the use of airport funds for certain purposes.

Although the responsibility for administering the Federal Airport Act rests
with the Administrator of the Federal Aviation Agency, the Board has a general
advisory function in connection with this act and therefore is concerned with
the amendments proposed by IL.R. 6580. The advent of jet and other high-speed
aireraft has brought with it the need for an expanded airport program. Jet
aircraft require runways of greater length than now exist at most domestic
and international airports. The increased concentration of traffic resnlting from
the use of jet aireraft having approximately double the seating eapacity of pis-
ton-engine aircraft, coupled with the normal traffic increase which is expected,
will undoubtedly require improved and enlarged terminal facilities. Moreover,
in the case of airports serving intermediate and smaller communities, it is en-
tirely possible that improved runways and taxi facilities will be required with
the contemplated introduction of larger capacities of intermediate aireraft and
improved local service aircraft. The Board therefore wishes to express its ap-
proval of the proposed legislation as necessary to provide for an expanded
airport program to meet these pressing needs.

The Board notes with especial satisfaction those provisions of the bill which
authorize the obligation of funds for airports, the primary purpose of which
is to serve general aviation, and to relieve congestion at airports having high
density of traffic serving other segments of aviation. Airport congestion is be-
coming a matter of more and more serious concern, as the committee is well
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aware, and the Board welcomes the recognition which this bill gives for the
necessity of action specifically directed to alleviating this problem. We par-
ticularly endorse this feature of the bill,

In view of the foregoing, the Board strongly recommends enactment of H.R.
G580,
_\\'c- have been advised by the Budget Burean that this legislation is in accord
with the President’s program.
Sincerely yours,
ArLAN 8. BoYp, Chairman.

Mr. Winrtams, We are pleased to have as our first witness Mr. N. E.
Halaby, Administrator of the Federal Aviation Agency.
Mr. Havagy.

STATEMENT OF HON. NAJEEB E. HALABY, ADMINISTRATOR, FED-
ERAL AVIATION AGENCY, ACCOMPANIED BY GEORGE BORSARI,
CHIEF, AIRPORT DIVISION; DAGGETT H. HOWARD, GENERAL
COUNSEL; JOSEPH TIPPETS, DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF FACILITIES
AND MATERIEL; ALAN L. DEAN, ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR
FOR MANAGEMENT SERVICES; CLIFFORD P. BURTON, CHIEF,
SPECIAL PROJECTS DIVISION, OFFICE OF PLANS; AND ROBERT P.
BOYLE, ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL

Mr. Havasy. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the sub-
committee,

I would like to, if T may, introduce the members of the staff of the
Federal Aviation Agency who are here with me this morning.

On my left, Mr. Joseph Tippets, who is the Director of the Bureau

of Facilities and Materiel.

On his right, Mr. George Borsari, Chief of the Airports Division.

Next to him, Mr. Alan Dean, who is assistant administrator for
Management Services.

Next to him is Daggett Howard, General Counsel.

Next to him, Robert P. Boyle, Associate General Counsel, and in
the second row, Mr. Clifford P. Burton, Chief of our Special Projects
Division in the Office of Plans.

I appreciate this opportunity, and I welcome the privilege of work-
ing with you.

Now, this bill is the President’s bill rather than just an agency
proposal and in a new administration which is going through the
period of reexamining the past and current policies and in an agency
i which I have been in office only about 60 days, it is necessary to
move rapidly to bring a proposal to the Congress of the United States.

A variety of contacts and consultations with various Members of
Congress has benefited the preparation of this bill, which has gone
through the usual process of clearance within the executive branch
before the President sent it up.

Today I am here to express the views of the Agency and the Presi-
dent on H.R. 6580 and H.R. 6608, identical bills.

This legislation would extend the Federal Airport Act which other-
wise would expire on June 30 of this year, for an additional period of
5 years.

It would also provide a higher level of Federal assistance for this
[m'iml and make a number of substantive improvements in the present
aw, in our opinion.
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Under these bills the Administrator of the Federal Aviation Agency
would be authorized to obligate a total of $375 million, or $75 million
for each of the 5 fiscal years of extension.

Of the $75 million, $66.5 million is to be available subject to geo-
graphic apportionment, for projects in the States, including Alaska
and Hawaii.

One and one-half million dollars is to be similarly available for
projects for Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands.

Saven million dollars is earmarked for general aviation airports to
relieve congestion at airports having high traffic density, this amount
to be available without geographic apportionment,

You will find, Mr. Chairman, as you have in your own hearings and
in your own advices to the FAA that there is Increasing emphasis on
safety.

In other words, these provisions are specifically designed to provide
greater safety in approaching, in landing, in taking off, and operating
on airports.

The emphasis is definitely on safety and it. is our hope that the
money can be best spent for safety and a national airport system,

Now, it goes without saying to this committee that air transporta-
tion is vital to our national economy and to our national defense.

Obviously it is our firm conviction that continued Federal financial
assistance at this level is essential to provide a system of airports which
will meet the growing needs of civil aeronautics and the requirements
of national defense.

As you know, Mr. Chairman, we have several distinguished task
forces working to set goals for aviation in the 1960’s to develop a sys-
tem and to develop improved rules and rules enforcing procedures
within our Agency.

It is the belief of this administration that aviation is going to grow
and that the Federal Government can facilitate it by discreet, sensible
forms of Federal assistance and leadership. _

Now, we are trying to improve and over the long reach, to revolu-
tionize our systems for air navigation and air traffic control so that we
can continue to keep on a much more economical and rapid basis while
retaining the safety with the complexities and volume of air traffic.

In that yellow book, the “National Airport Plan,” particularly on
the first few pages you will see how the growth of aviation appears to
this Agency at this time,

Now, if we improve the systems of air navigation, air traffic eontrol,
the full benefit of such improvements cannot be realized without cor-
responding improvements in our national system of airports.

Airports are obviously -an integral part of the overall system for
safe takeoff, flight, and landing of aireraft.

Now. in addition to the increased demands on our airports, stem-
ming from improvements in the air navigation and air traffic control
systems, the operation of the jet aircraft calls for substantial improve-
ments at many locations.

We have to move vigorously on all these fronts if our Nation is
to realize the full benefits of safe, efficient, convenient air trans-
portation.

Now. to state this airport problem in its simplest terms, each air-
port in the system must be able to accommodate safely the volume and
types of aircraft that can reasonably be expected touse it.
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Absence of adequate airport to serve a community means, on the
one hand, loss of air transportation for the community, and on the
other, loss of the community for air commerce.

Our analyses reveal that needed airport development is so great,
and is of such clear national importance, that we cannot, as a practieal
matter, depend on local communities to accomplish it entirely with
local funds.

The 1961 “National Airport Plan” which you have before you, re-
cently released by the Federal Aviation Agency, shows that over the
next 5 years the total need for airport development comes to $1,082
million. This estimate is quite consistent with the estimate made by
responsible outside groups, groups outside of the Government.

We must keep in mind that this sum reflects the total need for air-
port development, including some items which either would be ineli-
gible under this bill, or would be provided by means other than the
grant aid program.

For example, IL.R. 6580 would render ineligible for Federal grant
assistance the cost of constructing airport buildings, or any portion
thereof, except, as needed to assure the safety of persons at the airport.

Grant aid funds would not be used for construction of air traffic
control towers appearing in the plan because the entire cost of this
tower item would Il'n-. borne in another part of the Federal budget.

These changes would have the effect of reducing the $1.1 billion
figure in the national airport plan by roughly $110 million, as a basis
for computing the level of Federal grant assistance.

Thus, even though the amounts provided for by H.R. 6580 would
fall a little short of meeting the full Federal share toward airport de-
velopment shown to be needed in the 1961 national airport plan, the
discrepancy is much smaller than would appear at first blush.

In fact, it becomes relatively insignificant when account is taken of
the fact that inclusion of an airport in the national airport plan in no
way represents an ability, intent, or commitment by the community
to proceed with development.

In light of past experience, accomplishment of about 80 percent of
the airport development need, included in the plan, would appear to
be realistically attainable as a goal.

This brings the need we can expect to meet down to about $780
million, and the Federal share down to about $390 million.

Thus we believe that the $375 million provided in H.R. 6580 plus
unprogramed funds in the amount of roughly $14 million provided
llllher existing legislation, will fully support actual airport develop-

ment under the national airport plan.

ADVANCE PUBLICATION OF ANNUAL AIRPORT PROGRAM

Section 1(b) of H.R. 6580 would amend the Federal Airport Act
to require the Administrator to make public, by January 1 of each
year, the proposed program of airport development intended to be
undertaken during the following fiscal year. This leadtime of 6
months will permit sponsors to formulate plans for programed con-
struction so that construction work can start much earlier during
the fiscal year involved.

We consider this a desirable amendment.
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SPECIAL AUTHORIZATION FOR CERTAIN GENERAL AVIATION AIRPORTS

In section 2(c) of H.R. 6580, we would authorize and earmark a
special discretionary fund of $7 million per year for development of
general aviation airports to relieve congestion at high density airports
serving other segments of aviation,

These amounts to be in addition to sums otherwise available from
State apportioned fund and other sources for such purposes.

We believe this would provide the necessary flexibility to apply
this assistance where it is most urgently needed without limitation
as to geographic location of the projects.

We believe these funds, set apart in this manner, are necessary to
improve the safety and efficiency of our airport system.

Recently this agency completed a study titled “Economic Planning
for General Aviation Airports.”

Among other things it concludes that—

1. Large and medium hub communities need separate general avia-
tion airports beeause of their very great air carrier activity ; and

2. Tmportant segments of general aviation tend to desert an air
carrier airport when annual operations of air carriers there have
reached 30,000 to 50,000.

The study also indicated that general aviation tends to be highly
concentrated in localities served by air carriers. This is especially
true of itinerant operations, which are increasingly made up of multi-
engine aircraft and large single-engine aircraft operated by busi-
ness owners.

In recent years, this type of activity has made the most rapid ad-
vance of any general aviation flying.

Over and above improvements to existing general aviation airports,
the 1961 national airport plan shows the need for 131 new public air-

yorts for general aviation at communities where general aviation is
Luing accommodated by existing and usually overtaxed air carrier
airports.

Separate airport facilities for general aviation are recommended
for these communities.

The estimated cost for establishment of such facilities over the next
5 years, in addition to improvements to existing airports, is $85,600,000,
calling for a Federal share of about $42,800,000 or an annual require-
ment of approximately $814 million.

If this kind of airport development is to be accomplished a discre-
tionary fund earmarked for the purpose is essential.

As indicated earlier, the nt-r'({ usually exists at the localities where
air carrier needs are also heavy, which means that the need exists in
those areas where there is the highest demand for apportioned funds
for other airport needs.

Thus, if the need is to be met, we must have the flexibility to provide
for it by other than apportioned. funds.

As already mentioned, our experience shows that some States will
be unable to provide funds for all needed general aviation airport
development. Accordingly, we believe the $7 million per year, as
distinguished from the indicated need of $814 million per year, the $7
million provided by this proposal will match all local funds reasonably
expected to be available for this purpose. y
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Now, under section 3(c) of H.R. 6580, there is a_pmvisiﬂn for
reversion to the discretionary fund of all State apportionment funds
unobligated by grant agreements by the close of fiscal year for which
they were first authorized to be obligated. '

However, for amounts apportioned prior to July 1, 1961, a period
of 2 years is provided before such reversion occurs. This is to maintain
for the next fiscal year consistency with existing law, and to give
sponsors some opportunity to adapt their funding plans to the new
principle. : 40l

Presently the law provides for reapportionment after 2 years. This
requirement has had the unfortunate effect of freezing substantial
amounts as allocations to States lacking projects to use the funds, not
just for 1 year, but for 2.

The amounts so frozen were in 1956, $22.2 million; 1957, $17.6
million: 1958, $9.9 million; 1959, $12.2 million; 1960, $8.6 million.

We believethat section 3(¢) of HLR. 6580 would assure more efficient
use of airport aid money by allowing unobligated State-apportioned
funds to revert to the discretionary fund after 1 year and become
available for use, national use, wherever most needed in the national
interest.

LANDING AIDS

This bill, in several respects, provides for sharper emphasis on air
safety. Section b, for example, would permit Federal participation up
to 75 percent instead of the usual 50 percent, of allowable costs of
installing in-runway lighting and high intensity runway lighting, and
runway distance markers, and the Jand required for installat ion of
approach light systems.

These landing aids are urgently needed safety items, and we strongly
endorse increased Government participation in the cost of installing
them.

As for approach light systems, Government participation is pro-
vided only in the cost of the land necessary for installation, since
the system itself is installed entirely at Government expense as a part
of the Federal instrument landing system.

AIRPORT BUILDINGS

With respect to airport buildings, this legislation would amend
section 13(b) of the Federal Airport Act to eliminate as an eligible
project cost construction of any part of an airport building, except
those buildings, or parts of buildings, which are intended to house
facilities or activities directly related to the safety of persons at the
airport.

ixamples would be fire and crash equipment. This is another
illustration of increased emphasis on the safety aspects of airport
development, an emphasis which this agency strongly supports.

In keeping with this change, sections 6(a) and (b) of the proposed
lsiglslat.ion would amend section 11(5) of the act to relieve the sponsor
of his obligation under present law to furnish without charge to the
Government space in airport buildings for housing Government-use
facilities, such as air traffic control, weather reporting, communica-
tion activities related to air traffic control.
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This is agreeable to all of the Federal agencies involved.

Instead of the old scheme, direct Federal construction will be
undertaken in most situations to provide housing for such activities.
This will permit us to tailor it to meet the special needs of our tower

rsonnel, provide more uniformity in design and economy in instal-
ation and maintenance and make it easier to plan for expansion to
meet later requirements.

What is even more important, however, it will provide the flexi-
bility and timeliness needed to meet the constantly changing require-
ments inherent in these important activities.

Right now there are 15 air-traffic control towers which we con-
sider to be needed under our criteria, but they are long overdue and
cannot be built because of various delays or oﬂstacles holding up the
sponsors.

Another amendment would revise section 13(b) of the Federal
Airport Act retaining the present prohibition against our participa-
tion in the cost of constructing facilities for passenger automobile
parking, but permitting acquisition of lands for such purposes as a
part of the total land requirement at the airport.

Present law excludes both the cost of acquiring land and the cost
of constructing the passenger parking facilities.

This existing prohibition has proved extremely difficult for us to
administer.

Under the Federal aid airport program land is normally acquired
in large parcels for all or part of a sizable airport development pro-
ject. Elmmination of the estimated cost of l:m({ for parking facilities

from the cost of land acquired for the total project has resulted in
only nominal savings to the Government, and a great many head-

aches for those who administer it.
The proposed amendment is, therefore, recommended by this
Agency.
CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION

Coming to the question of contract authorization, it should be
noted that the legislation before this committee provides for 5-vear
contract authority, on the same basis as in the past. -

In our view, legislation surely providing for funds over a period
of years is absolutely essential if we are to achieve a safe and adequate
national system of airports.

The past history of the Federal aid airport program during the
period between 1946 and 1955, when funds were made available on
an annual appropriation basis, clearly demonstrates the need for this
type of advance funding, particularly when that period is contrasted
with the more recent period between 1956 and 1959 when the pro-
gram was operated on advance-contract authority granted through the
mitiative r:}this committee.

The original statute passed in 1946 authorized a maximum appro-
priation of $100 million each year. However, when the program was
{wing operated on the basis of annual appropriations, the maximum
of $100 million was never obtained in any year.

In fact, the highest amount ever so appropriated was $42,750,000
in the first year of the program, namely, fiscal 1947.

From this high, annual appropriations fluctuated widely and gen-
erally downward, ultimately declining to zero for fiscal 1954, at the
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very time a major increase in the rate of growth in aviation was
oceurring.

With this unstable basis of funding, forward planning by the
States, counties, and cities, was impossible. The net result was that
the purpose of Congress in passing the legislation was only partially
:u:hie\'el]i'. and the needed improvement in the Nation’s airport system
fell far short of accomplishment at a eritical time.

Probably the best yardstick to use in measuring how well we are
doing in carrying out the purposes you have set for us in a given
year, namely, achieving the airport development necessary to improve
our aviation and airport system, is the total amount economically and
wisely obligated by agreement in that year.

During the period of direct appropriations, that is, when the Fed-
eral Government and the local communities were both depending on
annual appropriations by the Congress, the highest amount ever obli-
gated for airport development during any one year was for fiscal year
1949 when we achieved a level of obligation of approximately $50
million under that kind of legislation.

In contrast, when you wisely gave us advanced contract authority
in 1955, the program was placed on a more stable, sensible, and we
believe, economical, basis.

State and local agencies were able to plan with assurance and per-
form mueh more of the needed airport development.

As a result, the rate at which they r'oulld match Federal funds
improved to the point where, at the end of the original 4-year au-
thorization in fiseal year 1959, the total annual amount obligated in
that year for airport development came to $72 million. This was
nearly 50 percent more than had been achieved under the system of
direct annual appropriation.

In a moment I would like to give you a chronology of an actual case
or two, showing why this forward authorization 1s so essential to an
economical program.

Further, our experience in administering the airport program under
this 4-year contract authorization showed that State and local agencies
certainly need time to avail themselves fully of the funds authorized
under this program.

During the first year only $17,800,000 was obligated.

However, due to the stability of funding provided, obligations
thereafter rose rapidly to over $45 million in fiscal 1957, in excess
of $70 million in 1958, to slightly over $72 million in 1959.

We consider this an eloquent demonstration that assured avail-
ability of funds over a stated period of time is essential to make
adequate progress toward achievement of a safe and adequate airport
system.

T would like, if T might, Mr. Chairman, to ask Mr. Borsari at this
point. to give an example or two of what the chronology, the life his-
tory, in the life of the development of an airport, is.

It will be very brief.

Mr. Bonrsarr. The case we had in mind here, Mr. Chairman, or the
few cases we have, is one that the chairman is very well aware of, at
Jackson, Miss.

We started the program in Jackson, Miss., in 1955. We are still
at the new Jackson, Miss,, Airport, We programed in 1957 for the
acquisition of land, the site preparation.
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In 1958 we removed the obstructions and we continued site prepa-
ration and paved the runway.

In 1959 we constructed the instrument runway.

In 1961, we are doing the tower, the space needed to put the air-
port in operation.

That is an example quickly of the type of planning a community
must do and the length of time it takes to do an airport for planning
and financing.

The program is replete with cases of this nature, but knowing that
you knew this one real well, Mr. Chairman, I thought maybe we
would bring this one to the attention of the committee.

Mr. Hanapy. As you know, this is not just a Federal need. It is
a local need. The local authorities have a lot of local needs to con-
sider. They have schools, roads, sewer systems, all of the demands
on the community pour in on the local authorities.

The only way they can take advantage of a Federal lead or initiative
in this, matching funds, is if they know it is going to be available and
know the criteria and have some planning to work with.

They, in_particular, are the ones who insist that there be some
basis on which to proceed within their own community to develop
the public understanding and support, within their own community
to develop the financing plan, within their own community to get
the voters to vote the money, the neighbors to agree to the desirability
and the whole regional and local planning process can only go for-
ward in the national interest at the local level if there is a solid basis
on which to work.

So contract authorization for a period of 5 years as provided for
in this bill, is necessary, we believe, if project sponsors are to have
assurance that Federal assistance will be available and if the Con-
gress is to have assurance that it will be used wisely and in the
imterest of the national economy.

Their own planning is dependent upon the site selection, funding
which often ineludes bond issue referendums, preparation of the
specifications, land acquisition, frequently by eminent domain. All
lllis-: must proceed from rock to rock rather than from sand to sand.

The 5-year contract authority provided for in this bill, we believe,
gives this assurance and persuades many communities, which might
otherwise be reluctant in the face of competing demands on_their
attention and their limited resources, to proceed with the airport
development which is regarded as necessary for safe and eflicient
national systems of public airports. ; y

To sum up, our airport system is a key element bringing to the
American people the full fruits of aviation ]]}l‘ﬂgl‘(‘!ﬁ_‘-\. )

Airport development must keep pace with dynamie change in both
the pattern of air operations and the performance characteristic of
aireraft.

Today. we are seeing and seeking wider and wider airline nse of
the new jets. General aviation flying is growing by leaps and bounds
and inereasing numbers of larger and larger aireraft are entering
the general aviation fleet.

Tomorrow the supersonic transport and a variety of other ad-
vanced aireraft will come upon the scene. We owe it to the users
of our airspace, to our airport neighbors and to the public at large

70570—61——2
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to be absolutely certain that the airport system required to accom-
modate these changes safely and |:1m]lult|\i‘]\ is developed and ready
to cope with these changes as they come.

As you are aware, Mr. Chairman, the bill Mr. Harris introduced,
HLR. 6580, and the identical bill which Mr. Friedel introduced, are
the same in all respects as the legislation transmitted by the Presi-
dent on April 24, 1961, and thus FLR. 6580 has the President’s full
sllp]]mlt as well as that of the Federal Aviation Agency.

This completes the prepared statement, Mr. Chairman and mem-
bers of the committee, and if you or your colleagues have any ques-
tions, we shall be very glad to try to answer them.

Mr. Wirtiams. Thank you very much, Mr. Halaby.

Mr. Friedel ¢

Mr. Frreoer. Mr. Halaby, what T am about to say does not have
anything to do with this I)lll but recently I was on the committee
that visited your facility in Atlantic City. T was amazed at the
good work in research and development that the FAA is doing as
far as safety of passengers, devices for avoiding collisions in the
air: glide slopes for the pilots to come in for landing.

Olntn a few things impressed me.

What I am sorry about it is that I did not have more time to spend
there. I would like to go back there and review it more thoroughly.

I am in accord with your bill. I sponsor the companion bill as you
know. I am in favor of it.

I have Friendship in mind close by. We want to keep on improving
Friendship.

Mr. Haraey. We certainly would welecome you back to the Federal
Aviation Agency Facilities’ Experimental Center.

I feel it is your center just as well as the agency’s.

I feel that this is where we as passengers are putting some money
and seople to develop a better national aviation system.

eel also we are going to have to think more and more about the
puhlu- in and under and around airplanes as well as the crew on which
great concentration has been placed in the past and will have to be in
the future.

Mr, Frieper. I enjoyed it very, very much.

I think you should publicize it a little bit more and let the public
know about it.

Mr. Wirrtams, Mr. Devine.

Mr. Devine. No questions.

Mr. Wirrtanms, Mr. Jarman,

Mr. Jarmax. Mr. Halaby, T would like to join in the welcome ex-
tended to you by our chairman and other members of the committee.
I hope we may have an opportunity to work with you closely in the
future.

The only additional comment I would like to ask of you this mor-
ning is with reference to the issue of contract authorization over a
perlotl of 5 years.

We certainly anticipate that in the floor consideration of the bill,
the issue of backdoor financing will be strongly drawn and hotly
argued.

Mr. Wirriams. You do not have to wait until it gets to the floor.
It will be raised in the committee.
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Mr. Jarymaw. In this committee, in the Rules Committee and on
the floor because there is a lot of strong feeling in Congress against
backdoor financing. We feel that we are abdicating our own juris-
diction and responsibilities if we do not go through the regular Ap-
propriations Committee channels for consideration every year.

Do you have any further comment to make to the subcommittee
today as to your reasoning on this particular program and the justi-
fication you feel exists for this type of program

Mr. Havrasy. Well, sir, I have f:ﬂ[rced to the President and the
Budget Director about this. I think a very simple statement is that
we feel that this is a matter for the Congress to decide.

After all, appropriations bills originate in this House and you have
had great experience in how to make resources wisely available to the
executive.

We, however, will, with all of the vigor and persuasiveness we have
in the administration, insist that the money be made surely available
for the amount of time to make sense out of this program.

Because we thought it was a familiar example to the chairman, and
we could bring out five or six others, we just want to make very
clearly the point that airport in one fine city was started in November
1955 and is not completed yet and it has taken 4 years, not because
anybody is dragging his feet or because there is anything extraordi-
nary going on, it just takes that much time for local and State and
Federal people to get tegether a good project, program it out, and do
it on a sensible basis.

Now. I have come to this job from a business and legal community.
To me the important thing is how well this money is managed.

T have instituted in the Agency what T hope will be some effective
management controls. We have a management information center,
management room, in the Agency now.

Every morning that it is possible T meet there with the men who
manage the money and we are going to keep the tightest kind of
control over these funds.

Tn the end that is your best hope as citizens to see that whatever
money you make available is used wisely.

Mr. Wirriams. I wounld disagree to this extent, that the best pro-
tection for the public is not in the Ageney’s control of the expendi-
ture, but in the Congress’ control.

Mr. Harapy. Well, Mr. Chairman, T said to whatever extent you
make them available, because we can waste them as fast as you can
appropriate them if you do not manage these agencies well.

From the management point of view, this is a situation in which
you need advance anthorization.

Now. I appreciate that all of you have two committees involved
here. I appreciate that you vote whether it is contract authorization
or appropriations on the floor, but you do have an unusual sitnation.
You have a long leadtime for technical, political, economic reasons,
but at the same time you have more information in this book about
what the requirements are and what the plans are than you have,
T would submit, on almost any other Federal program that ever comes
before the Congress.

It is outlined in the finest detail. Tt is worked out with your local
people in your States.
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The second thing is that we have eriteria that are very well estab-
lished and that control the expenditure of these funds.

Third, we are under the constant serutiny of the local eommunities
and several very vigorous, very analytical to critical and very intelli-
gent groups in this field.

So we are not. oper: ating in some sort of covert way. We are
operating out in the open and subject to constant criticism, constant
surveillance not on[\ by Members of the Congress, but by very active
groups and associa tions.

So that there is built-in protection here.

As a final point, obviously we are going to administer whatever law
you pass to the best of our ability, but the experience of the past is
that we have done more for the Nation in the airport field under
contract authorization than we have under the annual appropriation
route and if the experience guides us, then I suppose what we have
proposed, namely, contract authorization, would give you the most for
your money.

Mr. Frieper. I would like to make one point here :

On the Federal highway program the States know 1 year, 2 years,
3 years in advance w hat the Government will give them, provided the
State comes up with its share of the money.

In many instances the legislature meets biennially, every 2 years.
So unless’ they know what i]lm are going to, get there can be no ar-
rangement made by the State,

lhlb program, it seems to me, is a fair one. For long-range plan-
ning you have to let the States know what the support will be for
the legislatures to meet their obligations.

Mr. Wirriams. I would agree with you if the initial responsibility
in this matter rested with the Federal Government; but, actually, it
rests with the State and the local governments.

It is up to the Federal Government then to make its plans after
the State and local governments have made their plans.

I am not impressed by the suggestion that the Jackson Airport,
for example, could not have been built just as efliciently and just as
well by following the regular constitutional appr: opriations procedures.

The Jackson ‘\upmt was perfectly well justified. I think I know
the people of Mississippi well enough to know that if the Federal
Government had not contributed one single nickel that the city of
Jackson would have built that airport, because it needed that airport.

As a matter of fact, I will give you another example by telling you
that immediately north of Jackson, the State of Mississippi is build-
ing a reservoir on Pearl River for which it might well have come to
Congress with a tin cup and asked for support from the Congress.

Rather, the State of Mississippi, recognizing this project as a local
responsibility, is putting several million dollars into the construction
of this reservoir which is to provide a water supply and recreational
facility for that general area.

The suggestion that programs of this type are more efficiently
handled through the backdoor approach than they are by going
through the usual process of Congress, may be quite true; by the same
token, it has been said, and with some logie, that the most efficient
form of government is a dictatorship. Undoubtedly, it would pro-
mote the efficiency of this operation 1f Congress just surrendered all
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of the appropriative responsibilities to the executive branch, but that
is not the way our Constitution is written.

I feel very strongly that this backdoor approach should be stopped
in all of these agencies. There is nothing about this program that
makes it stand out particularly from the others with respect to this
type of procedure; tllmt, makes this type of procedure any more neces-
sary in this program than it is in any of the others.

T would suggest that you take a look at the operations of the na-
tional highway system whereby they go to Congress and receive ap-
propriations after having worked out programs with the States.

Take the Natchez Trace Parkway for example. The State acquires
the land, gives the land to the Federal Government, the Federal
Government builds the roads for the parkway. They have had no
difficulty in coming before the Congress and justifying their program.

The same thing is true of the Corps of IJ!}ngineem which budgets
programs yearly in advance and they never have had difficulty in
carrying out their programs. They have never asked for the backdoor
approach.

I feel that while the dollar amount in this program is not of too
much concern to me, the $75 million, the backdoor approach is a great
deal of concern to me and I hope it is to the rest of the members of
this committee.

Mr. Harapy. Mr. Chairman, at the risk of intruding here, there
are on the other side quite a few programs that are fully authorized
and forward appropriated, among them shipbuilding, depressed areas,
highways, and several other programs.

So you have adopted a variety of methods of controlling and direct-
ing the appropriations.

I would suggest that we go through the Appropriations Committee
every year. 1 just appeared there 2 weeks ago and had to justify the
annual expenditures under the previously authorized period.

Secondly, there are some distinct features abont this and that is we
are trying to develop a national air transportation system of which the
Jackson Airport is an important part.

Mr. Wirtiams, The fact that Congress may have sinned in other
programs does not justify our doing it in this program, in my opinion.

Mr. Jarman. As I understand your testimony this morning, Mr.
Halaby, it is the conclusion of the FAA, based on experience in deal-
ing with communities, that unless you have this 5-year contract au-
thorization many communities may be reluctant to proceed with the
airport development that you regard as necessary for a safe and
efficient airport program.

Mr. Harasy. That is our position, Mr. Jarman.

1 believe you will want to ask the representatives of these commu-
nities, because, after all, as the chairman quite rightly points out, the
initiative begins there.

We only help and assist and consult and we do in the attempt to get
a national airport plant put out. ]

This is one of the finest planning documents I have ever seen in
Government or industry. I hope you will have a chance to study it.

It is the local initiative. The local requirements that I think you
will want to consider. <

Mr. Jarmaxn. Thank you.
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Myr. WizLiams. Mr. Collier?

Mr. CoLuier. As one who represents a distriet within what we might
call a geographical triangle with airports at each of three points of
this triangle, the problem of safety and noise is ever present, so I will
direct my questions in this area, tying it in with the legislation that
we have before us.

Does the FAA give any priority to projects to improve or lengthen
the runways for jet traflic to relieve noise?

In other words, in the planning for construction would there be a
priority given to the lengthening of the runways over possibly some
other type of construction, bearing in mind that this noise problem
has gotten to be a very serious problem in some areas.

Mr. Haraey. Mr. Collier, the first point is that the initiative is
with the local community, as the chairman pointed out. They start
this up, they conceive it, and they consult with our district airport
engineer and he tries to get them to plan far ahead and to put a kind
of cocoon of protection around the community.

But he does not offer them any funds with which to buy land and
extend runways solely for the purpose of abating noise.

I do not believe that there are exceptions to that rule, but there
may be.

But he tries through the planning rather than through the funding
process to get at that.

Now there is one exception to that. The Federal Government owns
two airports—uwell, civil airports. The first is Washington National
Airport and the second is the new international airport at Chantilly.

At that airport we have tried to set an example of public protec-
tion by having long runways and extended zones around those run-
ways which, over a long-range period will provide maximum protec-
tion to the public.

In addition, we have adopted something that could be adopted in
many localities, but has not. We are landscaping that airport with
a green belt so that the noise will be dissipated through the trees and
shrubbery, even for those people who insist on moving right up to
the borders of the airport.

Mr. Corrxer. Do you think that the Federal Aviation Agency would
be justified in turning down a project over the objection of the local
sponsors because a noise problem would result?

Mr. Havasy. There arve a great number of factors that enter into
it and certainly that is one of the factors that must be considered.

On the other hand, we cannot tell the local community what the
nature of their initiative should be. We just say, if you come, here
are the criteria of eligibility for matching Federal aid.

Now, I am going to ask Mr. Borsari or Mr. Burton if they have
any examples of where we have turned down requested Federal aid on
the ground that everything else was all right, but the noise would be
excessive and therefore we turned it down.

Have we done that to date?

Mr. Borsarr. We have not done it to date. We have two or three
projects under consideration where that is a serious question.

We have not proceeded because of the noise factor. We have not
turned it down.
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Mr. Corrier. Have the local communities generally cooperated in
enacting zoning ordinances to meet this problem from your experience ¢

Mr. Borsarr. Mr. Collier, that is happening more and more every
day. They are doing the zoning, they are acquiring aviation ease-
ments for this purpose more and more every day.

Mr. Coruier. I have one other question. Do you think that this
problem exists only with the jets or is it becoming more and more of
a problem such as it is in my particular district with the helicopters.

Mr. Harasy. Let me make just one comment, Mr. Collier.

We are just beginning, as I see it, to appreciate the need for public
protection, protection from irritation, protection of comfort, and pro-
tection of health.

I think, for example, of hearings that this committee held under
the chairmanship of Mr. Williams recently which shed new light on it.

I think the \\']]10](- public and the Nation are beginning to realize
that it is not just safety from falling objects that we need to prepare
for, but it is also public protection.

Now, as a result communities are beginning to take what I regard
as a wise initiative. They are forming noise abatement committees.

We even have a national noise abatement council now because the
solution is not any one single agency or groups’ responsibility.

For example, if you start soon enough, as we have on this C{mntilly
Airport, you buy a large amount of land. You get it at a reasonable
price because the metropolitan area has not spread out there. You
then make long runways and you surround the runways with a zone.

The Federal Housing Administration provides that they will not
fund mortgages. They have a policy of what you might call mort-
gage zoning around airports and in that way they not only make the
prospective buyer aware of what the problem will be, but they also
make it a little more difficult for him to finance a home.

Then the pilots thinking ahead help us devise an air traffic pattern
that reduces the noise factor. The operators are willing to operate in
a different way.

The airport managers are more considerate and sensitive to the
community. There is plenty of time. But when you come back to a
situation such as faces you in Illinois and in some other places, it is a
much tougher situation and there is just no question but what some
of the jets are more silent than some of the propeller airplanes,

There is one particular airplane that makes more noise than most
of the jets. It is true that the helicopter is a pretty noisy device, but
with the turbine-powered helicopters there is hope of abating some
of that noise.

But for the moment the best thing that can be done is for the own-
ers, the operators, the local authorities, the community officials who
are concerned and the Federal Aviation Agency, all working together
as they are now doing in Los Angeles, in New York, and in this area,
to get together and do what can be done to reroute, repattern, require
constant. vigilence at all times and at all times working on noise re-
search abatement because the source of noise is the engine, is the
power.

Mr. Corrier. My question regarding the long-range zoning pro-
posals in some of these areas and communities, is prompted by spe-
cifically, of course, the situation at Midway that I am sure you are
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very familiar with where we have one of the busiest airports in the
world set within a very heavily populated residential area.

It is one that is not used for jet traflic as you know, but one which
poses a national hazard because apparently in the past—and I attempt
not to lay any blame on anyone’s doorstep—there was probably lack
of foresight somewhere along the line in that setup there at Midway.

In fact, the homes there are just set side by side as you know, it
is a very compactly populated area and here you have this tremen-
dously busy airport from which there may be relief at O'Hare, but
which anyone going through the area cannot help but draw his
attention to this potential hazard that exists there.

Mr. Harasy. A couple of initiatives have been taken in this area.
One is the community noise abatement group. They have afforded
some relief and certainly a lot of understanding.

Another is one particular community has provided for tax relief to
those afflicted particularly by the noise which may have resulted in
lack of foresight.

In this instance those in this kind of zone that you are talking about
are given by the local taxing authorities relief since they, you might
say, are the victims of the progress of the whole community which
is gaining air commerce while these people are losing sleep.

Mr. Corrier. It did not help this situation a few years ago when
a plane crashed in that very heavily populated area.

I would just hope that in all of these plans by reason of what we
see there and by reason of the fact that t']w. facilities will not handle
the jet travel, long-range planning and some real foresight is used
where construction is expanded or in fact where new construction is

contemplated.

That is all T have, Mr. Chairman. Thank you.

Mr. Wirrrams, Now, on page 3, in the middle, I notice this langnage
used in the bill:

Would render ineligible for Federal grant assistance the cost of constructing
airport buildings, or any portion thereof.

And then there is a rather vague exception written in—
except as needed to assure the safety of persons at the airport.

Just what does that mean, the safety of persons at the airport?
Does that include traffic lights or streets running to the airport which,
of course, are necessary for the safety of persons at the airport?

In other words, T would think that term could be so broadly con-
strued that it could include anything.

T wonder what gave rise to the use of that language?

Mr. Harasy. We are trying to protect persons from the operations
of aireraft in, on, and around the airport.

Mr. Witrrams. T assumed that was the intention, but do you not feel
that this langauge is rather broad ?

Mr. Havapy. It may be considered broad, sir. The idea behind is to
enable us to select on the basis of that primary criterion, does it protect
people. Not necessarily does it keep them warm or happy, but does
it keep them safe.

The primary criterion here would be safety.

For example, you might say that it would be nice if there were a
lounge, but you would say it is essential that there be a blast fence so
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that when a jet or a turbo prop taxies away from the line they are not
blown over; they are not necessarily kept comfortable by Federal
matching money, but they are kept safe.

So I think a little diseretion should be allowed.

I assure you it would not be abused. If it was, I am sure we would
hear about it right away.

Mr. Witiams. Of course, we are trying to write laws which would
apply no matter who might be the Administrator.

I wonder if an amendment could not be devised which would
possibly restrict that to the protection of safety of persons at the air-
port from actual aviation operations, Would the Agency have any
objection to that?

Mr. Havasy. No, sir; that is what was intended.

Mr. Winriams. The reason I say that is that it conld be construed
so broadly that it could conceivably apply even to the protection of
persons from exposure to the weather and, of course, could be used as a
means, if the Agency chose to do it, to build terminal buildings or any-
thing else they might decide to build.

Mr. Harary. We would be glad to suggest a phrase which you conld
consider along with your own, sir, but I think it would be a helpful
clarification.

Mr. Wirriams, We are just exploring it now. I was trying to find
out if the Agency was married to that language or whether they were
willing to qualify it?

Mr. Harasy. We are just married to safety.

Mr. Wittiams. On page 6 where you discuss the reversion to the
discretionary fund of all State apportionment, the argument in favor
of contract authority rather than annual appropriations is, or appears
to be, that sponsors need at least 18 months, possibly 2 years, to plan
and make matching funds available by bond issues and so forth.

Yet here it is proposed to take away funds not obligated in 1 year.
D_nes?ﬂ'.at conflict with the argument for the need for 18 months plan-
ning

Mr. Harapy. I do not think so, sir, because in the first place, through
activities such as the preparation of this national airport plan com-
munities have been coming to us and talking to us informally and
planning with us about an airport.

Second, when you authorize and appropriate to us we immediately
have something to work with and the communities have a full year
in which to come to us and enable us to check the criteria and to obli-
gate the funds.

The very, very important thing is that these funds shall surely be
available for the succeeding years when the community works out the
project and it does take years, even with the best planning and the
best intentions.

Now sinece this is a new provision we have provided that the already
authorized funds could be obligated over a 2-year period rather than
one.

But with this much warning and with this much foresight we think
you could get the communities to be ready to permit a program to be
approved and the obligations to occur in this short period.

Then if they could not quite make it, it would be possible to use
these funds elsewhere on a priority basis for the national system.
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Mr, Wiriiams. Going over to page 8, in the middle of the page,
you discuss section 6 (a) and (b) of the proposed legislation which
would provide for the Government’s own construction of facilities for
air traflic control, weather reporting, and so forth.

I presume that applies to airports that are built in the future under
this legislation and does not aplg)ly to contract agreements which
have been entered into in the past?

Mr. Havagy. It would not be retroactive, but if an airport which
had received some Federal aid had been unable to build a tower and
they and we believed that a tower was necessary for safety of opera-
tions for air earriers and general aviation aircraft, we could then, out
of the regular construction budget of the Federal Aviation Agency,
build a tower.

Conceivably even we could build a tower through the purchase of an
easement on top of a terminal building. This 1s legally possible, as
you know, and in certain instances desirable.

Mr. Winniams. Of course, I anticipated that answer. I realize that
and I go along with that suggestion, but where you have already air-
ports where there are adequate facilities provided in the terminal by
the cities or by the local communities and it would be economically
feasible to retain those rented or leased facilities rather than build
new facilities, does the Agency have any discretion in regard to that
kind of situation?

In other words, is the Agency required by this legislation to go out
and build its own facility, or does the Agency have some discretion
with respect to the leasing of facilities.

Mr. Haraey. We are not required by this legislation and if there is
any indication to you or any other member of the committee or staff
that this does require it, we would like to eliminate that because we do
want the discretion; if they have adequate facilities that solves the
problem. That isall we are seeking to do.

Mr. Wirtiams. Do you feel that it would be necessary or desirable
that the committee should write in the criteria which should be fol-
lowed in such cases?

In other words, that wherever it is in the public interest or it is
economically feasible, to build these towers, but where it is not eco-
nomically feasible that they should use a lease to carry out the

purpose

h};'. Harasy. Well, sir, I have not thought about that except for a
few seconds, but I think——

Mr. Wirrzams. I think you can probably divorce the tower situa-
tion from what I am talking about. I am talking about your weather
reporting facilities and aireraft control facilities where advance
planning has already placed it within the terminal building itself, or
within buildings owned by the city which may meet all of the needs
that the A gency has.

In a case of that kind, it might be cheaper for the Agency to rent
that space rather than to go out and build their own.

I wonder if the Agency would be willing to write some kind of
eriteria into the building of that kind of situation.

Mr. Harasy., May we consider that, Mr. Chairman?

Mr. Winrzams. I know vou state there are 15 airports which you
consider wonld meet your criteria. Would you give the committee a
list of those?
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Mr. Harasy. Yes, sir; at present or do you want us to supply that
for the record?

Mr. WiLtiams, You may supply it for the record. The committee
would like to have it.

(The information referred to follows:)

Minneapolis, Minn., Crystall San Diego, Calif., Gillespie Field
Minneapolis, Minn., Flying Cloud Farmington, N. Mex., Municipal
Muncie, Ind., Municipal Fresno, Calif,, Chandler

Decatur, I11., Municipal Monterey, Calif., Monterey Peninsula
Alton, TlL, Civie Memorial Santa Barbara, Calif., Municipal

El Centro, Calif., Imperial County Santa Rosa, Calif., Sonoma County
Hawthorne, Calif., Municipal Torrance, Calif., Municipal

Modesto, Calif., Modesto City-County

Mr. Wintiams. I believe that is all.

Mr. Halaby, as these hearings progress, I am sure other questions
will arise, questions dealing with the attention given to general air-
ports in this legislation, questions in regard to various and sundry
other aspects of the legislation which you and I both know covers
quite a bit of ground and is rather broad.

In all pmﬁahilit.y these hearings will continue throughout this
week and possibly into the next week.

I am wondering if you or some of the representatives of the Agency
who would be clothed with authority to speak for the Agency might
be willing to come back before the committee at a later date to
ﬁnswfer questions about matters that might arise subsequent to the

earings.

Mr. Havasy. I will be glad to, sir. T will be out of town for some
of that time due to a policy I have adopted of going out to our field
facilities and trying to manage the Agency from there rather than
just from sitting down on New York Avenue.

So I will be in Fort Worth and Oklahoma City for part of this
ﬂme, but I can get back or I can delegate someone to speak for the

ency.

gl):\llr. yW'tLLI.-\ns. Let me say, Mr. Halaby, that we appreciate your
coming before the committee. We are very happy to have you before
the committee. We hope that we will be able to work very closely
with you in the future in regard to matters coming within our mutual
jurisdictions.

I personally want to congratulate you for some of the steps that
Eou 1ave alreadiv taken in your Agency, not dealing with airports,

ut in the promulgation of rules and criteria.

Last week it was my privilege to attend one of your so-called air-
share meetings down in my area where pilots from several of the
States, airport operators, and others, came in to air their views before
the Agency.

In view of the fact that some of the rules that have been promul-
gated by the previous Administrator were either misunderstood or
complete information had not gotten out to the aviation community
on those rules before they were put into effect, I think that you are
acting very wisely in taking them into your council’s confidence.

I think this is an excellent step in the right direction.

T, for one, am very happy to congratulate you for it.

Mr. Harapy. T appreciate that because it is a time-consuming and
often difficult thing to do, but we are going to do it more and more.




24 FEDERAL AIRPORT AID EXTENSION

Before coming here I met with the Secretary of Labor and the
Feinsinger Commission, Chairman Feinsinger and Mr. Mann, who
are charged by the President with attempting to achieve a solution
to the controversy surrounding the pilots and the flight engineers.

I have met with the pilots, with flight engineers, with the operators,
as members of this aviation community that you are talking about.
I commend to this committee the need for public attention and seru-
tiny on this problem in the next couple of weeks as they enter into
their final phases of deliberation.

I think that the crisis in the cockpit can be solved in the next con-
ple of weeks.

I know the President intends that it be solved.

I am going down tomorrow to address the Airport Operators Coun-
cil because I feel they ought to understand this bill and criticize it
and analyze it with yon and that we owe them the public information
necessary to do so.

I feel that the general aviation community, which is the growing,
the most rapidly growing member of the aviation community, needs
a lot more attention, as you said, and we are going to have more of
these air-share meetings.

We find situations like that up around Martha’s Vineyard and on
the cape area have not been given the attention—the little guy in
this business needs some more attention because he is not as well
equipped, he is not as well heeled, and he needs communications and
airports and consideration, and we are going to give it to him because
he needs it as part of the aviation community.

Mr. Wirtiams. Mr. Devine.

Mr. Devine. Mr. Halaby, will you tell me roughly what is the dis-
tribution of your Federal Aviation Agency news which has been
adopted by the current administration.

A sheet comes out perhaps weekly or more often ?

Mr. Havapy. I think I had better ask Mr. Dean if he knows ronghly
what those figures are?

Mr. Dean. There are about 40,000 copies, they go chiefly to our
installations and are available, however, for any member of the public
who might wish to pick one up at our flight service stations, but they
are basically distributed within the Agency.

Mr. Devine. I might say that that is an excellent step forward.
I think we had probably the first so-called air-share meeting in my
jurisdiction in Columbus, Ohio, last September, at which the aircraft
owners, pilots, and other airminded people attended. It was a rather
lively meeting.

I think the great misunderstanding between the private pilots, air-
craft owners, and FAA was lack of communieation facilities,

It seemed to me if documents like these your organization puts
out, were put into the hands of your private operators many of the
problems could be washed out just by mutual understanding of your
problems.

Mr. Wrtrrams, Mr. Halaby, we are pleased to have with us this
morning our colleague Mr. Keith, of Massachusetts, who is not a mem-
ber of the subcommitte, but is a member of the parent committee.

Mr. Keith has indicated he would like to ask a question or so in
regard to a local situation.
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Mr. Keith.

Mr. Kerri. I had not intended to get into this discussion. I came
to learn, but it so happens that I represent the airport that you singled
out as being the one that has been shighted.

I wonder if you could be a little more specific with reference to
Cape Cod, Nantucket and Martha’s Vineyard.

Mr. Harasy. Mr. Keith, I happen to love that area up there and I
have spent some summers up there. I know the problems of sudden
weather changes.

I know how many private pilots frequent that area, particularly
in the summer months.

I feel it is an area where there are air carrier operations, military
operations, but more and more there are more little guys flying in
and out of there in small single engine or small light twins.

fMl‘. Kerra. You have one right in front of you and one right back
of you.

%l Harvasy. Well, T am in poor shape then.

Mr. Kerra. Mr. Borsari in back of you and I am in front of you.

Mr. Havapy. The airport at Hyannis has needed some improvement.

I think Senators Saltonstall, Kennedy, and Smith, and perhaps
you, yourself, have suggested some improvements. They will Ee com-
pleted in early summer.

They will serve both air carriers and private aviation.

It has been very hard to check the weather up in that area. We have
not had a kind of hot line on which flight service could give you
weather predictions and on some occasions there have either been
accidents or pilots just scared half to death because of lack of weather
information.

We are putting in a line that will enable the private pilots to find
out in that rapidly changing climatical condition up there what the
situation is.

These are not very expensive. It is just more attention to the needs
of general aviation.

Mr. Krrrn. We certainly welcome your interest. I have suffered
from this weather problem that you mention, but I do think that three
big steps have already been taken, in this very area.

We now have ILS which is going to be operational in Hyannis on
June 15, Nantucket shortly thereafter:; and you have made some real
steps in Martha’s Vineyard.

If we could get more and better weather information, it would
be very helpful.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

T would like to join with this subcommittee as a member of the full
committee in welcoming you, Mr. Halaby, to this new assignment
and hope that you will live up to the expectations that the committee
has expressed.

Mr. Winrtams. Mr. Halaby, to get back to the bill for a minute,
how did the agency arrive at the figure of $375 million, or $75 million
for each of the 5 fiscal years?

Mr. Havasy. Mr. Chairman, we looked first at the requirements in
the 5-year national airport plan.

Mr. Winnrams. Assuming that we should authorize this in full,
how much money would that take?
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Mr. Havasy. If you authorized that in full, under the old plan,
the old bill, in other words, if you just reenacted, if you just extended
that bill, it would call for approximately $550 million over 5 years, or
$110 million a year.

So the $75 million would fall short of meeting the requirements by
some 30 percent.

Mr. Wirtiams. The $75 million still falls short of meeting the re-
quirements by some 30 percent ?

Mr. Havapy. No, sir; it does not, in this respect, that by providing
for the construction of towers and other safety facilities out of the——

Mr. Witriams. That does not come out of this fund, the construc-
tion of towers?

Mr. Havapy. That is right, so in a sense this is a supplement to
meet some of these $1,082 million requirements. Changing the prac-
tice of funding the construction of towers and other Federal space
will amount to approximately $20 million. TIn addition, the discon-
tinnance of Federal funding for public use space in terminal build-
ings will reduce the amount $90 million, or over a 5-year period
approximately $110 million.

Mr. Wituiams. Originally it was contemplated that towers would
be constructed under this money ¢

Mr. Havapy. Yes,sir.

Mr. WiLniams. So when you take towers out that reduces the total
requirement ?

Mr. Havany. If towers and public use space were to be eliminated,
the total requirement would be reduced by $110 million. It would
drop it down to about £900 million.

Mr. WrLrtiams. Previously the cost of towers was shared by the
States and the Federal Government. :

Mr. Harasy. Yes,sir.

We also, in providing some of the inrunway lighting, et cetera, at
75 percent versus 25 percent we are increasing the amount available.

So in our judgment we are coming pretty close to meeting the re-
quirements.

Mr. WinLtams. Now, you have put this on a 5-year basis, Assum-
ing that the entire amount of $75 million should be authorized and
that the Congress should go along 100 percent with the bill, should
surrender its purse strings and controls to the agency and just turn
the agency completely loose, would there be any necessity at the end
of these 5 years for another airport bill?

Mr. Havagpy. If the economy and population of the United States
grows the way we expect it to, the answer is “Yes.”

We would hope that the communities having grown more mature
and prosperous over the 1960’s would be able to do more and more.

As you suggest Jackson, Miss., would do, and, therefore, requires
less Federal aid.

But so far as we see the development of national aviation the re-
quirement is going to grow as the economy and population fgrows.

Mr. Witniams. Does this plan take into account the growth factor?

Mr. Havrany. Yes,sir.
Mr. Wintiams. Is this plan devised with the idea of reducing Fed-
eral participation at the end of 5 years, or with the idea of perhaps
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just overhauling the program and going right ahead with continued
Federal participation at the same level, or greater level ¢

Mr. Harapy. Mr. Chairman, I take a lot of pride in the work my
associates have been doing in planning 5 years ahead.

As T said, I think it is a unique document in terms of Federal
Government planning ahead on a sensible basis.

I have supplemented this work by a rather hard headed group of
men brought in from the outside on what I believe has been described
to you as Project Horizon, where we are trying to set 10-year goals for
national aviation.

We hope during the summer we will have something worthy of your
serutiny and consideration in the fall.

These goals would describe the kind of national aviation system that
we would like to have in 1970.

So that should shed light on what, after fiscal 1966, provided in this
bill this Nation might need to have an efficient, safe, convenient trans-
portation system.

All this does is provide against the next 5 years and it has been in
consultation with the communities.

Now, I ought to shut up at this point, but the idea of your ahdi-
cating control over appropriations is hard for me to visualize.
Whether it is through the back door or the front door, I believe you
are going to have control.

My only point would be that what in your experience and wisdom
decide, please provide us with that extention of the authority that will
let us do an economical rather than a bit by bit job.

Mr. Wrtriams. The committee will consider that.

As I say, I am hoping that the committee will do this job within
the framework of our regular legislative process and not surrender its
prerogatives to the executive agency.

How that will be done, of course, will depend on the wishes of the
committee and the Congress.

Are there any further questions.

Mr. Halaby, thank you very much. We are very happy to have had
yOu over.

We will undoubtedly meet with you (ﬁite often during the year.

As I say, I hope we may find our work together to be pleasant and
fruitful.

Thank you very much.

Mr. Havagy. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, very much.

Mr. WimLiams. The committee will now stand adjourned until 10
o’clock tomorrow morning.

(Thereupon at 11: 50 a.m. the subcommittee was recessed, to recon-
vene at 10 a.m., Wednesday, May 10, 1961.)
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WEDNESDAY, MAY 10, 1961

House oF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION,
AND ArroNavTICcS OF THE COMMITTEE
oN INTERSTATE AND ForeiGN COMMERCE,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 10 a.m., in room 1334,
New House Office Building, Hon. John Bell Williams (chairman of
the subcommittee) presiding.

Mr. WiLLiams. The subcommittee will come to order, please.

This morning the Subcommittee on Transportation and Aeronau-
tics continues its hearings on H.R. 6580 and related bills to extend the
time for making grants under the Federal Airport Act.

Our first witness this morning is our colleague from Alaska, the
Hon. Ralph J. Rivers. Mr. Rivers, we will be glad to hear you at this
time.

STATEMENT OF HON. RALPH J. RIVERS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF ALASKA

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to be heard
on H.R. 6580, a bill to amend the Federal Airport Act so as to extend
the time for making grants under provisions of such act, and for other
purposes. I fully endorse the terms of this legislation.

For the first time since the creation of the Federal airport program,
Alaska, by virtue of provisions of the legislation now pending before
this subcommittee, would be treated on an equal footing with the other
States. I cannot fully emphasize how important it is to the State of
Alaska to fully participate in this valuable program to meet the pro-
jected needs for airport improvements, expansion and construction.

Under the existing Federal airport program, Alaska’s share each
year has come from a special fund set aside for Alaska, Puerto Rico,
the Virgin Islands, and Hawaii. Last year Alaska received an alloca-
tion of only $1,350,000 which the State matched with $450,000, for a
total program of $1,800,000. Had it not been for discretionary funds,
Alaska could not have kept its airport program on schedule. Fortu-
nately Alaska’s eligibility to participate in the discretionary fund was
estab?ished by legislation enacted by Congress 2 years ago.

Under the terms of the legislation now pending before this subcom-
mittee, the State of Alaska would receive a Federal allocation of
$3,994,844 yearly, with the State matching $2,396,906 for a total an-
uual program of $6,391,750 for each of the next 5 years. The Federal
Aviation Agency has listed as justifiable new facilities for Alcan,
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Andreafski, Anvik, Barrow, Buckland Chevak, Chignik, Clarks
Point, Eek, Holikachuk, King Cove, Kipnuk, Kokrines, Mountain
Village, Napakiak, New Knock Hock, %unapitchuk, (5}10gamute,
Pedro Bay, Petersburg, Quinhagak, Rainy Pass, Russian Mission,
St. George Island, St. Michael, Savoonga, Scammon Bay, Shageluk,
Sheldon %’oiut, Stebbins, Swanson River, Teller, and Tununak. The
FAA also has recommended that many of the 235 air facilities located
throughout Alaska be improved during the 5-year period covered by
the pending legislation. These improvements would be made to keep
pace with the ever-increasing passenger load. The FAA predicts that
226,000 passengers will be taking off and landing at the major air
centers in Alaska in 1966. Accordingly, 1 fully support this
legislation.

In closing, Mr. Chairman, I thank the subcommittee for giving me
the opportunity to be heard.

Mr. Wirnrams. Are there any questions? If not, we appreciate
your a%pearance and testimony, Mr. Rivers.

Mr, Rivers. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Wirpiams. Our next witness is Mr. James D. Ramsey, director
of the Michigan Department of Aeronautics and chairman of the
National Airport Survey Committee.

Mr. Ramsey.

STATEMENT OF JAMES D. RAMSEY, DIRECTOR, MICHIGAN DEPART-
MENT OF AERONAUTICS, AND CHAIRMAN, NATIONAL AIRPORT
SURVEY COMMITTEE

Mr. Ramsey. Mr. Chairman and Mr. Friedel, my name is James
D. Ramsey. I am representing at this stage the National Airport
Survey Committee,

This committee is composed of members of the Airport Operators’
Coypeil, the American Association of Airport Executives, and the
Naftibnal Association of State Aviation Officials,

These three groups are particularly interested in the development
of the Nation’s airports, and while they were unanimous in their opin-
ion that the act should be extended, they fully recognized that Con-
gress needs more than olf)inions, and this committee was formed to
attempt to gather some facts and statistics that we hope will sub-
stantiate the need for the continuation of the program.

The manner in which we went about this survey was not entirely
something new inasmuch as the three organizations had previously
conductegtwo surveys of a similar nature.

Headquarters were set up in the State of Michigan, and the com-
mittee designed the standard questionnaire forms. And this year we
went a little further than we had in the past, in that we ed for
considerably more information, more detailed information.

A State coordinator was appointed in each State and these ques-
tionnaires were sent to the State coordinator who in turn transmitted
the document to the publicly owned airports within his State,

It was then the responsibility of the State coordinator to compile
these figures on a single sheet and send them back to national head-
quarters. We then compiled those into a final report.
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The final report has been published, and T would like to present
co[;ii'es of this to the committee and, of course, also to your technical
stafl.

This particular report contains a tremendous amount of informa-
tion, and I do not want to take the time of the committee today to go
through each point. However, in order to touch on the highlights
of the survey, we have developed some slides which we would like to
show to the committee which, we think, maybe bring forth some of the
salient points.

This first slide, gentlemen, attempts to show the extent of the cover-
age of the survey itself. It ranges from 100 percent in the gray-
colored States down to less than 20 percent in the red-colored States.
We do have a complete coverage of some percentage throughout the
entire country.

Mr., Wirtiams. What do you mean by “complete coverage”? Do
you mean that every airport was contacted ?

Mr. Ramsey. Not that every airport was contacted, but every air-
port that received a questionnaire returned the questionnaire in those
States that indicate 100 percent.

This is a percentage return as related against the questionnaire
factors sent out.

Mr. Wirtiams. And you surveyed all of the airports?

Mr. Ramsey. We surveyed somewhat less than all of the publicly
owned airports. I have a chart that follows this that will indicate
the number of airports surveyed.

This indicates the airports that were reported in the survey. We
asked the State coordinators to fill in the total of airports in each
State. From this we totaled this first column which indicates a total
of around 7,600 publicly owned airports in the country, of which there
were some 800 and some, the balance being general aviation—I beg
your pardon—this is not all publicly owned airports. Thisistotal air-
ports of which in excess of 50 percent are privately owned airports
over the country. acdie,

On the public airports, it came out about 3,600 public airports re-
ported on the survey. ;

The next bar indicates the number of airports shown on the national
airport plan, 1961, the national airport plan which is approximately
3,300 airports. ) I :

Incidentally, the red area indicates the air-carrier airports in the
genera] aviation airports. : ; - ah

The number of airports that received questionnaires is represented
by this column, which is slightly in excess of the number that is car-
ried on the national airport plan. It is about 3,400 airports.

This column reports or represents the returns from the survey.
Actually, this represents the airports reporting projection. There
were about 1,500 questionnaires returned out of the 3,300 that we sent
out, giving us a total coverage of around 46 percent. And as to the
percentage between the two types of airports, 62 percent of the car-
rier airports contacted reported and about 30 percent of the general
aviation airports reportsreported. j )

The survey indicated, reported this number of aircraft, approxi-
mately 85,000 or a little less, of general aviation aireraft and 2,100
air-carrier aircraft. We thought it rather significant that on the actual
surveys themselves—this figure here represents what the States re-
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ported and not necessarily what the individual surveys reported—but
on the individual surveys we have some 35,000 general aviation air-
craft reported on that, of which 58 percent of them were located on
air-carrier fields. The other was 42 on general aviation fields.

If you have any questions, gentlemen, as I go along here I will
be happy to answer them.

This attempts to show you the relationship and the results of the
survey relative, on your left here, to the nulnlﬁer of projects and their
distri%ution among the two categories of airports.

We show 1,874 projects planned on general aviation airports against
1,264 on air-carrier airports or about 60-40 split in the number of
projects.

e come to the right and this represents the dollar volume involved
in the projects requested, and the ratio reverses itself rather strongly
in that the air carrier represents some 86 percent requirement on the
dollar volume; general aviation, about 14 percent.

In total dollars our survey indicated a need over a 4-year period
of $1,125 million of which $964 was requested by air-carrier airports;
$160 million, by general aviation airports.

The survey also requested information on the amount of funds
available to meet this express need. The survey indicated that it
delivers approximately $588 million of local and State funds to be
available to meet this need over the next 4 years, which left the sum
of about $537 million over a 4-year period over additional funds that
were needed if all of this work was to be accomplished in that time.

We have attempted to show her how the work would be spread
out. This is how the surveys indicated they needed the improvements.

As you can see, the bulk of the money would go into the basics of
the airport, paving, preparation of site, and land which would ex-
ceed 60 percent of the total. We thought it rather interesting to know
the requirements for terminal buildings construction which we recog-
nize is a controversial subject. Nevertheless, it is a needed develop-
ment for airports and the survey showed that approximately 22

reent of the funds needed were planned for terminal buildings, and

ividing this down, and again this percentage here relates to the
total dollar percentage, 4 percent, it is estimated, would be spend for
providing of a FAA rent-free space and that is a little too confining.
Actually, that should be Federal rent-free space since it would include
Weather Bureau facilities,

Six percent is for public use areas and approximately 12 percent
of the total would go to the revenue-producing areas within the termi-
nal building themselves.

Now this includes a breakdown of the terminal building cost. How-
ever, these percentages are related now to the total of the terminal
building cost rather than the total dollar cost of all projects planned.

It indicated that 54 percent of the money is to be spent for revenue-
producing space within the terminal building; 18 percent of the total
terminal building cost would go into Federal rent-free space, and 28
percent would go into public use space within the terminal.

We attempted also—well, I should say how we arrived at these
particular figures, was using some known costs on developing these
particular portions of the building. It came out $32 per square foot
on the cost of rent-free space and $22 per square foot for all other
space.
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Mr. Wittiams. Before you leave that, what is the difference between
the revenue-producing area and the public use area

Mr. Ramsey. The primary difference would be restrooms and lob-
bies, hallways, and things of that nature, which would be public use.

Revenue producing would be restaurants, airline service space,
rental car space, and things of that nature.

Mr. WinLiams. Isee.

Mr. Ramsey. We also asked the airports to indicate what they were
receiving as an average for this particular space. This is not quite
a fair comparison as our previous chart indicated what was planned.
This indicates what is being charged.

- It shows $2.64 per square foot rental charge on the revenue produe-
ing, an average of 87 cents for a service charge on the rent-free space
and, of course, nothing in the public use.

However, in analyzing this from the standpoint of what they indi-
cated they would like to charge in the future, this would go up to $3,
according to their estimates.

This would go up to $1.03. These are averages throughout the
country as reported on the survey.

This chart is something we would like to draw particularly to your
attention. We think that it is very significant. As I have pointed
out to you earlier, these three organizations conducted two similar
surveys in the past. We conducted one survey and it covered the
period 1956 and 1957,

The second survey covered a 4-year period from 1958 to 1961.
And now the third survey covers the period from 1962 through 1965.

We have attempted to relate on this chart our forecast against what

actually happened during the 6-year Feriod of our previous surveys.
1@

The column on the left represents the forecast of the survey. e
gray column in each of the years represents the forecast that the survey
said would be the need that would exist in that particular year. The
green bar in each of the years represents the actual number of project
requests received by the, in this case, the CAA and the FAA in later
years. The red bar represents the actual appropriation of funds for
that year to cover the requests as represented by the green bar.

I want to point ous that in each of these cases, the green and the
rod bars, it was necessary for us to double the figures submitted, be-
cause they represented only requests for Federal funds which 1is
approximately one-half of the total project cost.

I think you will note in each year, with the exception of 1958, the
project requests have exceeded the forecast of the survey which we
believe pretty well establishes the accuracy of the survey, and even
in 1958 this was involved in the extension of the program and a late
program announcement date. We combined these 2 years together
since, you will notice, the requests far exceed the level of requests in
other years, and it still follows through that the total requests far
exceeded that we forecast in our annual survey.

I think that is all. )

Following the completion of the technical data, gentlemen, we
recognized that this particular booklet, with this detail, would not
be of vital interest to all pa.rt.ies, and it was at that time that the
American Municipal Association, the National Association of County
Officials, and the U.S. Conference of Mayors joined with the first
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three groups and produced a brouchure which contained the salient
points of the broad survey itself, together with editorial comments
representing the three groups’ feelings on the need for the extension
of the act.

Iwould like to call your attention to the fact that these six organi-
zations are organizations of Government entities and are not organi-
zations of profit or private interest.

This brochure will be distributed to all Members of Congress and
will be distributed also to virtually all of the cities and local govern-
ments that are interested in the program.

I would also like to have the record have copies of this particular
report. For your information, all of these slides that I have shown
you are contained within the full report, together with an explanation
of the slides.

That completes my testimony, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Wictiams. Thank you, sir. I believe, Mr. Ramsey, that you
will come back later before the subcommitee to testify with a different
hat on.

Is that right?

Mr. Ramsey. That is correct, sir.

Mr. WiLriams. I presume that the committee will probably want
to withhold questioning until then.

Do any of the members have any questions now ?

Mr. FriepeL. No.

Mr. Harris. No.

(The documents referred to above are as follows:)
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COMMENTS ON THE 1961 - 1965
NATIONAL ATRPORT SURVEY
AND
PROPOSED CHANGES IN
THE FEDERAL AIRPORT ACT

The Federal Airport Act expires June 30, 1961. To suppoert its continuance
and obtain data in support of major changes in the Act and the administra-
tion thereof, it was determined that a current appraisal of public airpert
developmant during the next four fiscal years, July 1, 1961 to June 30,
1965, would be needed.

Three organizations--the Airport Operators Council, the American Association
of Airport Executives, and the National Assoclation of State Aviation
Officials——-jointly conducted a National Alrport Survey ‘during September and
October of 1960,

A State supervisor designated for each State and Territory sent question-
naires to all known airport authorities and/or communities in his State
that now own a public airport or are contemplating develorment of a new
public airport during the next four years, The State supervisor tabulated
the repliss of his State and compiled a State or Territorial summary.
These summaries were sent to the National Survey headquarters in Michigan,
where they were tabulated and compiled on a National basis.

The questionnaire used in this survey was designed to obtain certalin basic
information on airport development, as well as additional information to

pport questionable items that have been kicked around during the last six
years of actual performance under this program.

The main point of the survey was to obtain airport development that is now
currently eligible under the present Federal Airport Act, contemplated for
each fiscal year; and in addition, other airport development not now eligible
but yet being considered for developmesnt within the next four years. Data on
the status of local funds was obtained, as well as those States that were
planning to assist financially in the program. Federal "rent-free" space was
of prime importance. The sponsors of this survey desired to know how much
space was being provided at the present time, and at what annual rate such
space was being furnished., In addition, it was desired to know approximately
how much additional "rent-free" space would be required during the next four
fiscal years, and at what rate they anticipated this space would be furnished.
Since based aircraft has been one of the main points of the criteria for
determining eligibility of a project under the program, it was desired to
obtain this information at each lccation, as well as the total active civil
aircraft within each State,

Results of this survey show that 1,338 airports are planning 3,129 projects
during the next four fiscal years. Total reported costs for all airport
development planned during this four-year period is $1.1 billion. It is
anticipated that $522,000,000 of this cost will become available from local
sources and $61,000,000 from State sources, for a total of $583,000,000,
leaving a deficit of $532,000,000.
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The Nation's airports recorded on this survey total 7,660, of which 53%
are privately owned and 47% are publicly owned., Of the publicly owned
airports, 21% are air carrier and 79% are general aviation, Of the 3,631
public airports, 928 were sent questiommairss, which a little over one-
half completed and returned, Of 46% of those returning questionnaires,
1,338 reported proposed develorment, representing approximately 37% of
all the public airports in the nation. Out of a possible 811 air earrier
airports, 501 are proposing further airport develorment. This represents
62% of their total, General aviation, representing 2,820 airports in the
Nation, only recorded 30% coverage, with 837 airports reporting. This
coverage is understandable, because at air carrier airports there is more
talent to draw upon to handle a survey of this type. It is interesting to
pots that according to FAA's publication, "Alr Commerce Traffic Pattern,®
revised and issued in December 1960, 573 airports were listed in the air-
port air carrier category. The survey as reported by the States listed
811 air carrier airports, of which 501 reported devslopment, Each of
these thres tabulations reveals that 5% were large hubs, 6% medium hubs,
14 small hubs, and the remaining 75% for non-hubs, The following tabu~
lation shows the status of airports covered in this report. Further
details may be found in Tables 1, 2, and 3.

Grand Total

Alrports Surveyed

Adr Ceneral
Iype Carrier Aviation

1, Total Pub, Adrports 811 2,820
| 22 78

2. Question, sent 736 2,628
22 78
% of f1 91 93

3. Question. returned 523
% 33.9 66.1
£ of §2 73 39
€ of §1 66 36
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4, Reporting Projects 501 837 1,338
# 37 63 100
% of #3 o 82 86
% of #2 68 32 4o
% of #1 62 30 37

Nation's Aircraft

The Survey shows that general aviation aircraft, and not the airlines with
their glamorous jet liners, is the real giant of aviation. Of the 86,583
aircraft recorded in the Nation, 97.5% were general aviation aircraft, while
only 2.5% or 2,127 were classified as air carrier aircraft. Of the grand
total recorded, 90% are single engine aircraft and 10% are multi-engine air-
eraft. Of the total aircraft recorded in the Nation, two-fifths of these
aircraft are based at those airports reporting development on this survey.
Of the 35,596 aircraft based at alrports considering development in the next
four years, 58% are based at the air carrier airports, and 42% are based at
gensral aviation airports. The ratio of the single and multli-engine aireraft
js distributed in proportion to the total percentage. Excluding the air
carrier aireraft, the multi-engine aircraft is distributed almost equally

tween the air carrier airports and the general aviation airport.s--6$ being
based at air carrier, and 5% being based at general aviation airports. The
following tabulation shows the status of aircraft covered in this report,
Further details may be found in Tables 5, 6, and 7.

Iype
AMr Carrier
%

Gen. Aviation

Total

Based at Airports Surveyed

Ar Carrier Adrports 16,225 4,350
% b6 12

Gen. Av. Airports 13,651 1,370
% 37 5

Total 29,876 5,720
83 17




FEDERAL AIRPORT AID EXTENSION

% sl t

Replies received from the 1,338 airports (Table 3) reported a total of $1.1
billion of planned airport development in the next four years (Tables 8, 9,
and 10), This represents approximately 3,130 projects for this period.
Comparing airport projects with airport dollars, it indicates that approx-
imately 60% of the projects will be developad at general aviation airports
for a total investment of approximately $160,000,000 or 14% of the total
investment; whils 40% of the projects will be developed at air carrier air-
ports representing approximately J9é4,000,000, or B6% of the total develop-
ment,

Alrport development for all categories of airports shows the following dis-
tribution: Land and Approach Acquisition, 13.2%; Landing Area Development,
15.4%; Paving, 33.8%; Lighting & Electrical Costs, 5.2%; Terminal Buildings,
22,2%, of which 4% will be required to furnish spacs for Federal quarters;
6.3% for Public Use Areas, and 11,9% for all Revenus Producing Areas; Auxil-
iary Buildings, 4.3%; other Terminal Areas (Chart-fAirport Development Dollar¥),
5.9%. ALl develorment falling into the above categories is currently sligible
under the Federal Airport Act. It should be noted that airport parking areas
included in other airport development not currently considered as eligible
under the Federal Airport Act amounts to approximately 2.5% of the total air-
port development costs (Table 10),

Previous Surveys

The tabulators were interested in comparing the results of this survey with
the results of previous surveys conducted by the three organizations. Records
of the first survey of 1956, 1957 and the previous four-year survey covering
1958 - 1961 were examined and found that each followed a similar pattern,
(Refer to Chart, "Comparison--Survey Results with Actual Performance"). Tt
was noted that the first year covered by sach survey was comparable, and with
each year of the period following the first year, descended in comparabls
proportions to the end of each survey period,

Having the data of the previous.surveys available, a comparison was made with
actual performance. The tabulators cbtained from the Federal Aviation Agency
& listing of all project requests for the fiscal years 1956 - 1961. It was
found that for each year except the fiscal year 1958, actual project requests
for sach year were higher than what was shown as needed on the survey, Frem
this information, it was concluded that the 1961 - 1965 survey was reascnably
accurate; and that as progress is made into the years ahead, the actual
project requests filed with the FAA for each future year's program will eaxceed
the amount that is shown as a result of this survey. The following table
shows the results of this summary.

Airport Development

Comparing Survey Results with Performance
(Millions of Dollars)

Fiscal Anrual Annual Anrual
Year Survey Needs *Proj. Requests *Allocations

'55-56 281,00 322,47 118,01
156-57 187.35 255.70 114.53
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157=-58 379.88 305.87
158-59 275.24% 384,53
15960 216,57 266.25
160-61 195.26 297,41

'61-62 297.00
RN
16465 243 :50

*jctual total development not available for these categories, FAA records only
Federal funds--amounts doubled to compare with survey.
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Terminal Buildings

Due to congressional limitations on the use of Federal funds for de-
veloping terminal buildings, the many changing policies of FAA in inter-
preting those limitations and their ever—increasing demand for additional
rent-free space, the Committee felt it desirable to obtain as much data as
possible to arrive at some conclusions and guide lines for future legisla-
tion. It was felt that this could be accomplished if Federal rent-free
space, public use space and revenue producing space requirements were known.

surveyed the Federal rent-free space now being provided and at what
annual rate this space was being furnished. In relation to this the ques-
tion was asked what rate was applicable to the same area on a commercial
basis. In addition, the sponsors were asked how much additional space would
be needed for rent-free purposes during the next four fiscal years. The
same question as to rates was asked. In addition, the committee asked
that development costs be provided for three main categories of space.

The results on certain portions of thess questions did not appear too
accurate, MAs an example, sponsors in reporting service charges on an annual
rate per square foot basis for FAA rent-free space, indicated §1.00. It
was felt by the tabulators that this perhaps was incorrect in that many of
FAA's space contracts are on an amnual basis of $1.00 and other consider-
ations. However, the tabulator in analyzing this problem gave them the
benefit of the doubt and recorded it as $1.00 per square foot per year.
Others in reporting charges for rent-free areas indicated charges for land
rather than for building space. These were not tabulated. In addition
the survey showed that approximately 880,000 square feet of rent-free
space is now being provided. If this figure is correct, it appears that
the 25% additional rent-free area to be provided in the next four years
would be in error. This statement is made on the basis of TSO-N173b.

Under this TSO the space requirements for air traffic control tower quar-
ters and other space of FAA has increased by a greater percentage than 25%.
The following table was developed from the Total Development Cost for Termi-
nal Buildings as reported on the survey. Federal rent-free space was com-
puted from the survey information while the cost per square foot of other
areas was analyzed on the basis of six buildings of various sizes dewveloped
in the State of Michigan.

Total Development Cost
Iype of Space Square Feet Sg. Ft. Cost  Total
Federal "Rent-Free" 1,198,500 $32.00 /1§ 39,063,500

Public Use Area 2,786,000  $22.00 /2 61,293,000
Revenue Producing Area 5,248,000 $22.00 /2 115,463,500

Total 9,232,500 - $215,820,000

/1 Reported on Survey /2 Michigan average

On the basis of this total cost, the tabulators determined the participant's
cost for providing this space. The following table indicates this informa-
tion on the basis of the present formula and what is currently eligible
under the Federal Airport Act.
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Participantis Development Cost

Type of Space Square Feet Federal Sponsor Total

Federal "Rent-Free" 198,500 $19,531,750 $ 19,531,750 $ 39,063,500
Public Use Area » . 786,000 $30,646,500 $ 30,646,500 $ 61,293,000
Revenue Producing Area .248,000 0 $115,463,500 $115,463,500

Total 9,232,500 $50,178,250 $165,641,750 $215,820,000

On the acceptance of a grant offer the sponsor must obligate himself for

a period of 20 years under the terms of the offer. On this basis and on
the basis of the rates established by the survey; the tabulators attempted
to determine what the sponsor's profit would be after operation costs were
taken out. On the basis of the commercial rate of $3.00 and rent-free
space at $1.03, which would be considered as operation cost, the tabulators
arrived at the following:

Profit After *Operation Cost - Survey Rates

Commercial Rate $3.00

* Assumed to be $1.03 per sq. ft. - Federal "Rent-Free" Rate

Type of Space Square Feet Rates Total Profit

Federal "Rent-Free" 1,198,500 0 0
Public Use Area 2,786,000 (=) $1.03 (-)$ 2,869,580
Revenve Producing 5,248,000 $1.97 $10,338,560

Net Profit $ 7,468,980

20 Year Obligation $7,468,980 at 20 yrs. $149,379,600

L

Based upon the assumption that rent-free space would be furnished at com-
mercial rate of $3.00 and operational cost was $1.03, the tabulators ar-
rived at .the following:

Federal "Rent-Free" 1,198,500 $1.97 $ 2,343,045
Public Use Area 2,786,000 (=) $1.03 (-)$ 2,869,580
Revenue Producing 5,248,000 $1.97 §$ 10,338,560

Net Profit $ 9.812,025

20 Year Obligation 9,812,025 at 20 yrs. $196,240,500

- 8 8

Based upon the results of this survey the tabulators wanted to determine
what the sponsor's cost and profit would be if the Federal Aviation Agency
provided their own space requirements from other sources and participated
only to the extent of 50% in Public Use Space. The following table is de-
veloped on this basis:
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Partici s Development Cost

Square Feet Federal Sponsor Total

Public Use Space 1,198,500 $30,646,500 $30,646,500 $61,293,000
Revenue Producing 5,248,000 0 $115,463,500 $115,463,000

Total 6,446,500 $30,646,500 $146,110,000 $176,756,000

As a result of this distribution of participantis cost on this basis, the
profits after operation are analyzed in the following table:

Profit after *Operation Cost

*Assumed tao be $1.03 - Profit §$1.97

Public Use Space 2,786,000 (~)8%1.03 (=) $ 2,869,500
Revenue Producing 5,248,000 $1.97 $ 10,338,560

Total ¢ 7.468,980
20 Year Obligation 7,468,980 at 20 yrs. $149, 379,600

Because of the many varisbles in building construction,and the analyzation
of the problems involved 1= somewhat inaccurate, it does not appear that
a sound conclusion can be made; thus the Committee was unable to arrive at
any suggested changes for legislation on terminal buildings.

Explanation of other data contained in this report:

Wage Determination

The Wage Determination Chart has been prepared on the basis of material
extracted from the records in the office of the Department of Aeronautiecs,
State of Michigan. This chart was prepared on a study of the last 18
months' operation of the Federal Ald Airport Program, and was based upon
38 contracts involved during this period., The tabulation of the-informa-
tion covered showed that it tikes an average of 64 days for a wage
determination to go through the channels of the FAA to the Labor Depart-
ment and be returned to the sponsor., This determination is effective for
a4 90-day period; and each determination averaged 12 days' expiration when
received, Because of the many channels through which this must pass, it
is difficult to estimate the correct timing of contract lettings. There-
fore, it was found that of 58% of all the contracts on which wage deter-
mination had been made, it had to be repeated, Further, of 8 of the
contracts, or 21%, on which a second determination had been made, the
determination had to be repeated for the third time, If the sponsor could
go directly to the Labor Department, this procedure could be accomplished
in approximately three weeks, and the determination upen receipt would be
approximately one week old. If this method were accomplished, there would
be better timing on the first determination, estimated to cover approximate-
ly 99% of the contracts, limiting the re-determinations to less than 15,
and completely eliminating third determinations., Thousands of man-hours
would be saved, and less frustration would occur in this phase of the
program.,
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The tabulators felt that while this information was not extracted
from the survey, the Michigan chart, being readily availabls, would be
helpful to thoss analyeing program processes, and they could ses what
Michigan's progress has been on approved projects during the six-year
period and relate this to their own problems,

These charts have been prepared on an accumulative basis to
4ndicate the number of projects and the dates on which certain events
have happened relative to those projects, The vertical bars repressnt
the total number of projects approved during the year and sach pre-
oeding year, At the top and to the left of sach bar, the dot
indicates the dates FAA announced the allooation for that particular
fiscal year, Reading from left to right, the first gray area of the
ohart indicates the period of time from the date the project applica-
tion is submitted to the DAE until the date the grant offer is made,
The second dark area indicates the lsngth of time between the date of
the grant offer and the date of the award of contract, These two areas
indicate the length of time that the project is under the control of FAA,
The middle gray area of the chart covers a period of time from the date
of the contract award until the date of contract completion. This is
the length of time that is involved in the actual airport construction.
The inner dark area represents the langth of time involved in the prep-
aration of final documentation after comstruction has been complated,
and prior to the date the documentation is submitted to the District
Airport Enginesr for a request for final audit, The next gray area
indicates the period of time from the date the DAE receives the request
for final audit until the date the final audit 1s prepared, The dark
area at the lower limits of the chart indicates the length of time
involved from the date the final audit is made until the date the firal
payment is made on & project. The two latter areas are similar to the

first in that they indicate the length of time the project is under the
eontrol of FAA.

On Chart 2a, as of February 15, 1961, & total of 107 projects
were programmed for the six-year period. Of these 107 projects, five
are yet to be submitted to FAA; 12 are in the hands of FAA awaliting
their review and approval of the project and issuance of a grant offer;
seven have besn reviewsd and advertised, the grant offer is being ac-
cepted by the sponsor, and contracts have been prepared and are being
executed by the contractor and the sponaocry and 32 are under construo-
tion, As of February 15, the chart indicates that construction had
just besn completed on three projeots, and they are in the process of
final dooumentation prior to final audit request; and 14 projecta on

Idlt.minthlhlndlnfﬂummulﬂtin‘ﬂmllnﬂit. The

15 have besn audited, the audit has been prepared, and the sponsor
swaiting the final determination by the Audit Review Committes prior
the sponsor's receipt of final payment, At this stage 20 projects
been fully completed and final payment received,
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Chart 2b indicates the length of time involved in completing the
various stages for the number of projects indicated, from the date of
the allocation to the date the plans, specifications, engineer's
estimate, engineering report, project application, Exhibit "A," legal
opinion, sponsor's certification of funds, and--if land was involved--
the land acquisition summary report, easements, appraisals, and other
miscellaneous documents involving land acquisition, and a request for
wage determination have been submitted to the DAE. The average length
of time tp complets this phase, involving 103 projects, has been 42
weeks per project,

The next area of the chart is the length of time that the project
and all documentation is in the hands of the DAE being reviewed by him
and the Regional Office. The Regional Office during this period is
reviewing the plans and related legal documentation, and preparing the
grant offer., After review, the plans have been returned for correction,
have been resubmitted to him, and he has authorized the advertisement
for bids. This period has involved 9% completad projects, and has taken
an averags of 14 weeks,

The next area of the chart involves 86 projects which have been
advertised and bids taken, recommendation of awards have been submitted
to the DAE, grant offers have been accepted, and contracts have been
signed. This period of time has averaged 12 wesks per project.

The middle area of the chart indicates the period that the project
is under construction. This involves 60 projects for an average of 30
weeks per project to complete construction,

In the next area of the chart, the construction has been completed
and the State is in the process of making final payment to the contrac-
tor, preparing as-built plans, clearing any special conditions that
involve final payment, collecting and preparing final papars and sub-
mitting them to the DAE for request for final audit. This has involved
the completion of 52 projects with an average length of time of 51 weeks,

The next area of the chart is the length of time that final docu-
mentation 1s being processed by the DAE until the date the auditor makes
final audit., This process requires an average of 20 weeks to handle b5
projects.

The lower dark area of the chart is the time bstween the audit and
date of final payment. During this period the Regional Grant Review
Committee has determined final eligibility of project costs, final
Federal payment is made, and the project closed. This has involved 25
projects for an average of 27 weeks,

Of the 20 projects that have been fully completed, an average total
of 179 weeks, or thres and one-half years, has been required to develop
a project from the date of allocation until the date of final payment.
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UTAH

VIRGINIA
WASHINGTON
WEST VIRGINIA
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TOTAL ALL STATES
TER. PUERTO RICO
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* Not reported.
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NATIONAL AIRPORT SURVEY
(dudy 1, 1961 to June 30, 1965)

Conducted Jointly By
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National Association of State Aviation Officials
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NATIONAL ATRPORT SURVEY TABLE &4
(July 1, 1961 to June 30, 1965)
QOomauoted Jointly By
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NATIONAL AIRPORT SURVEY TABLE 5
Conducted Jointly By
Airport Operators Council = Amsrican Asscoiation of Alrport Exscutives
National Association of State Aviation Officials

ACTIVE U,S. CIVIL AIRCRAFT REPCRTED BY TYPE, DEC. 31, 1960
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NATIOMAL AIRPORT SURVEY TAELE 6

Conducted Jointly By g A L
Mrport Operators Council--American Association Adrport Execu
National Association of State Aviation Officials
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NATIONAL AIRPORT SURVEY TARLE 7

Conducted Jointly by
Mrport Operators Couneil—American Association of Adrport Executives
National Association of State Aviation Officlals
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FEDERAL AIRPORT AID EXTENSION

HATIONAL AIRPORT SURVEY
(July 1, 1961 to June 30, 1965)

Conducted Jointly By
Airport Operators Council
American Assoclation of Adrpert Executives
National Association of State Aviation Officlals

Airports Funds Available
Publicly Reporting Cost of and Anticipated
Owned Projects Projects from Local and Additional
Adrports  Planned Flanned State Sources Funds Needeg

$4, 540,000 $2,105,150 $2,434,850
11,174,750 16,419,750

14, 814, 208 10,068,575

723,200 501,200

774 344,653 45,395,118

11,821,307 7,138,416
9,791,750 8,553,650

338,000 92,100
28, 941, bl 56,502,503
29,754,600 29,396,000

12,598,600 12,598,600

1,112,633 1,146, 104

20,371,300 26,992,300

I, sk 215 4,213,080

10,547,677 6,009,177 4,538,500

5,446,800 1,197,950 4,248,850
30,356,725 13,756,350
28,172,400 14,022,700
HAINE 6,245,319 3,513, 2,731,575
MARYLAND 19,360,100 10,425,121 8,934,979

IDAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA

KANSAS
KENTUCKY

EYE BE¥be «¥nbe pENEG

MASSACHUSETTS 38,024,400 22,283,950 15,750,450

MICHIGAN 84,629,646 30,793,798

KINNESOTA 1,472,510 5,338,119

KISSISSIPPL 6,692,600
1

MISSOURT 840,625
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA

NEW HAMPSHIRE
NEW JERSEY

NEW MEXICO
NEW YORK

NORTH CAROLIRA
NORTH DAKOTA
OHIO

OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENNSYLVANIA
RHODE ISLAND
SOUTH CAROLINA

SOUTH DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXAS

UTAH
VERMONT 1,598,500
VIRGINIA 2,527,607
WASHINGTON

WEST VIRGINIA
WISCONSIN

WIQMING %

TOTAL ALL STATES 3631 1338 $1,106,409,435 $583, 747,724 $532,68,711

TER,. PUERTO RICO “ z‘ 8,635,000 QIZI'?EEOO _z&w
U. 8. TOTAL 3646 1361 $1,125,064,435 $588,065,224 $536,979,211

Famsc REEBR BLBBe BNuEL mewld.a




FEDERAL AIRPORT AID EXTENSION

NATIONAL AIRPORT SURVEY

ANTICIPATED DEVELCPMENT COSTS
1861 - 1964

AOC - AARE - WASAD

TOTAL AIRPORT SURVEY RESULTS
50 STATES INCLUDING PUERTO RICD AND YIRGIN ISLANDS

EXISTING AIRPORT REPORTED 118 . NEW AIRPORT REPORTED

AIR CARRIER AIRPORT 5ol , GENERAL AVIATION AIRPORT

TOTAL AIRPORTS IN NATIOMAL AIRPORT PLAN___ 3,148

Based Airer reported by survey:

Civil Aireraft: SINGLE ENGINE_33.398  wuivi-ewgine_8.015 ; vora__ 39.414

Military Miroraft: TOTAL_2.803

TOTAL BASED AIRCRAFT IN ALL STATES oo (EXCLUDING WILITARY)

Fadetal *'gent-lree"* space now provided TOTAL SQUARE FEET
New baing charged FAR for this space  (ANNUAL RATE PER $0. FT.) $_0.87

Commprcial taty for the sams ares  (AMNUAL RATE PER 5. FT.) $_2.84

Estissted MAXINUM Federal "rent-{req” space provided at gy ties during tie next four years?
TETAL SQUARE FEET_ 1,108,498 ESTIMATED SERYICE CHARGE (ANNUAL RATE PER 80. FT.) $.1.03  (AVERAGE)

Commarcial rgte for the same aros  (ANNUAL RATE PER $0. F1.) §_3.00 (AVERAGE)

SPONSOR'S FUNDS AVAILABLE AND ANTICIPATED (4-YEAR PERIOD)
(City, Toenghip, County Alrport Autherity, Private, stc.)

TYPE OF FuNDS 1961 l 1862 1883 1884 Totai

T
On hand or

budgeted

onds authorized
but mot sold 39,081, 000 14,803,250 18,243, 000 10,370,000 82,587, 25C

Bonding
anlicipatad 18,787,848 41,885, 468 21,831,775 7,080, 763 121,388,082

intlel
el 48,908, 810 53,214,082 | 4726008 | 83,075,843 | 200,428,343

ToTAL 184,037,821 132,208,722 93,417,008 | 117,348,570 527,012,201

Less Tota!l Funds
Reg'd. for ltem ¥ 52,823,108 55,801,781 22,527,825 20,017,359 150,860,134

$pon Funds 1|
ey 191,482,202 6,510, 981 10,888,363 |  82.331.2101 378,152, 087

State Funds
Available 20,117,558 15,067,375 12,808, 845 12,168,225 61,053,003

Total Funds Aveilable
for ltems | thru 1Y 151,588,790 82,384,338 83,789,228 109,488,436 437,209,090

18,278,685 21,235,202 1,414,225 8,721,084 113,856,978




All Pigures Pernished By T FIMAL THAR 1957

FEINBAL AVIATION AGENCT Beet 2 of 6 sheets

STARYT OF FISCAL TRAR 1957 OF JULY 1, 19%5
_— FROJECT ABQUESTS FILED WI'TH PaL FUNDS ATAILANLE JOR ALLOCATION DUNINO FISCAL
axp (Pedoral Pusds Omly) (Fodaral Pusds Ouly)
UTRALLOCA
e o s ATH CANMING | GNNNNAL AVIATION | GRAND YORAL vy [ ATTOND AR LE
Prior 7.7, | NeLlayri®] Stara ap- |
Be.  Teral o. foral | Be. 19% ' iﬁ.l IpersLonmaay
3 2 3 ) 5 & 7 L]
AlananL & Lysom | ) a7 1,746,777 957,453 137,55 06,1%] 1,5m,18% 10,
frict 2 s2,m0 |10 s62,2m, | 12 1,085,500 | 626,363 154,556 999,588 1,720,453 9%
ARTANMAS 1 w9 | 2 w,m5 3 119, 862 “7,292| 10,970 670,938 1,228 600 5L,
GaLl LML 7 3,075,308 | % 4,608 | O 7,291,587 0 49,73 2,709 3,1m 862 n,
OOLORADO 1 1,602,997 |12 755,70 | 13 2,389 007 636,806 157,14 955,089 1,749,258 2,
comacT o 1 0000 | 3 221,000 | & 571,000 226,897 55,973 00, 256 623,066 2,
DELAMAE o ] [} 0 o ] ] 10,689 64,900 75,666 0
DIST. OF OL. | o 0 o 0 0 0 #0,1Mm 19,784 120,71 220,23 ]
oM T 4,%454% |12 973,5% | 19 5,920,980 67,904 140,132 81,056 1,5%,892 o
GRORGLA 2 3,945,100 |10 294,200 | 12 4,240,300 628,279 155,029 M9 1,725,727 L
1 DANO o o 2 mm| 2 133,2m 46,324 114,326 b, 985 1,272,608
LI & 46 |a 3,004,150 | 27 727,70 | 1,127, %7 23,24 | 178,68 3,132,602 2,
TEDE AN 2 9. |1 556,187 | 13 1,185,990 568,492 140,277 852, 78| 1,561,507
10w 1 wau | 7 %,995 | # 134,235 486,93 13,655 800,327 1,408,495 14,
LANELS o 0 ] 546,05 | 8 446,050 542,676 145,133 882,263| 1,570,0m2 17,
] 2 85,69 |13 1,710,607 (18 2,068,306 488,82 120,608 THAM|  1,302,5%4 .
Lo0T SN 4 ymesis | o o i 3,78, 5%9 507,066 125,119 760,99 1,992,744 ]
wom L] o 1 98,50 | 1 98, 500 10,639 63,459 385, 768 459,866 13,
MARTLAND 1 656,420 | 2 643,50 | 3 1,299,920 292,809 72,290 39,28 804,274 [}
™| 3  39m,50 |19 2,166,191 (22 6,165, 79% 95,5 126,219 767.282| 1,389 022 13,
MICHIGLS 5  2,0m,2% |29 4,957,290 |3 6,992,500 775,063 772,183 | 1.656,508| 2,7m 800 92,
WEEEOTA 9 2205000 | 8 202,000 (17 240,000 | T4, 70 19,77 | 1,072,188] 1,963,534 0
WIBSLBAIPYL 2 659,165 | 4 307,400 | & 996, %5 450,702 m, a2 676,053 1,237,967 0
LT 3 2,055,125 |15 1,2m,202 (18 5,344,367 527,62 180,408 | 1.096,682( 1,404,708 2,
MONTANA 2 309,209 | & 18,840 | & 458,049 686, 238 190,377 | 1.157.301| 2,003,916 5
[ o 0 1 14,000 | 2 14,400 465,008 124,858 759,003 1,040,869 12,
EEVADL 2 1,08.6% |2 7,6% | & 1,127,27% 0 136,051 827,050 963,101 1,
o wemim | o ] ] smaz | e 7,327 98,144 2,07 17, 216 5,577
B ERSEY 1 a5 000 | 2 1,0m,0m | 3 1,74, 0m 266,111 128, 585 78,667 1,17, ]
| o wxico 0 o 7 77,88 | 7 ™50 300, 528 163,147 985600 | 144836 |
L 7 6,350,600 |17 1,995,388 |24 8,345,985 (] 28,729 | 2.606,23)| 3,0M,962 9,
woRTy CamcrImAl 5 2,459,925 | 7 646,57 12 3,105,498 659,639 162,7%7 909,458 1,m1, 86 55,
Pam mEoms | 0 0 5 1#8,7% | 5 189,756 40,963 9,67 605,908 | 1,209,597
K10 6 9,92,m |16 4,489,302 |22 14,4%,%1 | 1,007,400 248,578 | 1,511,100 2,767,080 0
CLARON 2 3,m5,52%5 |10 663,342 |12 4,432, 867 60,975 138,422 B41,862] 1,440,899 30,
oaooy 4 126,m0 |7 326,275 |11 1,543,055 o 153,33 932,127| 1,085,463 &
rmmnnns |8 2,907,857 |13 2,502,614 |0 5,440,410 530,507 02,909 | 1,902,130 2,745,620 0
mom lmam |1 ass,%00 | o [ 1 53,500 &, 20,917 127,157 232,845 a2,
SOUTH CAROLINA} 1 296,000 | 3 19,9 | 4 £75,918 31,45 5,27 82,70 991,m6 25,
soUm mEot |0 [ 3 1%,609 | 3 1%, 605 48an 108,119 657,256] 1,203,546 8
TR EE ¢ ea,m7 e 92,850 [18 4,354,687 532,270 m,19 790,008 | 1,462,000 )
™mus 10 s |22 328,79 |2 8,329, 57 | 1,695, %4 s08,9% | J.093.777| 5,27,9M 1,
UnaE 1 2,0 |7 6,29 | 8 528,532 -] 18,02 719,824 1,78 118 1,
TRuACET 0 0 6 w475 | 6 382,478 LT VT 20,73 126,16 man ]
VIROINLA 2 m,m9 |3 220,490 | 5 604, 509 535,350 132,099 803,025 | 1,470,47% 5y
YASHI ¥ 20X & 1,089 i 1,007,3% |18 2,087,709 M, 142,79 868,070 | 1,4%9,50)
WEST VIRGINIA | 2 1,225.000 | 6 m. s | 8 1,5%,79 26,755 78,160 S0 70,047
viEomiE 1 2029 |5 m, %0 | 6 w¢,000 | 662,604 163,499 992,906 1,%20,009 1,
VTOMISS ] 0 1 ;42 n 98,452 355,288 124,164 7se.789 | 1,23¢,20 1,
::;l_- 126 79,199,667 |an1 45,672,002 | 547 124,970,679 |22,168,539 | 7,402,557 | #5.000,000| 94 s£9 096 662,
AlasDL s 19870 |o 0 [ 1,98,7% 923,207 0 1.3%0,000| 2,271,207 10,
EAMALL 1 wme |e ] H W mo | a0 0 790,000 | 1,668,304 ,
PURNTO MICO 1 wsp 000 |0 o 1 B50,000 09,20 (] 600,000 1,109,200 13;
VIROIE 15Laxm 1 ¥.9m |0 0 1 24,91 200,000 0 300,000 00,000 3.
m‘"‘ 11 29040 |o ] n 2,980,491 | 2,650.7%2 0 3,000,000 | 5,650,742 98,
'mm"‘-m 12, 74,99 | 2,467,529 | 15,000,000| 30,n12,500 | 29,
T v mamass i wserm2 |58 azm,ei2am [ar,s62,2m | 9,8m,0m | 6.000,000 110,492,358 | 1,060,
O™
. Tor e fiscal years 15956-57-58-95, mo bresciows svallable for cel- 2. Jor the fiscal years 1957-55-59, the ounder of al
uane 10 and 11. 10 is total of all new allosatloms regardlsss columm 12 iacluded in previcus year total. Basbel

Gal. .
of whalber thay weot Lo Alr Carrier or Jssaml Aviatles Alrperis. tloms ls osl. 1) are sew projecis sddsd in curres
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FEDERAL AIRPORT AID EXTENSION

WATIOAL AIRPORT WRNEY 000 I
NOTE: The three columns of percentage [igures under the right hand total column
represents the following -
1. Proportion of sampling of indivicual four year totals in percentages.
2. Proportion of sampling of national total of items I through IV in percentages.
3. Percentage of national total of items I through IV,
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FEDERAL AIRPORT AID EXTENSION

NATIONAL AIRPORT SURVEY
= AAAE - NASAO

n Survey Results
Acl'ual Performance
(irport D

= ?mm = 4 YEAR SURVEY > x 4 YEAR SURVEY

B SURVEYS
W PROJECT REQUESTS®
B ALLOCATIONS **

Libbadl oot

BOT ST A58 500 160 Bl 62
FISCAL YEAR

® Pacacr Hpguests Fago Amacir Wow FAA = Amouwr Dousuen Fos Comsanmons -l Ao Toon Devmsenr.
89 Avocarome Amwsuwcsn Awsvany Be FAA = fAususr Devsctn Foa Commanmon - Bmaoy lees Tom Py Avcwes

Loiars w MiLcions
8. 8788

O

NASAQO, AOC, and AAAE have made three national airport surveys to determine
types and amount of airport development required to meet future transportation needs.

These surveys were conducted in 1955, 1957 and 1961. The first (light colored)
bar in cach year group indicated above shows the estimated cost of airport devel-
opment planned during the 2 or 4 year period covered by the survey. The second
(dark colored) bar indicates the dollar amount of project applications sponsors filed
with FAA. The third bar indicates the amount of construction that could be com-
pleted with the allocations made by the FAA when matched by sponsor funds.

70570 O—61




FEDERAL AIRPORT AID EXTENSION

NATIONAL AIRPORT SURVEY
ADC - AAAE - NASAO

Dermimal ‘Bu.lld.mg RENTAL RATE

SURVEY - AVERAGE 1961~ 1965

* Rare Per Square
Foor Per Year.

Por Fe |
Revenue Propucing .fo 81
¢ PusLic Use

1264

$0.00
20 YR. OBLIGATION

This chart illustrates the average rental per square foot that an airport owner receives
from various portions of an administration-terminal building

NATIONAL AIRPORT SURVEY
AQC - AARE - m&nc-

9 SURYVEY CO\"EQ%E I‘?&E thS I

*DoLLars m MiLuons . _ ¥329° pexFr. Rewr Fase
#22% Pea®Fr. AL Orwars

= e RENT

Revenue Prooucwe Free
Seace SPACE PusLic Use
SpaCE

$115.5 i3o0  $el3
54% I8 % 28%

The $215,820,000 required for terminal building development during the period 1961-65
will be utilized as indicated above.




FEDERAL AIRPORT AID EXTENSION

Dotermingtion

ESENT METHOD

90 Day Determination
12 days enpired. when neceived. M[ C-po*\.w‘t,

REDETERMINATION REQUIRED ON 58% OF ALL CONTI?ACTS-
PROPOSED METHOD

Estimated: 3 Weeks for retum of Determination
@ I Week expiration on receipt
%mit BETTER TIMING - No Reverenmmanions

An average of 64 days is normally required to obtain a “wage rate” determination
due to the many FAA and Department of Labor offices through which an applica-

tion must pass; method proposed by NASAO would reduce tume to 21 days.




watuAed [Buy jo JEp 01 Spunj jo uonesoje Vv
JO JeP WOl SYIIM GL] JO Jwn [eio]l 2Feisae ue pasnbar uediyoy ur parajdwoos swaford wodare Aiuam |

savia %¢ - Su3IM bLI

g T Vo e

L]

]

AID EXTENSION

W,
X
A
w

FEDERAL AIRPORT

SONNY TVEa02 40 ANIWAYY TYNI{ OL SNOUVIOTTY 40 3uw] Wow4 SIOAM0RG 8oy




FEDERAL AIRPORT AID EXTENSION 65

Mr. WiLLiams. Mayor Hartsfield, we are very halppy to have you
before the committee, and as I am one who travels t wrough your city
uite often, let me congratulate you on getting your airport in g

shape,

STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM B. HARTSFIELD, MAYOR OF
ATLANTA, GA., AND CHAIRMAN OF THE AMERICAN MUNICIPAL
ASSOCIATION’S AIRPORT COMMITTEE, ATLANTA, GA., ACCOM-
PANIED BY PATRICK McLAUGHLIN, DIRECTOR OF FEDERAL
ACTIVITIES, AMERICAN MUNICIPAL ASSOCIATION

Mayor Harrsrrerp. You mean the new terminal? I am about that
terminal now like the man with pictures of his baby. I carry them
around. You give me an excuse to show you a magnificent terminal.
‘We are very proud of it.

Well, gentlemen, I thank you for this opportunity to come before
you and, as you know, this is William B. Flartsﬁeld, of Atlanta, and
I am here as chairman of the American Municipal Association’s Air-
port Committee.

As you already know, the American Municipal Association repre-
sents some 13,000 cities and towns and villages t.Eroughout the country
and represents them all, large and small.

This is a particularly auspicious occasion for me to afpl)ear before
this committee, because a little over a week ago I fulfilled a long-

standing dream of mine when I opened Atlanta’s new, modern jet age
terminal. The consideration with which this committee has treated
the testimony of our organization in the past had a great deal to do

with the success of that undertaking. We feel like we are partners
and we are very proud of our partnership.

Our new air terminal cost us $18 million, of which the Federal Gov-
ernment provided $5 million. On the basis of present estimates, our
operations next year will return revenues to us in the amount of $2.8
million, an amount sufficient to pay all of our operating costs as well
as our annual amortization of the bonded debt.

To give you an idea of the type of revenue-raising activities involved
in that bright revenue picture, we are realizing $160,000 a year out
of one insurance booth, and also we rented out the main wall of our
terminal for an enormous and very beautiful Coca-Cola sign which
produces over $12,000 a year.

Mr. Wirtiams. This'is what you expect from your new terminal
and not what you were getting out of your old one?

Mayor Harrsrierp. No, sir.  What we are now getting in the new
terminal already contracted, and may I say that when the terminal
was built we engaged the services of Mr. Robert Curtis, a former presi-
dent of the New York City Real Estate Board, who was in charge of
the leasing of concessions for the New York Port Authority, a man
probably with more experience in airport and terminal leasing of all
kinds than anybody in the world.

We brought him down there. We put him in charge of it and we
moved it from local control or local politics, and it has been leased
on a very intelligent basis to tenants that we think are reliable and
strong. And we had in mind trying to produce revenue to pay off
those certificates and to make the terminal self-supporting.
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In other words, we come before you as somebody who is trying to
get on his feet and not remain perpetual mendicants for everything
in connection with aviation. We want to make it pay. ¢ ;
_ Mr. Winuiams. Having seen that terminal and realizing you have
it open now, it looks to me that you now are pretty well on your feet.
We would like to get on our feet over in Jackson about the same
way.

Mayor Harrsrrern. Well, sir, if you keep the same good mayor you
have got over there, you will be preity good on your feet. I am
speaking now of Jackson, Miss.

Gentlemen, we are very proud of this new terminal and, as T said,
we are making every effort to make it extract as much money as possi-
ble but there are many fields of Federal aid about which I would like
to talk to you.

I cite our Atlanta progress in order to demonstrate that I can speak
completely objectively as the American Municipal Association’s
spokesman when I state that the airports program you have here be-
fore you is absolutely essential to assure that we have a national sys-
tem of airports which keep pace with the growth of air transporta-
tion.

The American Municipal Association is one of the organizations
which jointly prepared the brochure “The Federal Airport Program
Should Be Extended” which we are mailing to every member of
Congress.

At this point I should like to request permission to enter this bro-
chure into the record as well as the statement on airports contained in
the national municipal policy of the American Municipal Association.

As far as Atlanta and some of the other larger cities which now
have highly developed airports are concerned our interest in this legis-
lation is twofold. One, we think that all airports, including our own,
should receive Federal grants for such additional runways, naviga-
tional and traffic controls as are deemed necessary by the FAA to in-
crease the safety of our airways.

Two, because our airports can only truly fulfill their mission if we
have a truly national system of airports throughout the Nation, we
are interested in having funds made available to build up the smaller
feeder airports which connect with our larger airports. And I want to
say to you gentlemen, a few years ago Atlanta could not pay its own
way and by Federal help we have been enabled to get on our feet and
we want to see other cities that are not so fortunate obtain the same
status.

In order to establish the national system of airports which is re-
quired we think a minimum program of $100 million per year for a
5-year period is called for. y

To deal with the length of the contract authorization first. Long-
term continuity is absolutely essential if we are to have an orderly,
efficient, and economical development of our national airport system.
We cannot move ahead in fits and starts. We cannot continue to
plan long-term programs and then have to postpone or abandon them
because of the uncertainty of Federal financing. A 5-year program
is essential in order to establish orderly development of our airports

system.




FEDERAL AIRPORT AID EXTENSION 67

Gentlemen, those of you with experience with local government
know that we have got to have some assurance of Federal continuity
here when we act on the local level. It takes time to plan and time to
vote bonds in time to sell bonds. And we have to know in advance
that we have some assurance of help here before we can tie into a sys-
tem of Federal aid.

Along the same lines, a requirement to have the appropriations fixed
on a year-to-year basis ignores completely the realities of capital pro-
graming and bond finaneing at the local level.

In order to relate rationally all of our major municipal improve-
ments to each other, including streets, sewers, school needs, police
and fire protection, as well as airports, virtually every municipality
in the Nation now draws up its capital programs on a projected 5-
year basis.

After these capital programs are drawn up, anywhere from 6
months to a year is required to receive approval of the voters for
our bond issues, and another 6 months to a year is required to com-
plete the underwriting and financing of the bonds. And as has been
said, on the local level, we have to tie in airport bonds with other
programs such as schools and sewers. Often one big issue covers not
only airports but many other things.

1f we bear in mind that these expenditures are required to protect
the safety, not just of the citizens of Atlanta, but of all of the air-
traveling public of Americs, it seems to me that the Congress is
faced with a clear choice. If it wants the localities to participate in
providing the requirements necessary to protect the air-traveling pub-
lic it must relate its financing provisions to the realistic capabilities
of the local communities.

A short-time authorization program, and particularly annual ap-
propriations, makes programing at the local level impossible. If
Congress insists on annual appropriations then it must be willing
to shoulder the full cost of airport development.

As to the amount of money required, our surveys indicate that for
the next 4-year period 1,464 airport projects are planned by U.S.
communities at an estimated cost of $1.1 billion. It is anticipated
that $588 million of this cost can be met out of State and local funds,
leaving a deficit of $537 million.

We should also like to suggest some specific changes in the bills
before this committee. It is our opinion that the Federal Government
should pay 100 percent of the costs of procurement and installation
of the following:

(1) Land required for the installation, maintenance, and opera-
tion of approach light systems;

(2) High-intensity side lighting on runways:

(3) Clear zones and any other projects necessitated by safety re-
quirements of the Administrator or other Federal agencies; anc

(4) The cost of construction of any part of an airport building
intended to afford facilities for housing activities of the United States
relating to air traffic control, weather reporting, and communications
activities relating to air traflic control.

We advocate the above because if these safety requirements are es-
sential from the standpoint of safety for the national system it is
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imperative that the Federal Government be able to install them with-
out the delays which might be incurred in local financing.

We also believe that it is essential from the standpoint of sound
programing that the announcement of allocations for the next fiscal
year should be made by January 1.

On the section governing the redistribution of funds we recommend
that 2 fiscal years be used instead of 1, because 1 year is not adequate
in many cases to take account of the delays in the administrative
machinery of the Federal Aviation Agency and the local sponsors.

We also favor the retention of the present statutory provisions
which give the Administrator some flexibility on which is or is not
eligible for building construction grants. Under the present law,
bars, cocktail lounges, and other specified items have been made in-
eligible, leaving to the discretion of the Administrator whether or not
needed public use space, maintenance equipment space, and other space
can have Federal financial participation.

The Administrator has exercised his diseretion in this matter
through regulations and by his criteria and priority system which
makes terminal buildings eligible only in rare cases after safety items
are adequately cared for. Yet, in those cases where communities have
attained an adequate system of runways and taxiways, the inadequacy
of the ramp and terminal building facilities can result in delays and
problems which preclude the safe and efficient use of the airways and
the landing area.

The present law recognizes that such sitnations may exist and per-
mits the Administrator to alleviate them. We believe that it is in the
best] interest of aviation development that this flexibility remain in
the law.

We also believe that a project cost incurred prior to the execution of
the grant agreement should be allowable if it would have been allow-
able if incurred after the execution of the grant agreement, and if it
was incurred for or in connection with or as a condition precedent to
the airport improvement pursuant to plans theretofore approved in
writing with an express provision that costs so incurred would be al-
lowed when and if the grant agreement was executed but no such
approval shall obligate the United States to pay any portion of the
project costs unless and until the grant agreement is executed.

On some occasions there is an interval of as long as 6 months be-
tween the approval by FAA of the plans for a civil airport project and
the actual execution of the Federal-aid grant agreement.

Becanse of FAA’s present inability to make payments for work
started or completed prior to the actual execution of the formal grant
agreement, the airport sponsor is often faced with the choice of delay-
ing a much-needed project or surrendering his claim to Federal aid
for the portion completed prior to the execution of the grant agree-
ment. To cure this administrative difficulty we suggest such pay-
ments be permitted subject to the above conditions.

Gentlemen, the passage of the legislation before you is essential to
the future development of a modern, effective, and efficient air trans-
portation system for the Nation.

We simply cannot handle the aireraft of the sixties and the seven-
ties on airports with the capabilities of the fifties.
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Development. at the pace required by technological advances in air-
craft design, the continual increase in passenger and freight air travel,
and by the demands of civil and military defense considerations is
beyond the capacity of local governments to finance alone.

{t. is neither wise nor equitable to assume that they can.

I thank you, gentleman, very much for the privilege of appearing
before you.

Mr. Harris. That completes your statement, does it, Mayor Harts-
field ?

Mayor HarrsFrerp. Yes, sir.

Mr. Harris. Mr. Friedel, do you have any questions?

Mr. Frieper. No questions, but I just want to compliment the mayor
on a very fine statement.

Mayor Harrsriern. Thank you, Mr. Friedel.

Mr. Frieoer. It explains in detail everything very fairly.

Mayor Harrsrrierp. Thank you, sir. Thank you.

Mr. WinLiams. Thank you very much. Mr. Springer, do you have
any questions?

Ir. SerinGer. No questions.

Mr. Harris. I would like to ask you three or four questions, Mayor
Hartsfield. g

Mayor Harrsrrern. Yes, sir.

Mr. Hagris. In view of your statement, representing the American
Municipal Association, about the progress you have had and your
experience with your own airport, I join with the chairman of the
subcommittee in complimenting you on the progress that you have
made with the very fine facilities that you have at Atlanta.

I have also recently had occasion to be there. I was visiting with
a Member of Congress, a member of this committee, there.

How long did it take you to construct this airport?

Mr. Wiziams. Ithink I can answer that.

Mayor Harrsrierp, If you are referring to the present terminal
building, about 2 years. The airport itself was acquired in 1925. I
picked 1t out.

And we have been working on it and madly increasing runways
and taxiways and buying additional land ever since.

Mr. Harris. Well, I am talking about your improved or expanded
program which resulted in what you have now, the increased land-
1n§ facilities and so forth. _

Mayor HarrsrieLn. We began back in the early 1950’s by voting
bonds and availing ourselves of the first Federal aid offered to mod-
ernize that airport.

We are very proud of the fact that we used that money for first
things, which was the safety of the airport, to extend runways, to
install better navigational systems, drainage, to acquire additional
land for approach clearances. We withheld asking rille Federal Gov-
ernment for any money for a terminal. We kept our people for 10
years in an old tin hanger while we were using all of our bond funds
and all of our Federal aid on runways to make them safe.

Mr. Hargis. Now, you had your first bonds in early 19507

Mayor HarrsFierp. Yes, sir.

Mr. Hargris. Have you had any since then ?
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Mayor Harrsriern. We have had two bond issues out there, a bond
issue that I recall was a bond issue for about $3 million and this last
one for $9 million.

Mr. Harris. Now, when was the last bond issue?

Mayor Harrsriern. The last bond issue was the one that we have
completed the terminal with. It was voted in 1957, and we matched
that with Federal aid and with revenue certificates.

We have a revenue certificate law and under it, we have issued—
well, the whole terminal complex represents that $18 million, $9
million general obligation bonds, about $5 million Federal aid and
the balance revenue certificates. )

Mr. Harris. Mayor, did you have any difficulty developing this
project you have there because of the present procedure on grant
agreements ?

Mayor Harrsriero. Well, sir, we have been a little hard pressed
at times and we have extended ourselves with revenue certificates.

And, as I said, we have got this estimate of receipts and we hope
that we are going to make good on it and pay off those revenue
certificates,

Mr. Hagrgis. Yes. I am sure you will do that, too, but you do not
issue revenue certificates at all until your grant agreement with the
Federal agency has been completed, do you?

Mayor Hartsriero. Well, some of our grant agreements are still
in process of being carried out.

e have not gotten all of the money yet.

Mr. Harris. But you also had agreements that reach back as far
as the early part of 1950 ¢

Mayor Harrsrierp. Yes, sir.  We have managed to get a little
Federal help ever since it started.

Mr. Harris. Well, the question is that yon suggest here that we
change the law to make money available for work completed before
the grant agreements have been concluded, as I understand it. Is that
right

Mayor Harrsrrerp. Of course, I am speaking not simply for
Atlanta but for every city in the Nation.

Mr. Hagris. I know you are, and that is the reason I raised the
question.

How can you or the American Municipal Association expect the
Federal Government to appropriate funds and make it available
before the agreement has Leen concluded between the Government
and the sponsors?

Mayor Harrsriep. I don’t—Ilet me confer with my associate here.

Mr. Harris. You can identify your associate with you if you like.

Mayor Harrsriern. I would like for Mr. McLaughlin to answer
that question.

Mr. McLavenuin. I am Patrick McLaughlin, the director of
Federal activities for the American Municipal Association.

What the mayor is speaking of is an instance where there is a lapse
of time before the final agreement is executed, and it is a project
which would have been allowable by the grant agreement, but the
need is so pressing that you have to go ahead with it, and then you
are faced with a change of either going ahead with 1t because 1t is
an emergency project or giving up your Federal participation.
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So what he is suggesting is in such instances if it had been some-
thing that would have been allowable under the grant agreement,
but because of the lapse of time in completing the grant agreement,
then it would be allowable when the grant agreement is finally exe-
cuted.

Mr. Harris. Well, that still does not answer my question.

How could you expect the Federal Government to permit the funds
to be appropriated before an agreement is made between the Federal
Government and the sponsor ?

Mr. McLavenuin. Well, they are not paid until the final grant
agreement is executed.

Mr. Harris. I thought you suggested here that these funds be
available before the grant agreement is signed.

Mr. MclLavenuin. No, that they be allowable, allowable in the
final grant agreement but not until the final grant agreement is
executed.

Mr. Harmis. Isee. That isall.

Thank you.

Mr., WiLtiams. Mr. Mayor, I go through Atlanta, as you know
probably, quite often. I guess I have been there a dozen times this
spring on my way to and from my home in Mississippi. Atlanta is
a stop on the way.

I would like to ask you, just out of curiosity, how much general
aviation operations take place off of the Atlanta Municipal Airport.

Is there any general aviation to any extent on that airport?

Mayor Harrsrierp. You mean activities unrelated to scheduled
flights?

Mr. Wintianms. Other than regularly scheduled carriers.

Mayor Harrsriern. Well, of course, the airport has many related
businesses.

There are airplane insurance services, airplane service

Mr. Wittiams, No, I am speaking of general aviation. I am
referring to business aircraft or light sports aircraft, individually
owned aircraft.

Mayor Harrsriern, Only a fair amount of unscheduled flying. Of
course, there is some freight flying and business aireraft but, frankly,
we have discouraged military flying, Reserve flying, because we have
such a heavy amount of scheduled landings and departures there.

Mr. WiLtiams. Private flying is what I am talking about.

Mayor Harrsrierp. There is some. There are some that find that
side of the county and that side of the town economical to use.

Mr. WiLLiams., What is that old field, the old Navy field, being
used for.

Mayor Harrserern. That field is being operated, I understand, by
De Kalb County for private flying.

Mr. Wirriams. That is the general aviation airport?

Mayor Harrsrierp. For business and industry in that section. It
has limited runways.

It will not take the large planes. And then, of course, Fulton
County operates another airport which will not take the larger planes
but which is very fine for business aircraft and, incidentally, the
Federal Aviation Authority has some offices there on that airport.

Then the military aircraft goes to Dobbins Field in Marietta, which
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is also the field of Lockheed, and they use that port. Of course, the
military has courtesy use of the Atlanta Airport as well.

Incidentally, the field is now the base for Delta’s jet maintenance.
They have a base there.

Mr. WirLiams. I believe Atlanta is about the fourth or fifth busiest
airport in the country, is it not ?

Mayor HarrsrieLp. It used to range about fifth or sixth in total
landings. It now runs about sixth or seventh.

It is an interchange airport.

Mr. Wnriams. I am asking these questions now purely out of curi-
osity more than anything else.

What do you plan to do with the old terminal building?

Mayor HagrrsFierp. The old tin hangar?

Mr, Witniams. Yes.

Mayor Harrsriern. Well, we built it to salvage. It can be torn
out.

The terminal facilities in there are very similar to the old New
Orleans hangar and can be rented ont.

But for a long-time basis that spot on the field will be leased to
Eastern Airlines for the building of a prop maintenance base. They
propose to maintain their prop planes in Atlanta and I presume to
continue maintaining their jets in Miami.

Mr. WitLiams. Mr. Friedel, do you have any questions?

Mr, Frreoe. I have no questions.

Mr. Winniams., Mr. Harris, do you have any questions?

Mr. Harris. No.

Mr. Friepern. Mr. Mayor

Mayor Harrsrierp. Yes, Mr. Friedel ?

Mr. Frieoen. You feel that unless this program is extended for 5
years, and you can have your long-range grants beyond a year or two,
that is the only feasible way that this building program will work?

Mayor Harrsriern. Yes, sir, because local communities have got to
plan well ahead. And I come here bragging about my airport, but
I must admit that a fellow with a good airport is like a fellow with
a paved road in front of his house. It is not going to do him any good
unless everybody else has got one and unless we can build these other
airports up, the Atlanta airport will not be successful over a long
range.

And we are here in the interest of a national system. And may I
bring this out—excuse me, sir—in the event of national disaster or
a great war, in my opinion, the only way we are going to get around
this country quickly is with a system of good airports, and it is going
to be over a period of years, because the type of destructive warfare
to which we will be subjected in the future, will tear up the railroads
and tear up the highways.

Mr. FriepeL. Well, my question is this: What effect would this
bill have on the airports throughout the United States if it were
handled on a year-to-year basis.

Mayor Harrsrierp. Year-to-year appropriations?

Mr. Friever. Yes.

Mayor Harrsrierp. Well, I don’t think you can fit it in with the
conditions of local government. I don’t think you could fit it in. I
don’t think you could do that with navigation.
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I don’t think that great dams could be built that way.

Mr. Wictiams. The fact is, that is the way they are built, Mayor
Hartsfield.

Mayor Harrsriep. But they are planned and committed as a whole.

Mr. Wittiams. But the Congress appropriates after the plan has
been made available to the Congress and justified to the Appropria-
tions Committee.

Mayor HarrsFierp. Yes, sir, but that is your dam, see? And you
commit yourself to build it and you can appropriate the money every
year.

Now, local government has got to go through campaigns to pass
bonds.

You have got to tell the people when you pass those bonds, “Now,
we propose to match this money with an available Federal program.”

Unless we have got it, we can’t do it. We can’t tell them that.
We have been through that.

When we voted that $9 million we voted all we could. We had a
committee that surveyed schools, highways, the desperate needs of
the community and we went before them—I am one who went before
them—and begged and pleaded for more airport money.

And they said, “We can’t, out of the bonding capacity of the city,
allocate you more than $9 million.” And now, if we had not been
able to say to the people that we will supplement this with a certain
amount of Federal aid we wouldn’t have been able to have planned this
great project at all.

So unless we have a definite program that we can say

Mr. WirLiams. You missed the point of the question entirely,
Mayor Hartsfield.

Mr. Frieoen. My question was: What effect would this bill have on
airports throughout the United States if it were handled by year-to-
year appropriations?

Now, as I understand it, you said that it could not work out that
way because you have to go through State legislatures to get a bill
passed to create a bond issue, and then you have to sell it to the public,
which takes from a year to 18 months.

But what I want to know is what effect will it have if it is done on
a yearly appropriation ?

What effect will it have on the cities or the States where they are
planning to use this money ?

Mayor Harrsriep. I don’t think we could work under it at all. I
just don’t think it would work with annual appropriations.

Mr. Frieper. Well, I am in accord with you. I just want to have
this made clear for the record.

Mayor Harrsrierp. I don’t think we could work on it.

Mr. Frreper. That is all.

Mr. WirtLiams, May Isay this:

It has gone along pretty well for 100 or 75 years without having
this back-door program, by going through the Appropriations Com-
mittee and permitting the Congress to keep close tab on the expendi-
tures of the public moneys and to keep a review authority on appro-
priations. I see no reason why this program should be handled any
differently from any other program and taken out from under the
control of the Congress.
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Now, what he is talking about, what Mr. Friedel is talking about,
is the suggestion in this legislation that the agency be given a blank
check to obligate the Treasury in the absence of appropriations for
these expenditures.

Mr. Frieper. That is your wording, not mine.

Mr. Wirniams. That is true. And then the Congress, once it is
obligated, it has that over and above the budget. It cannot be
budgeted. '

It is utterly impossible for that to be included in the budget for the
Federal Government, because the budget has to be approved in ad-
vance, submitted to the Appropriations Committee and must go
through the Congress in the regular fashion.

That is the point that we are making in this regard.

I, personally, feel that Congress would be abrogating or surrender-
ing or delegating its constitutional responsibility to exercise control
over the expenditure of public money if it follows through with this
bill as the bill is written in that regard.

Mayor Harrsrierp. Could I have our Mr. MeLaughlin comment on
that statement, Mr. Williams?

Mr. WiLLiams. Surely.

Mr. MoLaveuuiN. There is this difference: When you build a dam
that is the Federal Government’s dam, it is the Federal Government’s
financing completely.

This bill or this program contemplates local matching. Now, if we
accept the premise that what we are building is a national airport
system and fulfilling certain safety requirements, then you are asking
local governments to pick up part of that cost, and the realities of local
financing are such that it can’t be done on a year-to-year basis.

It takes longer than that to raise money. And without knowing
what the Federal contribution is in advance, the realities of local
financing are that you are not going to be able to get the localities to
accept their share of the burden.

Mr. WitLiams. Well, now, that brings me around to the point that
was admitted yesterday by Mr. Halaby, when he was before this com-
mittee, and that is that the primary responsibility is with the localities
and not with the Federal Government.

For that reason, the localities should first make their money avail-
able before the Federal Government even considers theirs available,
and it is just a question of where you are going to start and whether
the Federal Government is just going to dangle a sack of money in
front of the community and say, “Now, if you do so and so you can
have this,” or if it is going to say to the community, “Now, if you want
to, if you are willing to do your share of it, then we will consider
whether it is in the national interest for us to participate in this.”

Mr. McLavenarnin. The other side of it, sir, is that if the safetv of
me, as a man traveling from New York to Atlanta or to Dallas and so
forth—is my safety, as an air passenger. to depend upon the ability
of any single city to finance these things this year?

Mr. Wiuiass., Well, regardless of that, T wish T had a copy of the
Constitution in front of me.

There is a section in article T—section 9. T believe—which places
upon the Congress the sole responsibility for the appropriation of
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public money and does not give Congress any authority to delegate
that responsibility.

And that is what I am thinking about. Regardless of how much
burden it might put upon us, until the Constitution is changed, by vote
of the people or the legislature in the manner provided in the Consti-
tution, I feel that we have to go by the rules as they are set out in the
Constitution.

I am sure you agree to that.

; M; Hagris. Mr. Chairman, on that particular subject, may I ask
this?

What is your name, please, sir?

Mr. McLaveuuin. Pat McLaughlin. T am with the American Mu-
nicipal Association.

Mr. Harris. Well now, you mentioned Federal public works proj-
ects such as dams and so forth.

If an authorization is made for a period of, say, 5 years or 4 years
or whatever it might be, and the Appropriations Committee under
that authority appropriates the money for the full period for use until
expended, wouldn’t that give the sponsors an opportunity to plan
their programs?

Mr. McLavauran. Well, they don’t know what the Appropriations
Committee is going to do next year. In fact, this Congress can’t bind
a future Congress on what its Appropriations Committee is going to
do.

So if they are planning a 5-year ('a{nitul program how do they know
what X number of dollars is going to be appropriated ?

Mr. Harris. Well, if the Appropriations Committee authorizes
them to do it they can.

Mr. McLavaennin. Oh, yes.

Mr. Harris. Well, what would be the——

Mr. McLaveauin. But the Appropriations Committee of the sue-
ceeding Congress is not bound by what the Appropriations Commit-
tee of this Congress does.

Mr. Wirtiams. No, but that is what you are trying to get around,
congressional control over the expenditure. You want to set up a 5-
year ‘{JI‘O,E(I‘[!‘.II] and give money, without the approval of Congress
over that 5-year period, up to a certain amount.

Mr. Harris. But, Congress could make the money available until
expended, which would give ample opportunity for you to develop
the projects as it does with military public works programs and a lot
of others. Of course, a future Congress could rescind such an appro-
priation but after all, if there is not a degree of faith between the
Congress and the municipalities, why, I do not think we could pro-
ceed with any of these programs necessary, whether it is defense or
anything else.

I think that each one has got to have some degree of faith in the
other.

That is all.

Mr. Wittiams. Thank you. Thank you very much, Mayor.

Mayor Harrsriern. Thank you, gentlemen.

(The full text of the written statement of Mayor Hartsfield fol-
lows:)
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STATEMENT OF WILLIAM B. HARTSFIELD, MAYOR OF ATLANTA, GA, ON BEHALF
OF THE AMERICAN MUNICIPAL ASSOCIATION

Gentlemen, I am Mayor William B. Hartsfleld, of Atlanta, chairman of the
American Municipal Association’s Airports Committee. The American Municipal
Association represents more than 13,000 cities, towns, and villages throughout
the country.

This is a particularly auspicious occasion for me to appear before this com-
mittee, because a little over a week ago I fulfilled a longstanding dream of mine
when I opened Atlanta’s new, modern jet age terminal. The consideration with
which this committee has treated the testimony of our organization in the past
had a great deal to do with the success of that undertaking.

Our new air terminal cost us $18 million, of which the Federal Government
provided $5 million. On the basis of present estimates our operations next year
will return revenue to us in the amount of $2.8 million, an amount sufficient to
pay all of our operating costs as well as our annual amortization of the bonded
debt. To give you an idea of the type of revenue-raising activities involved in
that bright revenue picture, we are realizing $160,000 a year out of one insurance
booth.

1 cite our Atlanta progress in order to demonstrate that I can speak completely
objectively as the American Municipal Association’s spokesman when I state that
the airports program you have before you is absolutely essential to assure that
we have a national system of airports which keep pace with the growth of air
transportation.

The American Municipal Association is one of the organizations which jointly
prepared the brochure “The Federal Airport Program Should Be Extended"” which
we are mailing to every Member of Congress. At this point I should like to re-
quest permission to enter this brochure—I already entered it—into the record as
well as the statement on airports contained in the national municipal policy of
the American Municipal Association.

As far as Atlanta and some of the other larger cities which now have highly
developed airports are concerned our interest in this legislation is twofold. One,
we think that all airports, including our own, should receive Federal grants for
such additional runways, navigational and traffic controls as are deemed neces-
sary by the FAA to increase the safety of our airways. Two, because our air-
ports can only truly fulfill their mission if we have a truly national system of air-
ports throughout the Nation, we are interested in having funds made available to
build up the smaller feeder airports which connect with our larger airports.

In order to establish the national system of airports which is required we
think a minimum program of $100 million per year for a 5-year period is called
for.

To deal with the length of the contract authorization first. Long-term con-
tinuity is absolutely essential if we are to have an orderly, efficient and eco-
nomical development of our national airport system. We cannot move ahead in
fits and starts. We cannot continue to plan long-term programs and then have
to postpone or abandon them because of the uncertainty of Federal financing. A
G-year program is essential in order to establish orderly development of our air-
ports system.

Along the same lines, a requirement to have the appropriations fixed on a year-
to-year basis ignores completely the realities of capital programing and bond
financing at the local level.

In order to relate rationally all of our major municipal improvements to each
other, including streets, sewers, school needs, police and fire protection as well
as airports virtually every municipality in the Nation now draws up its capital
programs on a projected 5-year basis. After these capital programs are drawn
up, anywhere from 6 months to a year is required to receive approval of the
voters for our bond issues, and another 6 months to a year is required to com-
plete the underwriting and financing of the bonds.

If we bear in mind that these expenditures are required to protect the safety,
not just of the citizens of Atlanta, but of all of the air-traveling public of America
it seem to me that the Congress is faced with a clear choice. If it wants the
localities to participate in providing the requirements necessary to protect the
air-traveling public it must relate its finaneing provisions to the realistic capabil-
ities of the local communities. A short time authorization program, and particu-
larly annual appropriations, makes programing at the local level impossible.
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If Congress insists on annual appropriations then it must be willing to shoulder
the full cost of airport development.

As to the amount of money reqguired, our surveys indicate that for the next 4-
year period 1,464 airport projects are planned by U.S. communities at an esti-
mated cost of $1.1 billion. It is anticipated that $588 million of this cost can be
met out of State and local funds, leaving a deficit of $537 million.

We should also like to suggest some specific changes in the bills before this
committee, It is our opinion that the Federal Government should pay 100 per-
cent of the costs of procurement and installation of the following: (1) land re-
quired for the installation, maintenance, and operation of approach light systems,

2) high intensity side lighting on runways, (3) clear zones and any other pro-
jeets necessitated by safety requirements of the Administrator or other Federal
agencies, and (4) the cost of construction of any part of an airport building
intended to afford facilities for housing activities of the United States relating
to air traffic control, weather reporting, and communications activities relating
to air traffic control.

We advocate the above because if these safety requirements are essential from
the standpoint of safety for the national system it is imperative that the Federal
Government be able to install them without the delays which might be incurred
in loeal financing,

We also believe that it is essential from the standpoint of sound programing
that the announcement of allocations for the next fiscal year should be made by
January 1.

On the section governing the redistribution of funds we recommend that 2
fiscal years be used instead of 1, because 1 year is not adequate in many cases
to take account of the delays in the administrative machinery of the Federal
Aviation Agency and the local sponsors.

We also favor the retention of the present statutory provisions which give
the Administrator some flexibility on which is or is not eligible for building con-
struction grants, Under the present law, bars, cocktail lounges and other speci-
fied items have been made ineligible, leaving to the discretion of -the Adminis-
trator whether or not needed public use space, maintenance equipment space, and
other space can have Federal financial participation.

The Administrator has exercised his discretion in this matter through regula-
tions and by his eriteria and priority system which makes terminal buildings
eligible only in rare cases after safety items are adequately cared for. Yet, in
those cases where communities have attained an adequate system of runways
and taxiways, the inadequacy of the ramp and terminal building facilities can
result in delays and problems which preclude the safe and efficient use of the
airways and the landing area. The present law recognizes that such situations
may exist and permits the Administrator to alleviate them. We believe that it
is in the best interest of aviation development that this flexibility remain in
the law.

We algo believe that a project cost incurred prior to the execution of the grant
agreement should be allowable if it would have been allowable if incurred after
the execution of the grant agreement, and if it was incurred for or in connection
with or as a condition precedent to the airport improvement pursnant to plans
theretofore approved in writing with an express provision that costs so incurred
would be allowed when and if the grant agreement was executed but no such
approval shall obligate the United States to pay any portion of the project costs
unless and until the grant agreement is execnted.

On some occasions there is an interval of as long as 6 months between the ap-
proval by FAA of the plans for a eivil airport project and the actual execution
of the Federal aid grant agreement, Beeansge of FAA's present inability to
make payments for work started or completed prior fo the actual exeention
of the formnl grant agreement, the airport sponsor is often faced with the choice
of delaying a much needed project or surrendering his claim to Federal aid for
the portion completed prior to the execution of the grant agreement. To cure this
administrative difficulty we suggest such payments be permitted subject to the
above conditions.

Gentlemen, the passage of the legislation before you is essential to the future
development of a modern, effective and efficient air transportation system for
the Nation.

We simply cannot handle the aircraft of the sixties and the seventies on air-
ports with the capabilities of the fifties.

70570—61——6
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Development at the pace required by technological advances in aireraft de-
sign, the continual increase in passenger and freight air travel, and by the de-
mands of civil and military defense considerations is beyond the capacity of local
governments to finance alone.

It is neither wise nor equitable to assnume that they can.

Mr., Wirriams. Mr. Thomas Jordan.

STATEMENT OF THOMAS K. JORDAN, VICE PRESIDENT, MUNICIPAL
AND ATRPORT DIVISION, AMERICAN ROAD BUILDERS' ASSOCIA-
TION, ACCOMPANIED BY BEN F. OSTERGREN, MANAGING DIREC-
TOR, COUNTY DIVISION, MUNICIPAL AND AIRPORT DIVISION,
AMERICAN ROAD BUILDERS' ASSOCIATION

Mr, Jorpax. Gentlemen, my name is Thomas K. Jordan, and the
gentleman on my left is Mr, Ben F, Ostergren, the managing director,
County Division, Municipal and Airport Division, of the American
Road Builders’ Association,

I am director of the Wisconsin State Aeronautics Commission and
I appear here today in my capacity as president of the Municipal and
Airport Division of the American Road Builders’ Association.

The American Road Builders’ Association, which was organized in
1902, has a membership of about 7,000 with representation from all
branches of the highway and airport industry and engineering profes-
sion. Incidentally, I am a registered professional engineer.

The membership is composed of seven organized divisions—the
county division, \\'[llivh consists of county highway officials and engi-
neers; the engineering division, which includes consulting engineers
engaged in highway and airport work; the educational division, repre-
senting professors and students in civil engineering schools; the con-
tractors division, the manufacturers division, the materials and serv-
ices division—these three representing industry groups—and the mu-
nicipal and airport division.

In addition, the association has several hundred at-large members,
including State and Federal officials and commercial and investment
bankers interested in highway and airport programs.

Included in the membership of the municipal and airport division
are 300 municipal and airport administrators and engineers. Our
interest in airport development predates the original Federal-Aid
Airport Act.

The current position of the association with regard to the Federal-
aid airport construction program is stated in the following resolution,
which was adopted at our recent national convention :

ResoLuTIoN No. T

Whereas the Federal-aid airport construction program is essential to the fur-
ther development of the Nation’s air transportation system ; and

Whereas the present program expires on June 30, 1961 ; and

Whereas in the absence of a firm program it is practically impossible to pro-
ceed with the long-range planning which is essential to the successful prosecn-
tion of the airport program ; and

Whereas a long-range program at an adequate level is essential for air safety
and the orderly development of the air transportation system: Now, therefore,

it
m!.‘f‘snh‘rd by the American Road Builders' Association in Convention assembled
at Atlantic City, N.J., this Tth day of March 1961, That the association petition
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the Congress of the United States to act speedily to extend the Federal-aid air-
port program for at least 5 years with an authorization to obligate $100
million annually,

The position of the association, as expressed in the resolution,
reflects a consensus drawn from two points of view :

1. The point of view of the segment of our membership which is
actively engaged in the construction, maintenance and operation of
airport facilities, with firsthand, everyday knowledge of the need for
expanding our Federal-aid airport program ; and

2. A more general point of view derived from the association’s
59-year experience in working for an adequate, long-range highway
program.

From this last-named point of view, the association sees certain
parallels between the airport and highway programs, and believes that
our Federal-aid airport program can benefit from lessons learned in
the development of the highway program.

The most important lesson of all, we believe, is that transportation
development programs tend to lag behind established needs, and that
this lag is an economic waste which the Nation can ill afford.

Five years ago, Congress approved a long-range Federal-aid high-
way program geared to the objective of bringing our national high-
way system up to standards adequate for the traffic volume of the
year 1975. Kven with this long-range approach, a very determined
effort is required to get the highways built early enough for the full
benefits to be reaped.

A similar approach seems logical and justified in the case of air-
ports. A 5-year extension of the Federal airport program is the bare
minimum to permit State and local officials to develop sound, long-
range construction programs based on the forecasts of trafiic growth.

The highway program has also demonstrated the advantages of
developing close liaison between State and Federal officials, so that
the work is done on a partnership basis; and the soundness of financ-
ing the work through the matching of Federal grants.

In our judgment, HL.R. 6580 is good, forward-looking legislation.
The purpose of the bill has our full support.

The .':(I]vqu:lte development of airports is essential to the safety of
the traveling public, the development of our national economy, and
the requirements of national defense. The Federal Airport program
should be continued and expanded.

Considerations of safety are extremely important in considering
the airport construction program. An airport which may be safe for
the existing volume of traffic can become an unsafe airport if the
volume of traffic increases, unless we also increase the ground facilities.

Additional runways and other ground facilities become a “must”,
for safety’s sake, when air traffic increases. The special requirements
of jet age aireraft have increased the potential hazards of adding
extra traffic to our existing airport facilities.

While we are encouraged by the fact that HL.R. 6580 does provide
for an expanded program, with authorizations of $75 million per
annum, we are impressed with the needs survey conducted by
NASAO, AOC, and AAAE, and believe that the findings of the sur-
vey document the position that authorizations at the rate of $100
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million per year are fully justified as an economic investment which
will return benefits substantially in excess of the cost.

The provision for a special authorization of $7 million to be used
for the purpose of developing general aviation airports is a good one.
However, in many States, a larger share of airport construction funds
could be used to good effect in the development of general aviation
facilities.

We support the suggestion that 25 percent of the sums apportioned
to each State be earmarked for general aviation airports provided
that any portion of this 25 percent not needed to meet firm project
applications during the first fiscal year of availability should become
available for other types of projects within the State concerned.
There is a definite need for encouraging the development of airports
in the general aviation category. This is an area in which Federal
leadership ean be highly beneficial, and this is another area where
considerations of safety are especially important.

We believe that the amendment which would make a State’s ap-
portionment available only during the year for which it was first
authorized to be obligated is a step backward. The States frequently
require a longer period of time to firm up projects. For purposes
of orderly planning, the 2-year obligation period provided by present
law is much more useful than the contemplated 12-month period.
We are therefore opposed to this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, we are grateful for the privilege of testifying in
support of the legislation, and we thank the committee for the out-
standing work which it is doing in the area of airport development.

Thank you.

Mr. Wiiams. Thank you very much. Mr. Harris, have you any
questions ?

Mr. Harris. No.

Mr. Wirrtams. Thank you very much.

(Thereupon, the complete text of the statement of Mr. Thomas K.
Jordan is as follows:)

STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN Roap BumLpers' AssociatioNn BY THoMmas K
JorpaN, PRESIDENT, MUNICIPAL AND AmrporT DivisioN, ARBA AND DIRECTOR,
WiscoNsIN STATE AeroNavTics ComMmissioN, Mapison, Wis.

I am director of the Wisconsin State Aeronautics Commission and I appear
here today in my eapacity as president of the Municipal and Airport Division
of the American Road Builders' Association.

The American Road Bnuilders' Association, which was organized in 1902,
has a membership of about 7,000, with representation from all branches of the
highway and airport industry and engineering profession.

The membership is composed of seven organized divisions—the county divi-
sion, which consists of county highway officials and engineers; the engineering
division, which includes consulting engineers engaged in highway and airport
work; the educational division, representing professors and students in ecivil
engineering schools: the contractors division, the manufacturers division, the
materials and services division—these three representing industry groups—and
the municipal and airport division. In addition, the association has several
hundred at-large members, inciuding State and Federal officials and commercial
and investment bankers interested in highway and airport programs.

Inclnded in the membership of the municipal and airport division are 300
munieipal and airport administrators and engineers. Our interest in airport
development predates the original Federal-Aid Airport Act.

The current position of the association with regard to the Federal-aid airport
construetion program is stated in the following resolution, which was adopted
at our recent national conventlon :
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“RESOLUTION 5

“Whereas the Federal-aid airport construction program is essential to the
further development of the Nation’s air transportation system; and

“Whereas the present program expires on June 30, 1961 ; and

“Whereas, in the absence of a firm program, it is practically impossible to
proceed with the long-range planning which is essential to the successful prosecu-
tion of the airport program ; and

“Whereas a long-range program at an adequate level is essential for air safety
and the orderly development of the air transportation system: Now, therefore,
be it

Resolved by the American Road Builders’ Association in convention assem-
bied at Atlantic City, N. J., this Tth day of March 1961, That the association peti-
tion the Congress of the United States to act speedily to extend the Federal-aid
airport program for at least 5 years with an authorization to obligate $100 mil-
lion annually.

The position of the association, as expressed in the resolution, reflects a con-
sensus drawn from two points of view :

1. The point of view of the segment of our membership which is actively
engaged in the construction, maintenance, and operation of airport facilities,
with firsthand everyday knowledge of the need for expanding our Federal-
aid airport program ; and

2. A more general point of view derived from the association’s 59-year
experience in working for an adequate, long-range highway program.

From this last-named point of view, the association sees certain parallels be-
tween the airport and highway programs, and believes that our Federal-aid air-
port program can benefit from lessons learned in the development of the highway
program.

The most important lesson of all, we believe, is that transportation develop-
ment programs tend to lag behind established needs, and that this lag is an
economic waste which the Nation can ill afford.

Five years ago, Congress approved a long-range Federal-aid highway program
geared to the objective of bringing our national highway system up to standards
adequate for the traffic volume of the year 1975. Even with this long-range
approach, a very determined effort is required to get the highways built early
enough for the full benefits to be reaped.

A similar approach seems logical and justified in the case of airporis. A
5-yvear extension of the Federal airport program is the bare minimum to permit
State and loeal officials to develop sound, long-range construction programs
based on the forecasts of traffic growth.

The highway program has also demonstrated the advantages of developing
close linison between State and Federal officials, so that the work is done on
a partnership basis; and the soundness of financing the work through the match-
ing of Federal grants.

In our judgment, H.R. 6580 is good, forward-looking legislation. The purpose
of the hill has our full support.

The adequate development of airports is essentlal to the safety of the traveling
publie, the development of our national economy, and the requirements of
national defense. The Federal airport program should be confinued and ex-
panded.

Considerations of safety are extremely important in considering the airport
construetion program. An airport which may be safe for the existing volume
of traffic can become an unsafe airport if the volume of traffic increases, unless
we also increase the ground faecilities. Additional runways and other ground
facilities become a must, for safety’s sake, when air traffic increases. The spe-
cial requirements of jet-age aireraft have increased the potential hazards of
adding extra traffic to our existing airport facilities.

While we are encouraged by the fact that H.R. 6580 does provide for an
expanded program, with anthorizations of $75 million per annum, we are im-
pressed with the needs survey conducted by NASAO, AOC, and AAAE, and
helieve that the findings of the survey document the position that authoriza-
tions at the rate of $100 million per year are fully justified as an economic
investment which will return benefits substantially in excess of the cost.

The provision for a special anthorization of $7 million to be used for the pur-
pose of developing general aviation airports is a good one. However, in many
States, a larger share of airport eonstruction funds could be used to good effect
in the development of general aviation facilities. We support the suggestion
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that 25 percent of the sums apportioned to each State be earmarked for general
aviation airports, provided that any portion of this 25 percent not needed to
meet firm project applications during the first fiscal year of availability should
become available for other types of projects within the State concerned. There
is a definite need for encouraging the development of airports in the general avia-
tion category. This is an area in which Federal leadership can be highly bene-
ficinl, and this is another area where considerations of safety are especially
important.

We believe that the amendment which would make a State's apportionment
available only during the year for which it was first authorized to be obligated
is a step backward. The States frequently require a longer period of time to
firm up projects. For purposes of orderly planning, the 2-year obligation period
provided by present law is much more useful than the contemplated 12-month
period. We are therefore opposed to this amendment,

Mr. Chairman, we are grateful for the privilege of testifying in support of
the legislation, and we thank the committee for the outstanding work which it
is doing in the area of airport development.

Mr. Winrrams. Our next witness, I believe, is Mr. Ramsey. Mr.
Hartranft agreed to switch places.

Is that correct ?

Mr. HartranFr. Yes,sir, it is.

STATEMENT OF JAMES D. RAMSEY, REPRESENTING THE NATIONAL
ASSOCIATION OF STATE AVIATION OFFICIALS

Mr. Wiznzams. Mr. Ramsey, do you care to be heard again now?

Mr. Ramsey. Thank you,sir.

Mr. Wittiams. I believe this time you are representing NASAQO?

Mr. Ramsey. That is correct.

Mr. Wiriams, Whereas before, you were speaking for the National
Airport Survey Committee ?

l\'}l‘. Ramsey. I was speaking entirely for the National Airport
Survey Committee before, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, I am James D. Ramsey, and T am appearing before
you as chairman of the Airports Committee of the National Asso-
ciation of State Aviation Officials, and my presentation will represent
the official views of that association.

The members of NASAO deeply appreciate the opportunity afforded
to comment on H.R. 6580 and H.R. 6608, bills to extend the time for
making grants under the provisions of the Federal Airport Act, and
wish to highly commend the President and the Members of Congress
who have sponsored this very important legislation with which we
are in general agreement. Thirty States have adopted legislation re-
quiring State approval for Federal-aid airport program projects,
and 21 States have adopted legislation requiring Federal-aid air-

rt funds to be channeled through their State aviation agencies
n accordance with the provisions of the Federal Airport Act. Dur-
ing the past 20 years, over half of the States have appropriated or
authorized the expenditure of substantial amounts of funds for airport
development, operation, and maintenance. :

Tn 1957, the amount reported was $6,803,000, increasing to $11,384,-
000 in 1958, and to approximately $21,300,000 in 1960. In the State
of Tllinois alone airport construction from 1945 through 1960 amounted
to 88214 million. Of this total the State has contributed $221% million,
the loeal communities $30 million and the Federal Government $30
million.
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During the past 18 months, directors of aeronautics have spent
considerable time reviewing the Federal Airport Act, both as to the
need for its extension and its content. We are unanimous in our
position that the Federal Airport Act should be extended at this time;
and are convinced that failure to extend this act would be completely
inconsistent with policy and procedures for providing Federal assist-
ance for other means of transportation. NASAO is also of the opinion
that certain amendments or modifications should be made to Tllle. act.

NASAO is unalterably committed to the belief that the Nation’s
airport system is far from complete. As a matter of fact, we believe
that the program should be accelerated even beyond the rate proposed
in this legislation.

I would like to speak specifically on the amendments proposed in
H.R. 6580 and H.R. 6608, and will relate my comments to the sections
of these bills.

Section 1: NASAO is in complete agreement with the proposal
that the act be amended to require the Administrator to make pub-
lic by January 1 of each year the proposed program of airport de-
velopment intended to be undertaken during the forthcoming fiscal
year.

This would be most helpful in providing leadtime for the local
sponsors and would enable them to more efficiently arrange their
finances to take advantage of the program.

It is assumed that the authority to revise the program will not affect
those project sponsors who are able and willing to meet their responsi-
bility as a partner in the joint undertaking.

The record should make this unmistakably clear, in order to as-
sure that those sponsors who have raised the necessary funds, com-
pleted surveys, plans, and acquired necessary land, et cetera, will not
be removed arbitrarily from the program.

Section 2: We find very encouraging the fact that this legislation
would propose a total of $75 million annually to be utilized for air-
port development, which is an increase over the past programs.

Nevertheless, we feel that this is an insufficient amount to meet the
demonstrated need. As pointed out in the survey previously referred
to, there is, or will be, approximately $588 million available from
local and State sources to meet an expressed need of $1,125 million.
Therefore, a need exists for an additional $537 million over a 4-year
period to satisfy the planned airport development costs.

I recognize that this was for a 5-year period this was proposed,
and our survey indicated only 4 years but it can, of course, be ex-
panded to that fifth year.

Mr. WiLiams. May I ask a question? The survey also contem-
plates the inclusion of towers or weather facilities and so forth which,
as you may know, have been taken out of this bill which should reduce
to that extent the overall total in your estimate.

Is that not correct? Has your estimate been revised to reflect that?

Mr. Ramsey. It has not, sir. Yon are correct in that it does in-
clude items that will not be included in the bill if it passes the way
it is.

However. I would like to point out to you

Mr. WitLrams. Does your survey include estimates for terminal
buildings?
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Mr. Ramsey. Yes,sir.

Mr. Wircrams. Well, take that out and that further reduces it.

Mr. Ramsey. That is true.

Mr. Winptams. That is the revenue-producing areas of terminal
buildings, assuming that terminal buildings should be left as they
have been in the last act.

Mr. Ramsey. Assuming they are left as they were in the last act,
that is true.

Mr. Wittiams. So you would still reduce that even further. So,
actually, the amount of money needed is not quite so much as would
be indicated by your statement of $1 billion and $100 million or
something ?

Mr. Ramsey. Well, except, sir, I would like to point out that our
survey covered only 46 percent of the eligible airports.

Now, we contemplated expanding this to 100 percent but felt that
we would rather stick to the facts rather than assumptions. So while
we have done that, I do not propose to relate that to our survey since
we wanted to confine them just to the reports.

But if that were to be expanded, and we eliminated the items that
this bill will eliminate, then we still feel that the amount would still
be substantially in excess of the amount proposed in this bill. Actu-
ally, as T point out, $134 million it shows and we are recommending
$100 million rather than the full amount that the survey will indicate.

With regard to subparagraph C of section 2, which would provide
a special annual authorization of $17 million to be used for the purpose
of developing general aviation airports to relieve congestion at high
density airports, we believe this to be a step in the right direction.

However, NASAO is of the opinion that more flexibility would be
permitted, and a better balanced program would be assured, if (after
deducting the amount required for airports in Puerto Rico and the
Virgin Islands)—25 percent of the remaining amount were placed in
the discretionary fund; in order that the Administrator may place it
where it is most needed and that the remaining 75—incidentally, the
25 percent would be applied after the territorial money has been sub-
tracted. Thisis as the act is doing right now.

The 75 percent would be apportioned among the States in accord
with existing formula but we propose within that 75 percent that one-
third of it be earmarked for the development of general aviation air-
ports. We further propose that this money be made available, or,
rather, held in this earmarked account for a period of not less than a
year at which time if there are no alternate project applications pend-
ing at the end of a year’s time, then any funds remaining in this one-
third could be used for other types of projects within that State if it
were required.

We think that in this manner vou can provide additional facilities in
the congested areas of general aviation categories and also provide
additional aviation airports throughout the country,

This particular category of airports has actually been neglected, in
our opinion, under the administration of the act in the past.

We are involved in a great many programs particularly States that
are in the diseretionary funds. When a State uses discretionary
money then stricter criteria are applied to projects within that State
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which result in actually making it extremely difficult to get some of
the smaller airports on to the State program.

Therefore. we think something should be done to expand this por-
tion of our system which we consider essential to the total system.
Many of your smaller airports have actually become discouraged be-
cause of this.

Our survey received only 30-percent returns from general aviation
airports. We attribute the lack of returns, because many of them
have tried in the past and have not been accepted for Federal aid, and,
therefore, ficure why waste the time to send in some more papers. We
feel in the event there are some specific funds set aside for this that
you will see these people come in and the split of funds that we have
suggested here is more realistic than it might appear originally since
our survey only showed 14 percent of the total funds would be neces-
sary for it.

We think it might come up to the point of 30 percent of the total
funds available.

Mr. Witriams. Mr. Ramsey, a statement in the record said that some
of the criteria that are required by the Federal Aviation Agency for
making grants to general airports are wholly unrealistic and probably
should be revised. For instance, the remark was made to me, if I
got the point correctly, that the idea of making a determination as to
whether they should get aid on the basis of how many planes were
actually stationed there or based there on that part icular airport is to
some extent misleading as to the actual use they may be put to.

In other words, at the airport with improvements there would be
quite a number of additional planes that would be placed there and
the reason that additional planes were not placed there would be be-
cause the field needs improvement, or. maybe I missed the point. en-
tirely in what the witness had to say about that, but I feel sure that
you can count on the same type of situation.

Will you comment on that if I make the point clear.

Mr. Raxmsey. You make the point exactly clear.

Some of the criteria calls for numbers of based aircraft and, as you
have pointed out, this is, in our opinion, a completely unrealistic
yardstick to use for the development of an airport, particularly if you
talk to the new airport. Now, it is true you can say, well, there are
20 or 30 in the country and, therefore, it is built, we will have 10
there, but we do not agree with this approach at all.

As a matter of fact, the way we feel about this is once an airport
is put on the national airport plan it is put there for a reason. It is
put there because someone, some experts, and I think they have spent
a reasonable amount of time trying to plan these facilities, so that this
is necessary and will be needed. That should, in itself, qualify that
airport for Federal assistance without further justification as to the
type of activity.

]If it doesn’t there is no reason for it to be on the plan in the first
place. If they would go to that, T am sure everyone would be happy.
Today if an airport is on that plan this means nothing at all to the
sponsor except. that he is eligible, that he still has to do many things,
use reams of paper, activity records, airport records, and all types of
things to justify inclusion on the program even though the Federal
Government itself has said an airport is needed here.
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So it is a very serious thing and this is one of the things that
we are trying to get at, to earmark some funds for this type of
development,

Mr. WirLiams. That is one of the reasons you have had so much
difficulty in developing your general aviation airports?

Mr. Ramsey. That is true, sir. And even where money is available
they have not been approved. This is what bothers them.

States that do not use all of their apportioned funds, they have had
project requests or applications denieg cause they weren’t able, even
though the airport was on the plan—they couldn’t justify the level of
activity, which is completely erroneous as far as we are concerned,
that is that approach.

Now, section 3: With regard to apportionment of funds discre-
tionary and redistribution, NASAO is strongly opposed to the amend-
ment which would make the State apportionment available for only
the gea.r for which it was first authorized to be obligated.

The history of the Federal-aid airport program will substantiate
the fact that the amount of time between the Administrator’s an-
nouncement of the tentative allocation and the actual signing of the
grant is such that it would make availability of funds for only 1 year
completely impractical.

Now, I would like at this time, with the committee’s permission, to
show you a couple of slides which I think may illustrate some of the
problems that we are facing in the time element involved in trying
to get these projects underway. One year is simply not enough time
to make this money available.

I won’t go into the full detail of this chart, but I have had to use
projects in Michigan as much as we have data available on this,

I will stick strictly to this line here which is in 1961. This at-
tempts to show what is happening to 107 projects within the State.
Starting back in 1956 to 1961 it shows the status of these projects.
Five during this period are yet to be submitted to the FAA. Twelve
are awaiting grant offers. Seven are being placed on the contract.
Thirty-two are currently under construction or were on that date.

Three constructions have been completed but the final audit has not
been submitted to FAA.

Fourteen were awaiting final audit by the FAA. Fourteen final
audits have been completed and we are awaiting final payment.
Twenty projects have been fully completed.

Now, when we go to the next slide I will tell you what the amount
of time was involved in each of these. This is a little difficult to see,
but this red dot represents the date on which the tentative allocation
was made. This point represents the date on which the project appli-
cation was submitted to the FAA and of these projects that we cov-
ered, there is an average of 42 weeks which elapsed from the time the
proﬁ,rmm was announced until the project was submitted.

There is an average of 14 weeks in which this material was in the

hands of the FAA and we are awaiting approval to advertise and
the issuance of the grant offer. There is about 12 weeks involved in
advertising, bidding, and signing the contracts and the projects were
under construction an average of 30 weeks.

The closing and preparation of final claims and submission for final
audit, an average of 57 weeks. There’s 20 weeks of an average from
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the time we requested the final audit until one was made and there
was 27 weeks until we received final payment from the time the final
audit was made.

This all totaled 314 years. Itisa long, tedious program.

Now, we have one other little problem that complicates thin

As you gentlemen know, we are involved with the establishment
of wage rates in all of our contracts. It must be established and be
in there before we can advertise for work. As best we can determine,
here is what happens.

The sponsor fills out the proper form, sends it to the district air-
port engineer, to the region of FAA, the Washington office of FAA,
the Washington office of the Department of Labor and then it con-
tacts the regional office of the Department of Labor and then back
down the line and the wage rate is established.

Now, on 38 projects in the last 18 months in Michigan it has taken
an average of 64 days to allow that the wage rate determination,
and this wage rate determination is good for 90 days.

There has been an average of 12 days expired by the time we re-
ceived these wage rate determinations and 58 percent of these con-
tracts have to go back for a second determination.

While this chart doesn’t show it, I believe there were nine projects
included in this 58 percent that went back for a third wage rate de-
termination.

Mr. Wirtiams. Was that because of the Davis-Bacon provision?

Mr. Ramsey. Yes, sir, I assume that was the basic

Mr. Wirriams. Then we should take that out of the act and that
would further expedite the airport program ?

Mr. Ramsey. 1 believe it would expedite it considerably, either that
or dvmvide for the sponsor to go directly to the Labor Department
and get the wage rate, because in many States with the highway de-
partments and their accelerated programs they have these establish-
ments, and it is very simple.

Mr. Wittiams. And we can save a little time if we just took the
wage rate provision out of the act, too?

Mr. Ramsey. Ibelieve it would, yes, sir.

Mr. Witriams. Would you advocate that ?

Mr. Ramsey. I am not sure I know what I am talking about there.
So I don’t want to advocate something that Tam not sure of.

But T understand the Davis-Bacon Act requires, and my under-
standing is, the determination of labor rates on all Federal projects
under the act. :

If that is what causes our problem here, then I am in favor of it.

Mr. Wintiams. It also adds to the cost.

Mr. Ramsey. But I think, gentlemen, from those slides you can
see we are faced with a very serious problem and, therefore, we re-
quest that the act remain as it is and II;,t us have 2 years’ availability
of this money.

Mr. Harms. As T understand the provisions, they are to give the
States an opportunity to start making arrangements for their ap-

ortionment under the formula in the act, and that within that year,
if they undertake that, why, then the provisions of this section of
that act will not apply.
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Mr. Ramsey. Well, to refer to my slides, Mr. Harris, the time in-
volved on 80-some projects, again, in this material that we used was
an average of 68 weeks from the time the tentative allocation of the
program was announced until such time as these were under grant
offer.

Now under the proposal of this bill the program would be announced
on January 1, which would give us roughly 18 months to get, it under
grant. Now, this almost equals 18 months and since this is an aver-
age, it is safe to assume that at least half of these projects well
exceeded that amount. And this is what concerns us, that the 18
months certainly will be helpful, but we don’t feel that it is still enough
time, and we don’t think this is a serious problem anyhow.,

1t is in several States, that is true, whose State apportionment has
always exceeded their ability to use it, but

Mr. Harris. How many States do you think are in that category ?

Mr. Ramsey. I have a slide that I could show you if you are inter-
ested in it.

Mr. Hagrris, Well, these slides do not show in the record.

Mr. Ramsey. Well, we can provide it, sir. I would have to count
them.

I think there are six or eight of them, according to our figures
whose State apportionment exceeds their request. Now, we want to
make that distinction. There is a difference between the request and
the amouni of money they receive, because in many instances the
amount of money they have requested, even though it is within their
State apportionment, is more than they actually received.

And this is one of the problems that we don’t understand. This
does provide, however, that when the money is recaptured that it
goes into the discretionary fund where the present act reapportions it.

We do not object to this procedure. We think that it makes sense.
It doesn’t make too much sense to do what they are doing now,
because this will only help the disretionary States and the way they
keep books doesn’t help them. So we find no fault with returning
the captured fund to the discretionary fund, providing we have 1t
available for 2 years.

Now, section 4: NASAO is in general agreement with this section
of the bill which restricts the Administrator from approving projects
which do not include provisions for the installation of landing aids
determined to be required for the safe use of the airport by aireraft.
As to some of our smaller airports, this does not mean that they nec-
essarily will have put these landing aids in at that time, but only at
the determination by the Administrator that such aids are necessary
for the type of traflic, in which case, we assume, that they would be
desirable to the local sponsor also.

Section 5: With regard to this section of the bill, NASAO proposes
two amendments:

A. That a fifth category be added, reading * * * “(5) Land neces-
sary for runway clear zones.”

B. Eliminate the words—“not to exceed”—therefore, making the
last phrase read—“the United States share shall be 75 per centum of
the allowable cost of such installation.”

The acquisition of required clear zones—which is a public safety
rather than an airport operational problem—presents a major prob-
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lem for all airport sponsors and additional help in this area is most
needed. Therefore, we proposed clear zones.

We also feel that the Federal share of these items should be a full
75 percent and not subject to some lesser amount.

Mr. Wirtiams. If the local people are willing to put up more than
25 percent why should the Federal Government not be able to save
that? After all, it is primarily a local responsibility, you remember.

Mr. Ramsey. Well, Mr. Chairman, I am only relating here now that
there are certain categories within the bill which '

Mr. Wirtiass. I understand that, but if the local community is
willing to put up more than 25 percent of the cost why should the
Federal Government not be given enough flexibility to accept?

In other words, if a windfall should happen, why shouldn’t they
be permitted to accept that windfall and take advantage of it?

Mr. Ramsey. I see you are referring to my placing it strictly at 75
rather than “not more than 75.”

Mr, Winriams. That is right.

Mr. Ramsey. Well, I suppose it would be all right, however, these
are special category items that are of a general safety nature rather
than a particularly operational problem of the airport, and we felt
that if the Federal Government concluded that these were eligible
for 75 percent then it would be better if we knew specifically what
that percentage would be rather than being subject to some lesser
amount which might mean that some of your money could not go into
other needed projects on the airport.

It is, admittedly, a minor point.

And next is section 6: The provisions of this section of the bill are
not completely clear to the association.

If it is intended that the airport owner shall furnish such areas of
land or water or building rights as may be required for air traffic con-
trol, weather, or communications facilities, without any immediate or
additional costs to such owner, then we find no fault with this pro-
posal. However, if the amendment intends that the sponsor would be
responsible for expending additional moneys to provide such land
or water area or building rights, then NASAO objects to such a pro-
vision; any costs involved in the development of Federal facilities
should be borne entirely by the Federal Government, and this should
be clearly spelled out in this amendment, if that is the intent.

Seetion 7: NASAO does not concur with this section as written,
and recommends two changes:

A. That item (1) under subparagraph (b) be changed to read as
follows:

The cost of construction of that part of the project intended for use as a
revenue producing passenger automobile parking faeility.

B. Delete all wording contained in item (2) under subparagraph
(b), thus leaving the act as it presently reads.

Our reason for those suggestions is that we feel an airport parking
lot is an essential portion of an airport. We fully recognize and fully
agree that where these facilities are used to produce revenue they
should not be eligible for Federal participation, but we feel that they
are essential where they are not intended or would not justify revenue
production, and then we think they should be eligible under this act.

We think that the Federal Government could adequately protect
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itself by placing it within the special conditions of the grant agree-
ment a prohibition against the charges for such a facility.

Mr. Wiuiams. How do you reconcile that as a Federal obligation ?

Mr. Ramsey. Well, it is an essential part of the airport, sir, as the
entrance road.

: _lll\{r. Wirriams. I want to get down to the philosophy behind this
hill.

Mr. Ramsey. Yes, sir.

Mr, WiLLiams. Before we start, I want to take a look at the woods
before we look at the trees.

The only basis that the Federal Government’s participation in an
airport program is to promote interstate commerce, is it not?

That is under the commerce clause of the Constitution.

Mr. Ramsey. Well, I would say that is one of the reasons yes, sir,

Mr. Witrams. Well, you say “one of the reasons.”

What would be any other basis for the expenditure of Federal
moneys for the purpose of building airports?

Mr. Ramsey. Well, promoting interstate commerce is a rather wide
field in itself.

I am thinking of the general economy of the country which I sus-
pect would come under your definition of the

Mr. Winriams, Well, I am going on the assumption, and I think
the record shows, that the powers of Congress are limited. The
powers of Congress for expenditures is limited and I want to know
what the constitutional premise is for Federal participation in air-
port construection.

Mr. Ramsey. Well, I am sorry, sir, but I can’t answer that.

Mr. Wirriams. Well, that question should be answered before we
even consider such legislation, shquld it not ?

Mr. Ramsey. Well, I assume since Congress has done this for the
past 14 years there must be adequate basis for this in the present law.

Mr. Wintiams. Well, Congress has committed quite a number of
sins in the past 14 or 15 years against the Constitution, but the ques-
tion of whether Congress has done it in the past does not justify its
continuance unless it is clearly within the limitations placed upon
Congress’ power to tax or spend.

Now, as I understand the philosophy behind this is that this is for
the purpose of creating a national airport plan or program for the
purpose of promoting commerce between and among the States.

Mr. Ramsey. Yes,sir.

Mr. Wirriams. Otherwise, as far as I know, there could be no con-
stitutional premise for it.

Now, that brings us down to the point of where does the local re-
sponsibility stop and the Federal responsibility begin.

And when you get into parking lots, I am inclined to think that the

roviding of parking lots at terminal facilities or revenue-producing
g&cilities and, of course, parking lots, which are not even revenue-

producing facilities, should be the responsibility of the local gover-
ment.

I would like to know where you bring the Federal Government in
there as being obligated to provide such parking facilities?

Mr. Ramsey. Well, sir, only from the standpoint of considering
the necessary elements of an airport itself.
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This is a necessary element. Now, whether or not this is——

Mr. Wirniams. Well, surely, around an airport you have to have
policemen to keep the peace and you have to have traffic police.

Mr. Ramsey. Well, t\lat is not a construction item.

Mr. WirLiams. But it is essential,

Mr. Ramsey. Well, it is not a construction item, I say. It is essen-
tial, yes.

Mr. Wirriams. Do you have porters?

Mr. Ramsey. Yes, sir.

Mr. Wirrtiams. You have washroom attendants and others? Those
are essential items in the same manner that parking areas would be
essential.

You are not suggesting that the Federal Government pay the
salaries of those people, are you?

Mr. Ramsey. No, sir, but I consider those in a different category.
Those are operation expenses where these are capital investments in
the facility itself.

Perhaps we will run into the same philosophy difference on our
second proposal in that we recommend that the act remain as it is as
it regards terminal buildings. We think there are certain areas of
terminal buildings that are essential not only to the operation of the
airport but to the safety of the people, and we suggest that the act
be left asit is.

Now, this leaves it to the diseretion of the Administrator. IHe has
been a little tough in the past on this but, at least, this is better than
having it wiped out altogether. So we have proposed that that read-
ing be deleted in the act and the act left as it is so the Administrator
does have the discretion as to what portion of the terminal building,
if any, should be included in the act.

We have no further comments as to the bill itself. However, we
do have some other suggestions to make relative to the act.

Specifically, we recommend that section 12 of the act be amended

by adding the following sentence to the section :
Provided, however, That any work proposed beyond the scope of the grant agree-
ment, and having advance approval of the Administrator, may be an eligible
project cost when accomplished prior to the execution of an amendment of the
grant agreement.

Now, this is similar to the proposal made by Mayor Hartsfield rela-
tive to work under a grant agreement. We believe that this will pro-
vide necessary flexibility in the act without destroying any of the
Federal Government’s or the Administrator’s control over the work.

Our prinecipal purpose here, as Mayor Hartsfield explained, and
also often, or not often, but occasionally, we get into projects when
something has changed or that requires a change in the scope of the
work that would be eligible for Federal participation an({ yet the
contractor is on the job, and it either means moving ahead immediately
without Federal participation or holding up the contractor until such
time as the grant agreement can be amended.

All this would do would be to allow the Administrator to give ad-
vance approval of this work and amend the grant at a later date.
‘We also recommend amendments to the Act to the extent that work in
place or advance construction would be eligible for Federal participa-
tion if such work were done with the advance approval of the Ad-
ministrator.
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Again, we anticipate that there would be times that within certain
States, eligible projects will have to wait for the availability of Fed-
eral funds. We suggest here that if the sponsor follows all of the pro-
cedures and receives the approval of the Administrator, that he be
allowed to go ahead and the work would be eligible for Federal par-
ticipation at a later date if funds were available.

Now, in addition to these specific amendments, the association has
given serious consideration to additional amendments to this act.
Basically, they would cover a change in the formulation of the na-
tional airport plan, a change in the apportionment formula, and pro-
vide for greater utilization of qualified State aviation agencies.

We are not proposing these specific amendments at this time, how-
ever, but it is our intention to come back to Congress in the relatively
near future and ask that consideration be given to such recommenda-
tions.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, we would like to make one specific
recommendation about which NASAQO members feel very strongly
after years of observation and intimate association with the adminis-
tration of the Federal airport aid program.

We recommend that contractual authorization provisions be re-
tained rather than reverting to annual appropriations, which was
the method of funding during the first 9 years of the act.

Now, we have included within our statement a table indicating the
serious delays in releases of the program that occurred during the
first 9 years of this program.

I think one of the points that was brought out before in the testi-
mony by previous witnesses was the fact that we have under the an-
nual appropriations approached—we do not know what Congress
might do about appropriating money. During the first 9 years of
the act these appropriations ranged from $45 million the first year.
They dropped to $32,500,000 the second and went back to $40 million,
and the next to the last year they were down to zero, and the last
year $22 million, and it was almost impossible to plan ahead as to what
might be available.

Furthermore, the announcement dates of the programs and the com-
pletion of the bills were such that it often substantially ate into the
available length of time to utilize this money.

Mr, Chairman, in the interest of obtaining the greatest amount of
airport development for the least expenditure of public funds and
with the minimum amount of time and effort, we earnestly request
that your committee make no change in the present act which provides
for contract anthorization over a period of years, and we again recom-
mend that the program be extended for a period of not less than 5
years in the amount of $100 million annually.

I want to thank you sincerely for allowing us this opportunity to
make our thoughts known to you and your committee, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Winriams. Thank you very much, Mr. Ramsey.

Mr. Jarman?

Mr. Jarman. T have no questions.

Mr. Winrrams. Mr. Stageers?

Mr. Staceers. I have no questions.

Mr. WirLiams. I have no questions. Thank you.

(The full text of Mr. Ramsey’s statement is as follows:)
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STATEMENT OF JAMES D. RAMSEY, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF STATE AVIATION
OFFICIALS

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the members of NASAO
deeply appreciate the opportunity afforded to comment on H.R. 6580 and
H.R. 6608, bills to extend the time for making grants under the provisions of
the Federal Airport Act, and wish to highly commend the President and the
Members of Congress who have sponsored this very important legislation, with
which we are in general agreement.

Thirty States have adopted legislation requiring State approval for Federal
aid airport program projects, and 21 States have adopted legislation requiring
Federal aid airport funds to be channeled through their State aviation agencies
in accordance with the provisions of the Federal airport act. During the past
20 years, over half of the States have appropriated or authorized the expendi-
ture of substantial amounts of funds for airport development, operation, and
maintenance. In 1957, the amount reported was 3$6,803,000, increasing to
$11,384,000 in 1958, and to approximately $21,300,000 in 1960. In the State
of Illinois alone airport construction from 1945 through 1960 amounted to $8214
million, Of this total the State has contributed $2214 million, the local com-
munities $30 million and the Federal Government $30 million.

During the past 18 months, directors of aeronautics have spent considerable
time reviewing the Federal Airport Aet, both as to the need for its extension
and its content. We are unanimous in our position that the Federal Airport Act
should be extended at this time; and are convinced that failure to extend this
act would be completely inconsistent with policy and procedures for providing
Federal assistance for other means of transportation. NASAO is also of the
opinion that certain amendments or modifications should be made to the act.

NASAO is unalterably committed to the belief that the Nation's airport system
is far from complete. As a matter of fact, we believe that the program should
be accelerated even beyond the rate proposed in this legislation,

I would like to speak specifically on the amendments proposed in H.R. G580
and H.R. 6008, and will relate my comments to the sections of these bills.

Section 1: NASAO is in complete agreement with the proposal that the act be
amended to require the Administrator to make publie by January 1 of each year
the proposed program of airport development intended to be undertaken during
the forthcoming fiseal year. This would be most helpful in providing leadtime
for the local sponsors and would enable them to more efficiently arrange their
finances to take advantage of the program.

It is assumed that the authority to revise the program will not affect those
project sponsors who are able and willing to meet their responsibility as a
partner in the joint undertaking. The record should make this nnmistakably
clear, in order to assure that those sponsors who have raised the necessary funds,
completed surveys, plans, and acquired necessary land, ete., will not be removed
arbitrarily from the program.

Section 2: We find very encouraging the fact that this legislation would pro-
pose a total of $T5 million annually to be utilized for airport development, which
iz an increase over the past programs. Nevertheless, we feel that this is an
insufficient amount to meet the demonstrated need. As pointed out in the survey
previously referred to, there is, or will be, approximately $£588 million available
from local and State sources to meet an expressed need of £1.,125 million.
Therefore, a need exists for an additional $537 million over a 4-year period to
satisfy the planned airport development costs.

With regard to subparagraph C of section 2, which would provide a special
annual anthorization of 87 million to be used for the purpose of developing gen-
eral aviation airports to relieve congestion at high density airports, we helieve
this to be a step in the right direction. FHowever, NASAO is of the opinion that
more flexibility wonld be permitted, and a better balanced program would be
assured, if (after deduecting the amount required for airports in Puerto Rico and
the Virgin Islands), 25 percent of the remaining amount were placed in the
discretionary fund: 75 percent allocated to the States under the present area-
population formula; with 3314 percent of the latter amount earmarked for
general aviation airports, with the proviso that any amount of these funds for
zeneral aviation airports for which firm project applieations have not been re-
ceived during the first fiscal yvear for which authorized. shall become available
if required, for other types of projects within the State conecerned.

T0570—61
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Section 3: With regard to apportionment of funds, discretionary and redistri-
bution, NASAO is strongly opposed to the amendment which would make the
State apportionment available for only the year for which it was first authorized
to be obligated.

The history of the Federal-aid airport program will substantiate the fact that
the amount of time between the Administrator's announcement of the tentative
allocation and the actual signing of the grant is such that it would make avail-
ability of funds for only 1 year completely impractical.

Section 4: NASAO is in general agreement with this section of the bill which
restricts the Administrator from approving projects which do not include provi-
sions for the installation of landing aids determined to be required for the safe
use of the airport by aircraft.

Section 5: With regard to this section of the bill, NASAO proposes two amend-
ments:

A. That a fifth category be added, reading : “(5) Land Necessary for Run-
way Clear Zones.”

B. Eliminate the words “not to exceed”, therefore making the last phrase
read: “the United States share shall be 75 per centum of the allowable cost
of such installation.”

The acquisition of required clear zones, which is a public safety rather than an
airport operational problem, presents a major problem for all airport sponsors,
and additional help in this area is most needed. Therefore, we proposed clear
ZONes.

We also feel that the Federal share of these items should be a full 75 percent
and not subject to some lesser amount.

Section 6: The provisions of this section of the bill are not completely clear
to the association.

If it is intended that the airport owner shall furnish such areas of land or
water or building rights as may be required for air traffic eontrol, weather, or
communications facilities, without any immediate or additional costs to such
owner, then we find no fault with this proposal. However, if the amendment
intends that the sponsor would be responsible for expending additional moneys
to provide such land or water area or building rights, then NASAO objects to
such a provision; any costs involved in the development of Federal facilities
should be borne entirely by the Federal Government, and this should be clearly
spelled out in this amendment, if that is the intent.

Section 7: NASAO does not concur with this section as written, and recom-
mends two changes:

A. That item (1) under subparagraph (b) be changed to read as follows:
“The cost of construction of that part of a project intended for use as a
revenue-producing passenger automobile parking facility.”
B. Delete all wording contained in item (2) under subparagraph (b),
thus leaving the act as it presently reads,
It is our belief that automobile parking lots are an essential portion of any air-
port, although it is agreed that if such a facility develops revenue for the air-
port, it should not be considered eligible for Federal participation. There are
many airports that provide free parking space and we believe in such instances
the facility should be eligible for Federal participation. The Federal Govern-
ment could be protected by including a condition in the grant agreement pro-
hibiting charges for this facility if it were constructed under the act.

With respect to terminal buildings, NASAO is of the opinion that certain
areas of these buildings are essential to public safety and to safe operation of
an airport, and should be considered eligible under the act. Therefore, we
recommend that the present statutory provision regarding airport building
eligibility be retained. This gives the Administrator discretionary authority in
this area, and NASAO believes this to be the most equitable way to handle this
matter.

The association has no further comments to make on the provisions of the bill

as written ; however, we do wish to call to the attention of the committee several
other amendments to the act which NASAO recommends. Specifically, we rec-
ommend that section 12 of the act be amended by adding the following sentence
to the section :
“Provided, however, That any proposed beyond the scope of the grant agree-
ment, and having advance approval of the Administrator, may be an eligible
project cost when accomplished prior to the execution of an amendment of the
grant agreement.”
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This, we believe, would add a great deal of flexibility to the construction of
projects under the Federal Airport Act and would provide a more economical
and expeditions means of accomplishment unanticipated, but essential, work
than is possible under the present procedures. Since such amendment would
provide for approval by the Administrator prior to undertaking the work, the
Federal Government has ample safeguards.

NASAO also recommends amendment of the act to the extent that work in
place or advance construction would be eligible for Federal participation if such
work were done with the advance approval of the Administrator. Undoubtedly,
there will be many times when all State apportioned funds and discretionary
funds have been utilized for a specific fiseal period, and at the same time the
Administrator and the sponsors may wish to complete much needed construc-
tion that is eligible under the act. This provision would permit the Adminis-
trator to approve such projects and they would be eligible for Federal participa-
tion at a later date if funds were available.

In addition to these specific amendments, the association has under active
consideration additional amendments which we believe would be most beneficial
to the program. Basically, they would cover a change in the formulation of the
national airport plan, a change in the apportionment formula, and provide for
greater utilization of qualified State aviation organizations. We are not pro-
posing specific amendments on these subjects at this time; however, it is our
intention to come back to Congress in the relatively near future and ask that
consideration be given to such recommendations.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, we would like to make one specific recommenda-
tion about which NASAO members feel very strongly after years of close ob-
servation and intimate association with the administration of the Federal aid
airport program. We recommend that contractual authorization provisions be
retained, rather than reverting to annual appropriations, which was the method
of funding during the first 9 years of the act. Following is a table indicating
the serious delays in release of the program during the years appropriations
were made on an annual basis, and also during fiseal years 1956 and 1960, when
legislation to extend the program had to be enacted.

Federal aid airport program

Appropria- | Date ofappro- Date of
Fiscal year tions priations bill release of
program

$45, 000,000 | July 51956 | Jan.
32, 500,000 | July 9,17 | Aue.
40, 000, 000 | June 3, 1948 | July
39, 500,000 | July 20,1040 | July
24, 200,000 | Sept. 6,1950 | Nov.
18, 700,000 | Oct, 221951 | Nov, 1,1051
14, 321, 154 10, 1952 | July 29, 1952
0

22, 000, 000 26,1954 | Ort.
63, 000,000 | Aug. 3, 19551
03, 000, 000 i
3, 000, 000
63, 000, 000
63, 000, 000
63, lm.uoo[

| Authorization.

From the above table, it is evident that only once during the first 9 years,
when the “annual appropriations” method of funding was utilized, was the
necessary congressional and Presidential action on appropriations bills com-
pleted prior to July 1; and in only 3 of the 9 years was the program released
to the States and local communities by the CAA during July, the first month
of the fiscal year for which the money was authorized.

In approving legislation which became Public Law 211, the Congress recog-
nized the shortcomings of annual appropriations and very wisely provided for
contract authorization over a 4-year period. However, it is interesting to note
that this legislation, which authorized funds for fiscal 1956, did not receive final
approval until August 3, 19556—the second month of the fiscal year—and the
program was not released until February 9 of the following year—over 7 months
after the beginning of the fiscal year.
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In 1959, when the act was again extended, the legislation was completed on
June 29; however, the program was not released until the following November
13, a period of 414 months after the beginning of the fiscal year.

This timing has many implications. For example, the benefit of summer-fall
construction weather is often lost in the Northern States, where winter rains,
snow, and freezing slow up all heavy construction for long periods of time, or
discontinue it entirely.

It requires many months of planning, engineering, and large-scale financing to
construct an airport. Without specific knowledge as to the amount of Federal
funds that will be available, State legislatures hesitate to appropriate, and coun-
ties and cities are normally reluctant to approve bond issues or agree to tax
assessments required to finance the construction of airports to standards of
safety and efficiency necessary to meet the requirements of the national airport
system.

Mr. Chairman, in the interest of obtaining the greatest amount of airport de-
velopment for the least expenditure of public funds, and with the minimum
amount of time and effort, we earnestly request that your committee make no
change in the present act which provides for contract authorization over a period
of years: and we again recommend that the program be extended for a period of
not less than 5 years.

Thank you for the time you have provided me to present NASAO's recom-
mendations and views regarding this very important legislation.

(The following letter was later received from the Department of
Labor:)

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR,
OFFICE OF THE SOLICITOR,
Washington, May 23, 1961.
Hox. JouN BELL WILLIAMS,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Transportation and Aeronautics,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DEAr CONGRESSMAN WiLrLiaMms: I understand that at a recent meeting of a
subcommittee of the Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, over which
you presided, testimony was given by a member of the Michigan State Aero-
nautics Board to the effect that delays had occurred in construction of certain
projects undertaken under the provisions of the Federal Airport Act, as amended,
due to the time expended in requesting and receiving wage determinations.
I would like to set the record straight on this point.

As you know, section 1114 of the act provides, in essence, that all construe-
tion contracts, in excess of $2,000, for work on approved projects, shall contain
wage rates to be determined by the Secretary of Labor as the minimums pay-
able to laborers and mechanics employed in the work, I am told that the board
member described the wage determination process as being rather tedious and
time consuming, and outlined a number of steps required to be taken before
a decision could be issued and received by the project sponsor.

Actunally, the procedure is rather simple. The sponsor of the project sends
the request for decision to the district engineer of the Federal Airports Au-
thority, who transmits it to his Washington office, from where it is bronght to
us by messenger. This Office, during the last fiscal year, processed more than
40,000 wage determinations, more than double the number issuned as recently
as fiseal 1956, and a study has shown that the average time elapsing between
receipt of the request and issuance of the determination has been about 2 weeks.
In view of the fact that this Department’s regulations, part 5, section 5.3, pro-
vide that requests be initiated at least 30 calendar days before advertisement
of the specifications or the beginning of the negotiations for the contract for
which the determination is sought, I eannot agree that delays in construction
may be attributed, in any measurable extent, fo the exercise of our wage deter-
mination responsibilities. In fact, in many cases of emergency we have issued
determinations to the Federal Aviation Agency on the same day that the re-
quest was received, and have been informally commended by officials of that
Agency a number of times on the expeditious action generally taken on its re-

nests.
S I thought that you might like to have this information for the record, and
if I may be of service at any time, please let me know.
Yours sincerely,
CrArLEs DoNAHUE, Solicitor of Labor.
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Mr. Winriams., Mr. Hartranft, I am sure that Mr. Ramsey appre-
ciates your kindness in permitting him to present his program as he
has planned, but it looks like it has worked a hardship on you.

It is 12 o’clock now and we are expecting a quorum call shortly after
the House meets, and I doubt that we will have over 5 or 10 minutes
at the most to sit.

Would you prefer to wait until tomorrow morning ?

Mr. Hagrraner. I will make it your pleasure. We were very
happy to yield to Mr. Ramsey.

I know that he has come a distance and we are in Washington and
we will be at your pleasure.

Mr. Witniams. Well, under the cireumstances, I think maybe we
had better, if it is all right with you, adjourn now and meet at 10
o'clock in the morning and we will call you as our first witness.

Mr, Harrraner. That will be fine.

Mr. Wiriams. The committee will stand adjourned until 10 o’clock
tomorrow morning.

(Whereupon, at 12 o’clock noon, the committee adjourned, to re-
convene at 10 a.m., Thursday, May 11, 1961.)
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THURSDAY, MAY 11, 1961

House oF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION
AND AERONAUTICS,
ComMrrTeE ON INTERSTATE AND ForeioN CoMMERCE,
Washington, D.C.

The subcomittee met, pursuant to recess, at 10 a.m., in room 1334,
New House Office Building, Hon. John Bell Williams (chairman of
the subcommittee) presiding.

Mr. Witriams. The subcommittee will come to order, please.

Our first witness this morning is Mr. Clarence Sayen, president
of the Air Line Pilots Association.

Mr. Sayen, I believe you have a prepared statement that you would
like to have included in full in the record. I believe you indicated to
me that you would like to give us just a brief outline of what you have
in your statement ; is that right ?

STATEMENT OF CLARENCE SAYEN, PRESIDENT, AIR LINE PILOTS
ASSOCIATION, CHICAGO, ILL.; ACCOMPANIED BY CAPT. JOHN C.
CARROLL, FIRST VICE PRESIDENT, AIR LINE PILOTS ASSOCIATION

Mr. Saven. Yes, Mr. Chairman.

There is a 25- or 30-page statement we would like to have included
in the record, but I believe that in about 4 or 5 minutes of the com-
mittee’s time we can point out for the committee the most important
points we would like to stress.

Mr. Wittiams. The committee will be very happy to accept your
full statement for inclusion in the record.

Mr. Sayex. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

You have had some excellent testimony before this committee prior
to our testimony, and I think many of the points we shall cover in
our statement have been covered very well by previous witnesses, so
I think we can save some of your time by poimnting out some of these
areas and making four or five points we consider essential to this
legislation.

Before I start, we would like to express our appreciation to the
committee for the very prompt hearings being given to what we con-
sider one of the most critical problems, probably, in aviation today.
The Federal Government has the primary and exclusive jurisdiction
over airspace and the responsibility for providing the airway system
in this country.

Our opinion, as expressed in our paper, has always been that the
airway system and the airport system are inseparable, and that there

99
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is no use making vast investments in a Federal airway system unless
the airport system is also kept up with it. We feel the problems of
airspace management, coupled with the airport problem, is probably
the most critical—not only safety, but economic problem, facing avia-
tion today.

As our paper attempts to indicate by some estimates we have tried
to make, some studies we have tried to make, probably if we could do
away with much of the waste that is being produced or that is result-
ing from the inadequacies of the airport system today, we can change
some of the rather dismal economic picture that is facing commercial
aviation today.

Our problem in the airport system, as the pilots see it, is that the
airport system has never really caught up with the development of the
aireraft. As the pilots have characterized it, by the time the airport
system began to catch up with the DC-3, we were flying the DC-6,
and by the time the airport system began to catch up with the DC-6,
we were flying jets.

We are going into a period in aviation right now where we might
have an opportunity to catch up, because the present family of air-
craft, the jets, now in larger cities and moving into smaller cities,
and private aviation, now moving into greater private operation—
these aireraft may give us one of the first periods of stabiltiy in size
and speed of aireraft we have had in years.

These aircraft will be used, perhaps, for the next 10 or 15 years.

While the facilities are way behind the aireraft at the present time,
if we go ahead with an aggressive program of airport system, we may
have an opportunity to catch up. Then as we move into the super-
sonic age 10 years from now, hopefully, those aircraft can be designed
to operate within the present airport facilities that wounld be devel-
olmc{ within the next 10 year perini

I would like to direct the attention of the committee to pages 10
and 11, I believe it is, of our statement where we compare the expendi-
tures that have been made for the airport system of the country of
Federal funds over the past 10 years, as compared to the expenditures
that have been made for Federal aid to highways. While we have
had some greater amount appropriated and authorized for Federal
aid to airports in recent years, I think we have to look at the record
spread over the last 10 years.

If you average out the Federal aid to airports of the last 10 years,
it averages $28.5 million a year. We all know that $28.5 million
today will not build one airport of any adequacy.

To go over, on the other hand, and look at Federal aid to highways,
in which we pay on a 90-10 basis, we find $3.5 to $4 billion a year go-
ing into Federal highways. The aviation system of this country to-
day is not a luxury means of transportation. It is the biggest single
means of intercity travel, larger than buses, larger than railroads.
We feel very frankly that the Federal Government has neglected its
responsibility.

n 1959, we built the equivalent of 70,000 miles of single-lane high-
ways with Federal funds, 90-10. But we have to create practically
a national emergency to get another thousand feet of concrete on an
airport, where we need it very badly. We just do not feel that the
situation squares.
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Now, recognizing several years ago, the pilots recognizing through
our organization that this was rapidly becoming one of the critical
problems in aviation in this country, we set about examining this
problem on an airport-by-airport basis, and starting out on page 9 of
our statement, and in the attachments to the statement, we point out
this airport survey that has been made by the Air Line Pilots Associa-
tion. We concluded several years ago that the only way our contri-
bution to the solution to this problem could be made would be not only
to lend what assistance we could to get a larger recognition by the
Federal Government of the seriousness of the problem, but to work on
it on a community-by-community basis.

We set out to survey the 569 airports of the United States into
which the Civil Aeronautics Board has certificated air service. We
show in our statement what conclusions we have been able to reach
as a result of about 50 percent of that survey now having been com-
pleted.

But the major conclusion I want to point out is that we came to the
conelusion that the major stumbling block to the improvement of our
airports lay in the financing. It is not a question of research; it is not
a question of new techniques, new methods; it is simply a question of
financing. It is simply a question of applying known techniques to
buying the hardware that is already (se\‘t'ln[md. This is our con-
clusion.

We hope that the committee will take the time to examine the
charts which we have attached to the statement, and the analysis we
have tried to show of just where the deficiencies lie.

We were interested to note that our conclusions as to the need for
financing were very closely allied, came out much the same as the con-
clusions of the Federal Aviation Agency, the Airport. Operators
Council, the American Association of Air Port Executives, and other
groups who have made similar surveys.

Now, we tried to point out in our statement also that serious safety
problems have been arising from the airport deficiencies. As a matter
of fact, we are operating our new transport aircraft at higher mini-
mums—that is, 1111;_1']101' ceilings and visibility minimums—than we
were operating our aircraft 10 years ago. Many of these airports in
this country have become, with the growth in size and speed of air-
craft, single-runway airports. There is only one major airport we
can use for most of our {;ig planes in our major cities. If there isa
crash, for all practical purposes, the air transportation services of
that city are closed.

We point out in our statement, for example, that an aircraft ran
off a runway some time ago, and that airport was closed for 52 hours.
This means that all air transportation to that city was closed off—this
is: the largest city in the United States—closed off for 52 hours because
one single runway was blocked off. Thousands and thousands of
people inconvenienced and, of course, large economie cost to everyone
mvolved.

We tried to detail in our statement some of the things we think
need to be done directly. We are delighted that attention is being
given in this bill to installation of lighting and approach facilities.

Those facilities will enable us to give more safe transportation : that
is, tying the visual aids, in the airports to the terminal airway systems
for approaches and departures.
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We are a little concerned that $75 million a year may not do this
job. Our estimates would show that we would come closer to doing
the job with $100 million a year for the next 5 years. However, the
orientation of the expenditures in the bill will go toward providing
the things we feel we need very badly; that is, the airport features
themselves, as distinguished from the terminal facilities, and so
forth.

Mvr. Chairman, T think these are the main points we have tried to
stress in our statement. In summary, we have tried to point the cost
to just airline operation of the continued deficiencies of the airport
system and the airway system and we believe that prompt action now
on a realistic airport bill will be an investment in this industry which
will pay off in the future. If we had made some of this investment 10
years ago, we might have lower fares for air travel or we might have
a better profit picture in the industry. Much of our money at the
present time in the industry is going into waste, delays, interruptions,
unnecessary flying in order to get on course, this sort of thing. So a
movement now would be an investment, we think.

Mr. Chairman, those are the main points. We appreciate the op-
portunity to appear, and we hope that prompt action will be taken
on this important legislation.

Mr. Winniams. Thank you very much, Mr. Sayen.

I was much interested to note that the airline pilots have made their
own survey of the airport needs. Yesterday, the American Municipal
Association indicated that they had made their own survey. The Fed-
eral Aviation Agency has made its survey. Everybody seems to have
an airport plan. The committee is going to be rather up against it to
try to figure whose plan to follow.

Mr. Friedel?

Mr. Frrepen, I want to ask a few questions on your attachment D.
You mention sequenced flashing lights. You also mention runway
identifier lights and visual glide slope indicators,

We saw that demonstration at Atlantic City Airport. What is your
feeling about these facilities for safety, or the pilots’ feeling, and do
you know how many airports have such full protection?

Mr. Savex. Well, we have a few airports in this country now that
have almost a complete lighting installation—TIdlewild, Newark—
that is on some of their runways. We feel, of course, that this is
an essential part of the airway system: the terminal system, the air-
rort. system; one has to blend into the other, Unless you have these

acilities, we simply back up our traffic in bad weather. They are
essential to continued smooth operation, safe operation in adverse
weather conditions. One part of the system is important to the other
parts of the system.

Now, taking these separately, for example, Captain Carroll has
brought to my attention here the visual glide slope indicators. We do
not actually have any installed at the present time, but we think it
is an exceedingly important part of our system. It is important to
prevent undershoots at airports; it is important to get consistent ap-
proaches, and, of course, it 1s very helpful in connection with problems
like the noise problem,

Mr. Frreper. Do you think it would be safer to land in bad weather
with this glide slope indicator?
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Mr. Savex. The visual glide slope is not used, necessarily, in ad-
verse weather conditions. In those conditions, we use the ILS in com-
bination with the approach lighting system and threshhold lighting
and runway lighting, and all the other things you need to go with it.
So you have instrument guidance down to the point where you take
over visually, and then you have visual down to the point where you
finally get the airplane stopped on the runway. These are things we
do not have in most of our airports in the country at the present time.
They are things that have been developed and are available and can
be installed. It is a question of financing. We have standards for
most of these things at the present time. It is a few of the things
on which the national technical standard order, as we call it, has
not been finalized. But these are in the process and will be finalized
shortly.

Mr. Frieoer. I saw this in operation. I thought it was very helpful
to the pilot and safer for the passengers in the plane. I would like
to see every airfield equipped that way. 1 heartily concur with your
viewpoint,

That is all, Mr, Chairman.

Mr. Wirrrams. Mr. Harris?

Mr. Harmis. No, I do not think so, except I am glad to have gotten
here in time to hear at least part of your statement, Mr, Sayen, and
I have had occasion to look over your complete statement, which I
assume will be in the record.

Mr. Witriams. Yes, it will be included in the record.

Mr. Harris. We are glad to have the benefit of your statement and
the information provided.

Mr. Williams mentioned something about the survey. Does your
airport survey differ materially from the others?

Mr. WirLiams. I believe yours includes only the airports where you
have carrier operation ?

Mr. SaYEN. Yes, our survey was confined to the 569 airports in this
country into which the CAB has certificated scheduled air service.
At the present time we have completed a little better than half of
this survey. The survey is done by our safety people—our pilots—
who serve as our safety people actually going to the airport with the
airport management :l!l(li, surveying facilities that are available and
so forth. Most of the survey is objective; some of it is necessarily
subjective and evaluation of what we think the facilitiesare. We have
tried to summarize for you here the situation as we find it from that
portion of the survey.

Mr. Harris. Then you try to deal with the problems of needed fa-
cilities at given airports instead of estimating the cost that might be
involved.

Mr. Saven. Yes, we have done both. We have tried also to make
an estimate of cost, and some of the details are given in the paper of
what it would take to bring the major airports, the airports into which
motion of the transportation flows, up to standards that have been
announced, and to bring some of the smaller airports up to a some-
what lesser standard.

Our cost estimates run very close to those that have been announced
by the groups. I think everybody comes into this $1.1 billion figure
over the next 5 years. Everybody falls somewhat into this area, and
ours does, too.
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But this does not bring 569 airports and the others up to what
would be an optimum standard for a major hub airport. hnt it will
go a long way toward bringing some of the present facilities up. It
also does not include, in our view, any new airports.

As you know, we are going to have to {]le\'r.'lcp quite a few new
airports in this country to try to keep up with transportation growth.

Mr., Harris. It is not necessary, anh I do not want to take the
time to do it, but I would like to call your attention to the fact that
your average of Federal aid to airports—that is the average over the
last 10 years—does not quite give the actual story of what happened.

We all know that in 1951, we did not have much of a budget. In
1952, we had a smaller budget than in 1951 ; in 1951 it was $20 million,
I think, and in 1952, about $15 million; in 1953 it was about $9 mil-
lion. In 1953 the Department did not ask anything, so that in the
1954 fiseal year we did not have any appropriation.

So that, in 1955, when the Congress :ullopied the contact authority
procedure, you did not have much, because you did not have a pro-
gram in time for it. So, consequently, you have used 4 lean years
out of the 10, which brings the average way down, because in the last
5 or 6 years, it shows a different picture.

T just merely wanted to call that to your attention.

Mr. Saven. Yes, we recognize this, and the point we are trying to
make in connection with it 1s this: Some people think that because we
have had appropriations for airway facilities and for airport aid in
the last 3 or 4 years, this should handle the problem. But they over-
look the fact that we have a tremendous catching-up process to do.
Back through the years, when we did not have these appropriations,
this was the most rapid growth in transportation.

Mr. Harris. T do not quarrel with that at all; in fact, T agree with
it. But, on the other hand, I would not want to give the impression
that the last 4 or 5 years has been anything comparable to the preced-
ing 4 or 5 years.

Mr. Saven. Yes.

Mr. Wittiams. Mr. Sayen, your survey shows it will take $100
million a year for the next 5 years to accomplish what should be ac-
complished. Does that take mto account contemplated aid for ter-
minal construction ? .

Mr. Saven. No.

Mr. Wirniams. In other words, you feel that $100 million per year
could be used exclusively for extending runways or placing safety
devices, lighting and other facilities which are used exclusively for
the actual operation end of the airport?

Mr. Sayen. Yes, sir.

Mr. Wiriams. Does that contemplate Federal aid to that part of
the terminal in which some of these facilities might be installed, such
as control towers and so on ?

Mr. Savex. No. As we understand the present legislation, of
course, this will come out of the airport budget, not the overall budget.
This will make more money available for the safety facilities. I
think this is excellent. But what we are saying is we are rather
skeptical that $75 million a year in itself will bring our airports up
to where they should be.

Mr. Wintrams. Do I take it your interest is not so much in the
terminals, but in the operation part ?
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Mr. Saven. Yes, that has been our position for quite a few years.
We feel that the airport itself, the actual runways, the approaches to
the airports, the lig]hting systems, the overruns, the underruns, the
runway lighting—all of these things which are safety items, the items
we have to use to get the airplanes from one ramp to the other ramp,
this is part of the airway system, and this is the part we feel the Fed-
eral Government’s interest 1s primary in.

Mr. Wittiams. That is simply placing first things first, is it not?

Mr. Savex. That is right, and keeping people warm and dry after
that is not really our basic problem. Our problem is to get them from
here to there.

Mr. WiLriams. Mr. Jarman, do you have any questions?

Mr. Jaraan. No, I have nothing.

Mr. Wirtiams. Thank you very much, Mr. Sayen.

Mvr. Savex. Thank you.

(The complete statement of Mr. Sayen is as follows:)

STATEMENT OF CLARENCE N. SAYEN, PRESIDENT, AR LINE PILOTS ASSOCIATION,
INTEENATIONAL

We are here today representing the Air Line Pilots Association, International.

To give the committee members some idea of the background from which our
opinions emanate, we have attached to this statement a brief description of my
qualifications and of the Air Line Pilots Association's organization for safety.

No one has a keener interest in safety matters than do the individuals who
operate our air transport aircraft. Further, we recognize the fact that the
aviation industry is unigue in that it is almost completely dependent upon the
Federal and municipal governments to provide facilities for the operation of
these aireraft. Consequently, we feel that substantial contributions to aviation
safety can result from congressional interest and we, of course, feel that we
have a definite responsibility to bring such matters to the attention of the
Government in order that we may perform our job with the degree of safety
expected of us.

Basically our problem is to move aircraft safely and efficiently from the ramp
of a departure airport to the ramp of the destination airport. Most of the
facilities necessary to such movement are the responsibility of the Federal
Government, either directly or by regulation. We have previously stressed air
traflic control and navigational problems to you. There is not much logic
however, in building an efficient air traffic system between two airports and leav-
ing a bottleneck at both ends. Consequently, along with the urgent airways
problem, we will emphasize today the great need for assistance in providing ade-
quate airport and terminal area facilities.

BACKGROUND OF THE FEDERAL AIRPORT AID PROGRAM

The mational airport plan in its amended forms has been in operation con-
tinnonsly since 1947, when Congress passed Public Law 37T at the 79th Congress
which provided for the Federal airport aid program.

The purpose of the national airport plan has been to assist in providing a
system of airports to adequately serve commercial and private aviation needs of
the country and to provide for an immediate increase in the military air facilities
in an emergency. Through Federal airport aid airport improvement projects
have been expedited which otherwise would have been impossible, and these
improvements have enabled the aviation industry to grow and develop and to
better serve the publie interest.

An example of the extensive effect of Federal airport aid, is evident from a
press release of the FAA on March 4, 1960, stating that, in fiscal year 1961, 187
commercial airports and 127 general aviation airports are scheduled to receive
almost $59 million in matehing funds. This requires the local communities to
provide at yeast $6.1 million for land, §24.1 million for runways, $21.2 million
for taxiways and aprons, $3 million for lighting, $2 million for control towers,
$1.5 million for clearance and obstruction removal and $0.8 million for marking,

fencing, roads, ete.
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Further indication of the usefulness of this program is shown by FAA and
industry airport planning as revealed in the FAA national airport plan for
fiscal years 1962-66. Many additional millions of dollars are required and will
be available through the loeal financing for nonsafety airport construction items
such as terminal buildings. The Federal airport aid program also encourages
the expenditures of local funds on safety priority items where matching funds
are permitted. It is interesting to note that in 1950 the national airport plan
estimated funds just short of a billion dollars would be needed in a 3-year
period. In the 1959 program just over a billion dollars is estimated to be needed
for airport construction projects for a similar 3-year period. Yet, in the last
10 years there have been only $285 million ($28.0 million a year average) spent
on airport aid.

THE NEED FOR THE EXTENSION OF A FEDERAL AIRPORT AID STATUTE

The airways system of the United States is a Federal responsibility. An
adequate airport system is indispensable as part of the airways system. One
cannot funetion without the other.

Throughout the development of the airline industry, pilots have felt that air-
port construction and airports’ facilities have always been one lap behind air-
craft development. Bach new fleet of large transport aircraft has required
longer runways, better lighting, additional safety factors and improved service
facilities, including air traffic control (ATC), to fully take advantage of the
performance built into the aireraft. This requires additional planning, time
and money to obtain. The problem is not as simple as merely requiring one
standard universally applied throughout the country. Far from it. Even the
same aircraft require different facilities and runway length dependent on the
stage length of trips, prevailing weather conditions, airport altitude, traffic
density, and numerous other factors. However, there are basic common needs
for all aireraft operation to provide the best possible service at the highest pos-
gible level of safety,

Only 2 years were required for jet aireraft to become the accepted method
of medium and long-distance travel. More than 200 large jet transports have
been placed in service in scheduled air carrier operations since the inaugura-
tion of service late in 1958. Based on forecast deliveries, more than 300 turbo-
jet airliners will be in domestic service by the end of 1961. More are in design
and on order. Airport facilities which even previously has not kept pace with
the rapid growth of commercial aviation, were rendered further obsolescent by
the advent of the jet transports.

Larger transport aireraft are being placed in service by our local service
carriers and corporate and private aireraft operators. This development places
strain on our airport and terminal area facilities.

ATRPORT ADEQUACY VERSUS ECONOMICS AND SAFETY

The value of an airport to a community is dependent on many factors. One
of the most important concerns runways. Below are three areas in which run-
way adequacy has an economiec and safety effect on airport value:

I. Lack of runway length restricts the amount of payload and fuel that
can be earried due to compliance with regulations necessary for an accept-
able level of safety, thereby reducing airport revenue potential;

I1. Lack of more than one adequate runway for continued operations
can and has caused an airport to be closed for an extended period of time;
and

ITI. Lack of airport safety standards has resulted in fatal and nonfatal
accidents on or near the runway causing expenses not only to the carrier
involved but to other carriers.

Let's enlarge on the foregoing through the following examples:

To comply with the performance regulations at maximum gross weight a large
twin engine piston transport requires a minimum runway length of 4,700 feet at
sea level, zero runway gradient, zero wind, and standard temperature (59° F.).

When the runway is 500 feet shorter than needed for a full load, a weight
penalty of 2,400 pounds oceurs, since each foot of runway length is equal to
approximately 5 pounds of useful load.

A large 4 engine (piston) transport, to comply with the performance regula-
tions at maximum gross weight, requires a minimum runway length of 6,700
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feet at sea level, zero runway gradient, zero wind, and standard temperature
(59° F.).

When the runway is 500 feet shorter than needed for a full load, a weight
penalty of 4,000 pounds occurs, since each foot of runway length is equal to
approximately 8 pounds of useful load.

A large four-engine turbine transport, to comply with the performance regula-
tions at maximum gross weight, requires a minimum runway length of 10,200
feet at sea level, zero runway gradient, zero wind, and standard temperature
(59" F.).

When the runway is 500 feet shorter than needed for a full load, a weight
penalty of 5.000 pounds occurs, since each foot of runway length is equal to
approximately 10 pounds.

In addition to the preceding penalties, which relate only to inadequate run-
way length, as you know, load limitations are imposed by temperature account-
ability when the runway is not long enough to meet safety requirements.

In addition to economic benefits, however, longer runways would also increase
the safety and efficiency of operations. Computations of runway length re-
quirements do not include all operational variables. Pilots, therefore, would
prefer margins over the maximum gross takeoff or landing when any of
these variables are likely to be present. However, with larger aircraft requiring
progressively longer runways, more of our takeoffs and landings will be of
this type. (This may help explain why pilots have been so adamantly opposed
fo allowing credit for reverse thrust as part of landing or takeoff distance
requirements. )

Another problem which sometimes plagues the efficiency and economy of
aireraft operations is the lack of more than one adequate runway on an airport.
Closing an airport not only adversely affects the economy and efficiency of
the air carriers, but also reduces the income of the airport and causes incon-
venience to the air traveler,

As you know, the lack of more than one adequate runway can cause closing
the airport for at least the following reasons :

(1) Runway repairs.
(2) Snow removal or treating an iey surface.
(3) Runway marking.

There is no avoiding the above items. They have to be done. When there
is only one runway, obviously it has to be closed if any one of the above needs
attention. High density traffic airports are, of course, hardest hit at these
times.

When highways are closed, detours are provided. To provide continued
air service into an airport, more than one adequate runway must be provided.
In addition, of course, multiple runways inerease the number of aireraft move-
ments the airport can handle. This is vital in our rapidly growing industry
and eritieal to the suceessful operation of our airways system. There is not
much purpose in increasing the capacity of the airways system and leaving
a bottleneck at both ends due to inadequate airport facilities.

RECURRING ACCIDENTS ON AIRPORTS

Accidents ocenr year after year due to soft shoulders on the sides of runways
and inandequate underruns or overruns. Accidents of this type are—

(1) Underrnn type accidents where the airplane has contacted the sur-
face prior to reaching the paved approach end of the runway.

(2) Overrun type accidents where the airplane rolls beyond the pre-
pared runway surface, and

(3) Loss of directional control where it is not possible for the pilot to
maintain a straight course down the centerline of the runway.

Examples of the above types of accidents are as follows :

On June 14, 1960, a DC-8, while experiencing unsymmetrical reverse thrust,
veered off the runway, received nose wheel damage, and by protruding over
the runway, caused the instrument runway fo be closed for 17 hours. Closing
the runway for this time period occurred during instrument weather conditions
and, therefore, affected air traflic and air carrier operations in the entire metro-
politan area. Thousands of passengers were effected, the air carriers lost
thonsands of deollars, a $06-million airplane was damaged and out of service
for several weeks, A compacted surface along the runways as shown in our
attiched drawings might have made the difference,
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On February 7, 1961, a similar accident occurred. This time the airport was
closed 52 hours to jet operations. This type accident will continue to occur
nnless the sides of our runways are compacted similar to the shoulders of our
highways.

Another underrun-type accident occurred on February 25, 1061, when a large
jet airliner landed 18 feet short of the paved runway surface and received
severe damage from a sharp 1-foot rise at the approach end of the runway. This
acecident closed the runway for an extended period of time, and other $6-million
airliner was out of service for several weeks.

An underrun-type accident occurred on March 26, 1961. Another large jet
airliner landed just short of a runway on an access road. Damage to the aire aft
was caused because drainage ditches to the side of the roadway were not graded
to allow smooth runup to the runway.

On January 19, 1961, an overrun-type accident occurred which resulted in total
destruction of the $6-million airliner and loss of four lives. The aircraft came
to rest 630 feet beyond the end of the runway.

Within less than 3 months in 1961 we already have had four major accidents
in the airport vicinity.

AIR LINE PILOTS ASSOCIATION'S AIRPORT SURVEY

My assoeciation reached the conclusion several years ago that the airport prob-
lem, along with the airways problem, was probably the most critical facing avia-
tion. The system was simply not keeping up with the demands on it. We also
concluded that the solution lay in an accelerated joint Federal-local community
effort.

In an effort to establish our requirements in conerete terms, for all operations
the Air Line Pilots Association inaugurated a program in 1959 to survey the 569
airports in the United States into which airline service had been certificated by
the Civil Aeronautics Board. It was felt that proper determination of the areas
of greatest deficiency would enable us to be more helpful in seeking improve-
ments, The objectives of the survey were to—

(1) Determine where airport inadequacies exist;

(2) Determine what can be done to correct these inadequacies ;

(3) Assist loeal airport management to incorporate desirable features into
the airport improvement schedule,

Generally speaking, our data was collected by ALPA safety representatives in
the field. This was made possible through the fine cooperation of airport manage-
ment. Initial surveys have been followed by efforts to maintain liaison with air-
port operators and assist in expediting installation of improved airport facilities.
We have thus been able to improve communication to the point where we receive
constant requests for information from airport executives for the pilot's views
on terminal facility requirements. Our conclusion has been that financing is the
ma jor stumbling block to improvement.

Although our airport survey is not yet complete, the information currently
available provides an important yardstick of the deficiency of airport develop-
ment on a nationwide basis, and the extent of remedial action required to improve
our terminal facilities to the desired standard.

We have attached for general information, as appendix C, a copy of the statis-
ties currently available. These statistics are based on reports from 257 airport
survey forms, tabulated and analyzed as of January 1, 1961, It is interesting to
note the similarity between our findings and a report recently issued by the
Airport Operators Council and the National Association of State Aviation Of-
ficials. This report indicates almost one-half of our publicly owned airports
need immediate improvement or expansion. Cost estimate was £1.1 billion for
the next 4 years. Under the matching-funds formula, it would be necessary that
one-half of this amount be appropriated by the Federal Government. The FAA
in their 1961 National Airport plan estimates $1.1 billion will be needed in the
next 5 years,

The association’s study, which did not include needed new airport development,
indicates that an amount of money approximating $100 million must be appro-
priated by the Federal Government each year for the next 5-year period in order
to provide adequate airport facilities for our present aircraft.

We are pleased to see that the House bill, H.R. 6580, proposed at least $75-
million Federal aid per year for 5 years for all U.S. airports.

A review of Federal aid to airport appropriations and expenditures for the
last 10 years shows that the average Federal aid to airports over the past
10 years has been at a rate of $2814 million per year. This is approximately
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10 percent of the total projected cost of Dulles Airport, Contrast this with
£3,223 billion* spent last year in the Federal-aid-to-highways program and the
firm assurance given for billions of dollars ($26.6 billion spread over the fiscal
years 1957-69) * to build future Federal highways.

We can complete “$3,580 miles of four-lane highway and 184 miles of six
lanes or more”! (the equivalent of 71,336 miles of single-lane construction)
per year but it requires practically a national emergency to secure another 1,000
feet of concrete for an airport runway. When we can have a $4-billion road-
building program, 50 percent federally financed, a $75 million or more airport
aid bill is certainly not unreasonable.

In addition to the foregoing specific financial requirements with respect to
improving airports themselves, we have the additional matter of providing
navigation, communication, and terminal area landing aids, the need for which
was 80 graphically described by the 1960 accident record.

Some people have a tendency to be complacent about this very serious prob-
lem; probably because appropriations in recent years have been substantially
in excess of those for years past. We believe this is a very dangerous view.
While appropriations in recent years have been of substantial improvement, we
ask that you examine the record for the past 10 years and it will not be difficult
to understand why we have fallen so far behind. A review of the appropriations
and expenditures for the establishment of air navigation facilities for the years
1950 through 1959 shows that the average expenditure for the establishment of
air navigation facilities over the past 10 years has been 27 million per year. In
our view, this demonstrates shocking neglect when you consider that the Federal
Government has assumed the entire responsibility in this area and that 75
percent (from March 1959 Le Monde Economique) of the total revenue passen-
ger miles flown in the entire world are flown by U.S. air carriers.

The eurrent Administrator recognized that aviation has been neglected. When
being sworn in for his job, he supplied the Congress with the following:

“We as a nation neglected the national aviation system until very recently.

“We did not give it the tax money that was needed, and we are just about
now reaping the detriment of neglect.”

Mr, Halaby is cognizant that we must eatch up.

Mr. Halaby further stated that if we had spent more money for aviation needs
10 years ago we would not have to spend so much now. Obviously, this also
holds true for the next 10 vears as far as costs are concerned. In our view,
expediting installation of airport facilities and terminal area facilities is an
investment in the future that will save money as well as improve safety and
efficiency.

ECONOMIC JUSTIFICATION FOR TERMINAL AREA FACILITIES

Fifteen years ago, in the days of the DC-3, a canceled, delayed, or diverted
flight affected at most only 21 passengers. The cost of operating this aircraft
was ahout $100 per hour, and the financial risk of a diverted or recalled flight
was not too great. This held true to a lesser degree for larger four-engine
aireraft with 50 to 80 passengers. However, the operating charges of $200 to
$400 per honr of these larger aireraft were making it very unattractive to accept
these financial odds. The airlines were becoming more selective in their dis-
pateh risks.

With the jet, the industry cannot continue to countenance the expense of
operating an aireraft at around $1,000 per hour, to a doubtful destination and
then pay ground transportation, meal. and perhaps hotel costs for 100 or more
passengers. Omn the other hand, a carrier cannot afford to turn passengers over
to other airlines, The answer to this quandary is the provision of terminal area
airport aids so that a greater percentage of flizhts are completed.

A summation of the ecanceled, delayed, and diverted overall operational costs
on individual airlines are not presently available; however, further along in
this paper we have made some estimates based on what we consider are reason-
able assumptions,

The present weather minimums at most hub airports require a 200-foot ceiling
and one-half-mile visibility for reciprocating aircraft; some terminals like Chi-
cago/Midway, the world’s busiest airport, still have 300-%, minimums. The
present jet aireraft (ILS) instrument landing systemn minimums everywhere are
300-3;. The minimums are 400-1 or higher at many low-density airports used
by local service carriers.

111.8. Department of Commerce, “Highway Progress, 1959.”
T0570—61 8
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At Newark, reciprocating engine aircraft are now using runway visunal range
(RVR) minimums of 2,000 feet. At the 16 other locations where RVR is in-
stalled, the minimums are 2,600 feet. RVR facilities can and do reduce weather
cancellations. These fine facilities are only now beginning to be more widely
installed.

In attempting to fairly assess the costs of various delays we have noted a
table published in the May 1960 issue of Airlift on page 96. This table assesses
the causes of delays in their order of importance by 10 large carriers as follows:

Weather and congested ramp operations were the biggest factors in delayed
flights for the major trunk airlines during 1959. Three carriers named weather
their No. 1 cause and another trio labeled it No. 2. Here's how 10 ecarriers clas-
gify their top five causes of delays:

How trunks look at delays

(3) 4 (8)

Adrline: |
Braniff.__ .. ... Multiple
operation.

Weather.

Mechanical. . .| Connections._| Equipment.__| Weather..___.

Connections. .| Mechanical. ..

Mechanical. ..

Cargo. ... ...
Weather. ... -

Passengers
Air traflie
control/air-
port conges-
tion,
Weather......

Continental . ...._.|
Eastern__._____

Alrport con- Mechanical . - .

gestion,

Afr traffie
control
holds.

Alr traffic
control,

Northeast

Line mainte-
NANee.

Cironnd serv-
ices,

Accomplish-
ing load and
connections.

Ground
operations,

Northwest._-_.._.| Weather 1

Afrport con-
gestion and
airport trafflic
control.

Crew.

Late passen-
Hers.

Pan Am....... Mechanieal...| Weather. ...

Cargo han- Mechanieal. . .
dling.
Afr traflic e g

control.

Riddle............| Equipment.__| Weather

Slek. .. .__.] Weather Mechanieal. . .

WA e cimmass

United. . .oaccac.

Loading.......

Station serv-
fees.

Mechanical . .

Operations

Weather. .....

Equipment...

Passengers. ...

Mechanieal. ...

Afrport traffie
eontrol,

Cargo load-
ing.

plan,

Weather is listed by 7 of the 10 earriers as their first or second choice for the
most predominant cause of delays. Airport and air traffic control (ATC) con-
gestion are listed as first or second choice by five carriers. These are all delays
associated with weather. All conld be improved by the use of modern terminal
area facilities. We, therefore, feel justified in estimating at least 50 percent of
the delays or eancellations are due to adverse weather conditions.

THE 1560 COST OF CANCELING FLIGHTS

The total mileage flown (domestic and international) in 1960 was 995,900,000

miles. Of this total mileage 31,518,000 miles or 3.2 percent were canceled due
to various reasons, Based on our analysis of the table previously mentioned and
on the following data and computations we have estimated that 1.6 percent or
15,759,000 miles were canceled due to weather.

Internutional
operations

161, 268, 000
156, 886, 000 |

Domestic
operation

Mileage

Scheduled | 834, 602, 000
Scheduled completed. ......... 7, 406, 000

I
27, 106, 000 | tuzm;l 31, 518, 000

Canceled mileage ' oo cv v e

1 Canceled mileage, 31,518,000, divided by total mileage, 095,000,000, equals 3.2 percent of the total mileage
flown.

Norte.—Assumed that 50 percent of mileage eanceled is due to weather, this is equal to 1.6 percent which
represents 15,759,000 canceled miles.

T'he asbove based on CA Bstatistics for 1960.
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Our staff has estimated that the average direct opertaing cost for all U.S.
air carrier aireraft in use was 134 cents a mile. At 134 cents per airplane mile,
the 15,759,000 airplane miles of operation calculated to be lost due to weather
would cost the earriers $21,117,060 in total direct operating expenses. This is,
we believe, a very conservative estimated loss considering fixed costs of opera-
tions and other increased costs due to lower aircraft utilization, misplaced air-
craft requiring ferry flights, reduced payloads after cancellations, increased
passenger handling costs, ete.

COST OF 1 YEAR'S AIR TRAFFIC CONTROL AND WEATHER DELAYS

Flights delayed or diverted are not included in the ecancellation statistics.
These also present a severe monetary penalty to the earriers. One measure of
this factor is the ontime (within 15 minutes) experience of the domestic air
carriers.

Airlift, May 1960 on page 81 shows delay figures for 8 months, May-December
of 1959 which we believe is representative for 1960. These figures show an
ontime figure of about 69 percent ; 81 percent of the trips were delayed more than
15 minuntes; 16 percent were delayed over 30 minutes. This is an additional
important economic factor,

We would estimate that approximately half of these delayed arrivals or 15
percent of the flights are affected by weather or air traffic control delays. Fif-
teen percent of the total number of trips (3,834,541 domestic and international)
is approximately 575,181 delayed trips per year, due to air fraffic control and
weather. Assuming the average delay is one-half hour at $340 per hour (DC-6
cost), the cost due to this delay factor would be $97,780,770 per year. Figuring
the average delay as one-fourth hour the cost of the delay factor would amount
to $48,800,385 per year.

The total cost effect of lack of facilities

(1) BEstimated losses due to canceled mileage 21, 117, 060
(2) Estimated losses due to delayed flights (15 minutes) 48, 890, 385
(3) Estimated reduction in accident losses with improved airport

and approach facilitles .. . Ll o 13, 701, 000

T3, TO8, 445

1 Bstimated savings from improved safety facilities as figured for 1957 from the United
Research report further explained later in this paper.

ANALYSIS OF ECONOMIC ASPECTS OF ALL-WEATHER LANDING SYSTEMS

The FAA recently accepted a report prepared by United Research, Inc,, cover-
ing 1957 operations which uses a more sophisticated and detailed method for
determining the economic value of an all-weather landing system. The objec-
tives of this United Research report are as follows:

(1) Analyze economic benefits of ATC and airport facility improvements
to civil users of the airways, and measure the effect of these improvements
in dollar terms on the demand for and cost of airline passenger transporta-
tion.

(2) Measure the effect of improvements on the cost of general aviation
transport including value of passenger time.

(3) Measure the annual cost of the accidents (loss of property and life)

preventable by the improvement. ]
The analysis of the United Research survey resulted in the following values

being placed on an all-weather landing system :
dditional demand leading to increased revenues to air car-
e : : $11, 500, 000

2 vi § iers_ 9, 379, 000
(2) Cost savings to air carriers o

(3) Cost savings to general aviation 2
(4) Value of accidents prevented 3, 791, 000

During the winter months of each year, the unreliability of air travel is typi-
cally greater than the unreliability in the summer months. For purposes of
analysis, the percentage of scheduled miles not completed is used as the measure
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of schedule unreliability. Characteristically, during periods when air services
experience greatest unreliability, the percent of first-class travelers (users of air
and first-class rail services) who travel by air declines.

There are three principal types of economic benefits associated with ATC
and airport approach facility improvements., They are—

(1) Improvement in capacity of the system results in an increased de-
mand for its use. Thereby creating greater revenue to compensate for the
cost of improvement.

(2) Improvements in efficiency and reliability results in lower per unit
cost to the users which will result in the ability to pay for the improvements.

(3) Benefits from improvements in the margin of safety reduces accidents
thereby reducing the premature and costly loss or damage to life and
property.

All the above compound each other and tend to increase the overall benefits
by further increasing the level of safety and efficiency of traflic facilities.

They point to the need for greater schedule reliability as the key to increased
demand for air travel.

To show how conserviatively the United Research report $25 million cost was
computed, we cite the following cost allowances used in their report:

One hour delay is calculated as $170 (average operating cost of airplane
in 1957; for 1961 this figure, we believe, would be closer to $340).

Cancellation estimated as $24 short haul; $86 short haul trunk; $326
long haul trunk (these are all lower than the cost of operating a large four-
engine aircraft for 1 hour).

A diversion is assumed by a four-engine aircraft to cost $691 made up
of 1-hour delays (at $210), 3 hour ferry trip, result in one long haul
cancellation and trip expense equal to twice a cancellation,

The above figures for 1957 are all lower than today’s figures based on in-
ereased costs and inereased size for aircraft with higher operating costs.

FACILITIES NEEDED FOR BAFETY AND ECONOMIC GAINS

Much can be done today to reduce weather and traffic delays referred to in
the previous pages.

Of the 569 airports serviced by domestic airlines, 95 percent of the passengers
arrive or depart from 165. These 165 also produce 98 percent of the cargo and
97 percent of the mail. These 165 airports handle 80 percent of the airline
takeoffs and landings.

Of these 165 airports, 100 percent are equipped with tower and ILS, 76 per-
cent equipped with centerline approach light systems of which 52 percent have
sequenced flashing lights, and 51 percent are equipped with airport surveillance
radar (ASR) or radar approach control (Rapcons), This is a good start but
does not provide some presently available facilities at more than 50 percent of
the higher density airports. Attachment D shows the estimated cost of addi-
tional facilities required to modernize the facilities at 165 hub-type airports;
and also to provide non-hub-type airports with minimum approach facilities.

There are additional facilities which can profitably be installed at higher
traffic density locations to further reduce weather delays. They are:

(1) Runway visual range equipment: Present RVR installations are at 17
locations and 31 more are planned by the end of 1961. Average cost of RVR
equipment is $15,000. Runway visual range equipped airports provide the
lowest minimums with today's standard facilities, Improvements in on-time
arrivals will become increasingly apparent when this RVR equipment is more
universally installed.

RVR visibility measuring equipment installed on the runway with remote
reading in the tower provides visibility minimums of 2,600 feet (with 200-foot
runway light spacing) and 2,000 feet (with 100-foot runway light spacing) with
the following equipment installed.

(a) ILS (191 presently installed, 250 programed through 1961).

{(b) Two compass locators.

(¢) Hiegh intensity runway lights.

(d) TSO N-10(a) runway marking (at about 20 percent of 569 airports).

(e) TSO N-24 approach lighting with condenser discharge lighting (86
presently installed, 174 programed throngh 1961).
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(2) Narrow gage (flush) runway lighting gives direction and roll guidance
and flare control with restricted visibility. This type of equipment is in the
final stages of development. Idlewild Airport did not wait for criteria and now
has narrow gage runway lighting in its new instrument runway. 1t is expected
that such lighting will be part of the requirements prior to considering reducing
minimums below present RVR standards. Such equipment will not only increase
the efficient use of a runway, but will also increase the level of safety. Flush
lighting has been designed that can be installed in existing runways. With
the combination of available eriteria and a practical way to install flush lighting
in existing runways, the way is open to modernize runways at a relatively
moderate cost to take advantage of the economic benefits of this latest develop-
ment at high density airports.

(3) Centerline flush runway lighting: This is a vitally need part of all-
weather runway lighting for landing roll as well as takeoff. The criteria for
this development are now in final phases of completion. It is anticipated that
this equipment will be normally a companion installation with narrow gage
flush runway lighting and is expected to be a vital part of all-weather runway
equipment and yield economie benefits.

(4) Flush approach lighting extending into the paved underrun area: In
the past a number of TSO N-24 centerline approach light systems have not been
fully installed because of a lack of standards for a flush approach lighting
fixture. Now these standards are available and should be added to the existing
systems in the underrun area within 1,000 feet of the runway threshold or any
time approach lighting is in the usable overrun or underrun area of a runway.
Such installations will add materially to the safety of operations by reducing
the possibility of an accident due to touchdown prior to contacting the runway.
In some cases, flush approach lighting on paved surfaces will add to the take-
off runway length and thereby increase the allowable useful load.

(5) Lower activity airports must be ineluded in the installation of improved
approach facilities to assure a balance of overall system capacity.

Presently, many low activity airports have nothing but a radio beacon for
instroment approaches. ALPA’s airport survey indicates that this is the extent
of the instrnment approach facilities now installed at one-third of our airline air-
ports. We believe that minimum equipment for low density airports should con-
«ist of a TVOR (%100,000), TSO N-10(a) runway marking ($1,000-$5,000),
runway end identifier lights ($2,000-£3,000), visual glide slope lights ($1,500) and
control tower ($60,000).

There are presently 725 VOR stations in operation in the United States.
Approximately one-half of these are en route aids only and not associated with an
approach to an airport.

There are a very limited number of runway identifier lights installed. A LPA's
survey indicates only about 2 percent of the airports have them. Very few are
being programed. Most of these are at airports where ILS and approach lights
are on another runway.

The visnal glide slope lights (that give a visual angle of approach indica-
tion to the pilot), have just been approved for use and the first two are sched-
nled to be installed at La Guardia. The FAA has budgeted only 40 for fiscal
year 1962, and most of these will probably go on “noise sensative” runways at
high density airports. Until this standard can be financed and installed by the
FAA, we recommend consideration of a “poor man’s” glide installation ecalled
POMOLA. This can be installed for daylight use for a very few dollars. Fianc-
ing should not be a problem (under $100.)

The growth of aviation in the last 15 years has shown that low density air-
ports have rapidly increased in traffic as increased facilities and services became
available. It, therefore, seems imperative to us that these recommended lower
cost approach aids be installed at all local service terminals at the earliest
possible time to improve schedule reliability and the flow of traffic to and from

these smaller airports.
SUMMARY

The economic losses due to weather and ATC delays, cancellation of flights
and diverted aireraft in 1 year is a sizable figure—United Research says $24,-
962,000 for 1957. We calculate at least $73,798,445 for 1960.
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We feel that a major portion of this money can be saved by installing proven
landing aids and airport safety standards—now. These aids and standards are
referred to in attachment D and cost as follows:

For 165 high density locations. o oo e i £41, G50, 000
For 404 low density locations 42, 862, 000

Total --- 83,912, 000

The above costs do not include many additional parts of the overall air traffic
control system which requires additional capital, such as traffic control centers
and their equipment, research and development, ete., to handle the ever-increas-
ing amount of air traffic.

To complete the picture at least $1.1 billion in airport facilities like runway
extensions, taxiways, terminals, ete.,, will be needed in the next 5 years.

Obtaining funds for the above planned and proposed improvements is one of
aviation’s major problems today but, in our opinion, we must keep the problem
in its overall perspective from the national interest standpoint.

Commercial air transportation has become the leading means of intercity travel
today. It is also the dominant means of international travel. Business, gov-
ernment, and our citizenry generally are rapidly gearing their lives to this rapid
means of transportation. This trend is accelerating. Some 75 percent of the
total air transportation of the world is flown in the aireraft of U.S. carriers and
by U.8. citizens. Deficiencies, delays, and marginal safety standards In air
transportation today affect our entire economy. It is imperative to the total
national interest that we accelerate our efforts to keep our airways and airport
systems abreast of technological development of the aireraft and its nse in our
total national picture.

The Federal Government must be an active participant in the development
of our airports and their related terminal area and airway facilities. Unlike
the situation in other means of transportation, the Federal Government has
assumed the primary responsibility for the development and operation of the air-
ways system, the control of the airspace and related facilities. There is no
alternative to viewing the airport and its related facilities as an integral part
of the nirways system. It is only reasonable, therefore, that the Federal Gov-
ernment should be an active partner with the local communities in the develop-
ment of the airport system. We feel the Federal Government has been too
relunctant a partner in recent years and that we must work together to bring an
awakening of the public and Government officials to this shirking of the respon-
sibility and its impaet on the development of our country.

We are not certain that the amount proposed in H.R. 6580 is sufficient. We
would prefer to see $100 million per year for 5 years but strongly endorse the
proposed legislation as a minimum.

We appreciate the opportunity to make our views known.

PERSONAL BACKGROUND OF CLARENCE N. BAYEN

By way of personal background, I hold bachelor of arts and master of arts
degrees in geography and economics and an honorary doctor of science. I have
been a teacher and an airline pilot. Some current activities have included mem-
bership on the Committee on Aireraft Operating Problems of the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration; execntive committee of the National Air
Transport Coordinating Committee; War Air Service Pattern Committee of the
Defense Air Transportation Administration; executive committee of the Radio
Technical Commission for Aeronautics; the Chicago Aero Commission; Industry
Advisory Committee of the Inter-Departmental Aviation Manpower Committee ;
and National Defense Executive Reserve.

DESCRIPTION OF AIR LINE PILOTS ASSOCIATION, INTERNATIONAL

The Air Line Pilots Association, Imternational is an association of the pro-
fessional airline pilots of the scheduled U.8. air carriers. At present, it has a
membership of over 18,000 active and inactive members employed by 49 certi-
ficated airlines, The association represents airline pilots in all aspects of their
professional life. It is their bargaining agent under the Railway Labor Act,
maintains an extensive air safety organization in 149 councils scattered through-
out the United States and a number of foreign countries, and is spokesmen for
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the airline pilot in his relationship with municipal, State, Federal, and interna-

tional organizations.
ALPA’S ORGANIZATION FOR SAFETY

ALPA’s organization for safety is composed of representatives of 149 councils
located throughout the United States, its territories, and a number of foreign
countries. Bach council has an air safety committee composed of active airline
pilots who are selected for their competence and interest in the air safety prob-
lems being encountered by their pilots. The chairman of all the council air
safety committees are organized into a central air safety committee which co-
ordinates the safety activities of all of the pilots of the particular airline, sub-
jeet to the anthority of the master executive council which is their highest govern-
ing body and which is subject only to the board of directors which makes na-
tional policy for all pilot groups within the association. In addition, regional
safety chairmen are appointed within five main geographic regions and with
subregions. These pilots coordinate the safety activities which are primarily
regional in character. Bach pilot group designates aceident investigation repre-
sentatives who, along with regional accident representatives, participate in the
investigation of all major air carrier accidents and report their findings to the
president of the association. The activities of all of these safety representatives
are coordinated by the international officers of the association and by a pro-
feszional staff.

When specific problems require sustained study and representation, commit-
tees are created of pilots specializing in the particular subject and assisted by
professional staff. For example, such committees in recent years have reported

on such problems as new aircraft evaluation, training standards, collision avoid-
ance, dangerous cargo, air trafliec control, physical standards, and others.

ArpENDIX O

ALPA's airport survey results, 257 airports as of January 1961

Runway condition : Percent

Good
Fair
Deficient
Taxiway condition :
Good
Marginal
Deficient
Loading ramp condition:
BRO0R SRt
Deficient
Approach lighting installed :
Configuration A and others.__
Strobe beacons. oo _____
Runway identifier:
Lights dnstalled. o
Runway lights installed:
High intensity
Medium intensity.-_._
Low intensity
Runway marking installed:
Good
Marginal
None
Runway length available:
Adequate
Marginal
Deficient
Taxiway lighting and marking:
Good __
Marginal
Deficient

Ramp lighting and marking avail-
able: Percent
Good
Marginal
Deficient
Obstruction lighting and marking
available:

Deficient
Runway overrun available:
Good
Fair .
None
Available fire and rescue facilities:
Good protection
Some protection_
No protection
Snow removal available:
Good plus not applicable
Marginal
Deficient
Vehicular procedures in use:
Good
Fair
Deficient
Instrument landing facilities avail-
able:
PN e s i RS |
VOR
Beacons only
Tower facilities available com-
issioned
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Communications procedures avail-
able:
Good
Fair
Deficient
Weather facilities available:
Good
Marginal
Deficient
Surveillance radar available:
Now
Planned
None
High-speed turnoffs available:
Now
Planned __
None
Runway
able:
Now
Planned
None ______
Runway visual range available:
Now
Planned
None ___
Navigation facilities installed at
terminal areas:
H beacons (only)
VOR facilities .. ____
ILS facilities_ .. _.___
Surveillance radar
Terminal facilities lacking :
No towers._.._.. i it
No weather facilities._______
Marginal snow removal pro-
cedures

distance markers avail-

FEDERAL AIRPORT AID EXTENSION

Percent

Terminal facilities lacking—Con.
Marginal fire and rescue fa-
cilities ___.
Marginal vehicular  proce-
Y ] S N DI
No runway visual range pro-
cedures
Insufficient ()hhlt‘tl(liul] light-
ing and marking
Marginal communication pro-
cedures
Airports having taxiways which:
Are too narrow or need repair_
Are not properly lighted or
marked
Airports having runways whic h
Should be lengthened
Are deficient (need
ete.) -
Have very inadequate overr ||n
Arens . _ .. Frent
Do not hll\'l' “hi"
lighting __. S
1’0 not have mn].m_-.... Latea
Do not have approach light-

repair,

intensity

Do not have runway identifier
lights
Do not have Illll\\ v distance
marking
o not have high speed turnoffs
Airports having loading ramps
which :
Are too small or need repair__
Are inadequately lighted or
marked

ATTACHMENT D

Conservative cost estimaies lo establish

available today at 165 hub-type airports

Runway visual range,

150, at $15,000
Approach light system, 40, at $100,000

Sequenced flashing lights, 85, at $40,000___
Airport surveillance radar, 84, at $400,000

92

80

100 percent major electronic aids

Total required for above new Aid8. .o cccocai 41, 050, 000
1100 percent complete,

Conservative cost estimates to establish lesser electronic

non-hub-type airports®

Towers, 344, at $60,000
VOR or TVOR, 200, at $100,000

aids at j0f less dense

$20, 640, 000
20, 000, 000

TSO N10(a) marking, 404, at $1,000____

Runway identifier lights, 404, at $3,000

Visual glide slope indicators, 404, at $1,500

42 862, 000
i Some of theﬁe nirpnrls will be classified as hub airports as traffic increases.
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Mr. Wintiams. I believe the next witness scheduled is Mr. J. B.
Hartranft, president of the Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association.

STATEMENT OF JOSEPH B. HARTRANFT, JR., PRESIDENT, AIR-
CRAFT OWNERS & PILOTS ASSOCIATION, ACCOMPANIED BY CYRIL
THOMPSON AND RALPH NELSON, AIRCRAFT OWNERS & PILOTS
ASSOCIATION

Mr. Harrranrer. First, in deference to my contemporary, Mr.
Sayen, I would like to correct the name of my association to Aircraft
Owners and Pilots Association, rather than Air Line Owners aud
Pilots Association.

My name is Joseph B. Hartranft, Jr. I have with me my associate,
Mr. Cyril Thompson, former vice president of United Air Lines, for-
mer executive secretary of the Airport Operators Council, who is in
charge of our Airport Commission.

Another staff member, Mr. Ralph Nelson, in charge of our Mem-
bership Servicing Division, is with us.

I am president of the Aireraft Owners and Pilots Association and
appear here to represent some 85,000 members, the Nation’s largest
organized group of aircraft and airport users. Our members operate
a substantial percentage of the private, corporation and charter, or
taxi aireraft which provide air-age mobility for some 6,000 com-
munities having airports which are not served by the scheduled air
carriers. These aircraft also provide an essential supplemental air-
lift service at airline stops, transporting people to and from sched-
uled flights.

Our members also use terminal-type airports whenever their loca-
tion better serves business convenience and necessity.

We wish to commend the sponsors of the bills H.R. 6850 and H.R.
6608 for the proposals made for extension and improvement of the
Federal Airport Act. These bills make a very real contribution to
the current planning which will reveal “the great prospects of avia-
tion” which President I{ennedy has described as a major challenge
of the 1960’s.

In any serious approach to the subject of airport system expansion,
we feel that the following numbers must be kept in mind :

(@) There are 18,300 incorporated cities and towns in the USA
that contribute to the national economy and today only some 6,600,
or about 36 percent, have some type of public-use airport

We believe there is a Federal responsibility under 3;3 act to see that
more general aviation airports are provided.

(&) Of the 6,600 unit airport system, only 569 airports, or less than
10 percent, are scheduled airline stops.

(Bnly general aviation, through adequate small airports, can give
air-age mobility to the other 90 percent of the Nation’s airports.

(e¢) There were 110,503 registered aircraft in the United States
at the end of 1960 and 2,042, or less than 2 percent, were airline
transports.

General aviation can serve where airline service is found to be
uneconomical.
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(d) The 2,042 airline transports provide an essential service
through schedule connections at the busier 569 units of the airport
system.

However, the other 108461 civil aireraft, the 98 percent in the
general aviation category, make possible the Nation’s air-age trans-
portation between all 6,600 units of the airport system.

Now, in a nutshell, the situation on airports is this: One-half to
two-thirds of the 6,600 are private fields; over 1,500 privately financed
public-use airports were lost in the last 4 years; 400 to 500 airports
weer picked up on the Federal airport aid program, meaning a net
loss of some 1,000 airports. So we have the situation of an expand-
ing general aviation traffic and operations against a situation on vital
loss of airports.

(e) Of the Nation’s 18,300 incorporated places, most of which mark
the location of natural resources and production facilities, there are
some 11,700 which lack even the minimum ground facilities to make
possibly emergency or routine air-age transportation in utility air-
planes.

It is here, we believe, that the President will see the airport con-
struction challenge of the 1960°s. This country nrgently needs many
more general aviation type airports and they are not the responsibil-
ity of local government alone.

We are pleased to note that there is administration support for the
bills before us. They propose extending the time for making air-
port grants and suggest $75 million for annual Federal-aid airport
programs during each of the next 5 fiscal years. Favorable action
on this legislation will enable the Federal Aviation Agency to exer-
cise more effective leadership for airport system expansion, and to
assist whenever new or improved airports of any class would
strengthen the Nation’s economy.

Certainly, the Federal responsibility is to make the industrial ma-
chinery of the United States work, and in time of war, this becomes
exceedingly important.

The special authorization to obligate $7 million a year for second-
ary airports to relieve high density traffic at some population hubs
is understood to retard in no way the making of other grants under
accepted criteria for an expanding airport system to serve general
aviation.

While we favor, generally, the action covered in H.R. 6580 and
H.R. 6608, we wish to make four constructive proposals:

1. We urge that the $75 million in possiLlu grants for each of 5
years be increased to $100 million per year of obligational authority.

9. We strongly recommend that 25 percent of each yvear’s alloca-
tion of Federal funds to the States be specifically limited for use as
approved grants on projects at general aviation airports, where sched-
uled airline service has not been authorized by the Civil Aeronautics
Board. If this 25 percent of the allocation for any year has not been
fully obligated within a 2-year period, we favor having the unused
portion returned to the discretionary fund for use as the Adminis-
trator may determine to be in the public interest.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I was exceedingly interested yesterday in the
testimony of Mayor Hartsfield regarding the Atlanta Airport situa-
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tion. I would like to put that picture in prespective so far as gen-
eral aviation is concerned.

Now, the good mayor is one of our great outstanding aviation
leaders. Yet I am compelled to feel that the mayor was almost totally
ignorant of the overall aviation picture in his own community, and
speaking with him, I asked about his lack of reference to general
aviation operations from his airport, and he very candidly stated that
thex had done everything they could to discourage general aviation.

Now, Atlanta Airport at the moment ranks 17th in the order of
operations for 1960. Total general aviation operations were 52,686
from the Atlanta Airport. The total of the air carrier operations was
163,243,

Fulton County Airport, 15 miles north of Atlanta, had 170,539
general aviation operations, more operations than the air carrier opera-
tions at Atlanta Airport. If general aviation were totally removed
from Atlanta Airport, being 171,438, that airport would drop to a
rank of 38, and Fulton County would have a count of 237,285, which
is 66,847 greater than what Atlanta Airport would be left with.

: 1111_ other words, Fulton County Airport would then rank 14th in
the list.

Now, it is of further interest to note that De Kalb County, Peach-
tree Airport, on the northeast edge of Atlanta, shows a traffic count of
43,000. Thus the total Atlanta general aviation traflic amounts to
266,225 operations, as against 163,243 airline operations, almost double.

Now, place this operational picture against the fact that $7,671,979
has been granted Atlanta Airport as against $769,294 to Fulton County
Airport, and I think we, for the first time, have the real picture in true
perspective.

This is rather typical. I only mention Atlanta because figures were
presented here yesterday, and I thought an enlargement upon them
gave a clearer picture of Federal funds at airports versus the opera-
tions which are being accommodated in expenditure of those funds.
1t is for this reason that we believe that 25 percent of each year’s alloca~
tions should be specifically limited for use as approved grants on
projects at general aviation airports.

3. We propose that this legislation be worded to provide up to
$50,000 0}) Federal aid for terminal building projects at airports
where scheduled airline service has not been [ll]l'flOl‘lZ(‘{l by the Civil
Aeronautics Board.

4. We ask that the Federal Aviation Administrator be directed to
request the Bureau of the Census to undertake the gathering of data
and the making of a report on transportation by general aviation air-
craft at all public-use airports where no FAA control tower is
installed.

Present statutes now authorize transportation studies by the
Census Burean every 5 years, we are informed, and the next year for
a report is 1963.

These four proposals are made because we believe them to be highly
important to the Federal Government, and its Aviation Agency, in
carrying out the purposes of the Federal Airport Act. Those pur-
poses, we believe, do not cover a system of airline airports only. We
cannot overlook the fact that civil aviation has grown in two direc-
tions during the past 25 years. Scheduled and nonscheduled avia-
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tion operations are now two separate segments of civil aviation. They
seldom use aircraft with the same characteristics and now have very
different airport requirements. The 3,000-foot runway will serve one,
while 8,000 feet or more of runway is needed by the other. These
aviation segments—airline aviation which has been receiving major
Federal attention and general aviation, which has been receiving too
little attention and aid, need to be brought into better balance under
Federa] leadership and financial cooperation. The Federal Govern-
ment cannot expect to control the airspace without full knowledge
of its use in the public interest of all types of airports.

The 1960 edition of the FAA Statistical Handbook of Aviation in-
cludes a statement about rising general aviation, from which the
following excerpts are taken:

Flight time accumulated annually on general aviation planes is over three
times the utilization of the domestic airline transports in scheduled service.

General aviation accounts for the flying activity of a preponderant proportion
of the certificated pilots.

Corporations, firms, and individuals in business are making increased use of
general aviation aireraft.

The total operations reported by FAA's 218 control towers for the
b-year period, 1954 to 1959, revealed this interesting growth story for
general aviation.

I direct your attention to the last column of the table showing an
inerease of 89 percent for general aviation, 29 percent for air carrier,
and 26 percent for military.

Total aireruft operations

1954 1950 Percent
inerease

7, 755, 000 14, 669, 000
5, 4583, 000 7, 086, 000
4, 023, 000 &, 057, 000

Jo TRt T - T S T i L T L
Afrearrier.. ..
MIHtary . oeeceaee- s

User segment ‘
|

The eivil airports which comprise the national system, while inter-
related, are now classified as two types by FAA, namely: Those for
(a) scheduled air carriers, and (b) those for general aviation.

The following figures provide a brief summary of the number of
airports and the dollars involved in the Federal-aid airport programs
for a 5-year period :

[Dollars in millions]

i ; : Alrline airports l Generanl aviation alrports
*rogram fiscal year

Number Cost |I Number ‘ Cost

104 | $35.
196 ; 206 | 18

100 234 57.
106 ; 193 50

1661 ! 197 | 40.
|

It will be noted that more than 80 percent of the Federal-aid pro-
gram dollars for the period covered are listed for airports that serve
the airlines. It is believed that the Congress should specifically state
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what substantial part of the funds for the proposed airport aid pro-
gram are to be used for secondary and smaller airports.

To quote from a 1960 address by the Federal Aviation Admin-
istrator:

General aviation aireraft are, in essence, the backbone of the aviation industry.

Our problem, then, is to provide sufficient airport facilities for this expansion.

Why have we made the four proposals for change in this legislation ?

Our reasons for 1 and 2 are 11'11:31'0(1. Under the Airport Act, re-
quests for grants to cover airport construction or improvement proj-
ects are initiated by local units of government. Because of the time
necessarily consumed by political action in getting bond issues or tax
levies approved to provide airport matching funds, the smaller com-
munities have become discouraged about Federal aid. The larger
cities have organizations capable of winning the race for the limited
amount of Federal matching funds. We believe that there will be a
substantial rise in airport construetion effort by several thousand
counties and smaller municipalities, if obligational authority in these
bills is a higher amount, which would not be too easily exhausted.
The Administrator’s approval of projects would always safeguard the
public interest. We luhim'v that the specific earmarking of 25 per-
cent, of the funds available for obligation, for use on general aviation-
type airpurts—airports where scheduled airline service has not been
authorized by CAB—would effectively arouse new airport sponsoring
interest. It would be a notice to the officials of many communities
that the time spent in raising the required matching funds for an air-
port project will not be wasted.

Our reason for proposal 3 is simply the firm belief that small air-
port sponsors are entitled to the same cooperative assistance in getting
terminal buildings started that the sponsors of airline-type airports
enjoyed before cocktail lounges, hotels, and other profitable public
service concessions raised a political opposition to Federal aid in
terminal building financing. It is difficult to imagine that a limited
$50,000 of terminal-building aid at a general-aviation-type airport
will go into anything not connected with the shelter, sanitary facili-
ties, health, safety, and communications convenience of the traveler
in private, business, or taxi aireraft.

Now, in this connection, I would just like to point ont that 60 to 70
percent of the fatal accidents in general aviation are weather con-
nected. The ability of a pilot to have weather facilities prior to
flight is certainly of essential importance. Weather facilities require
housing. One in every five cruslll landings of a general aviation air-
craft involves fire. Certainly, housing of fire equipment is a safety
factor.

We urge proposal 4 because everyone today is working in the dark
when planning for general aviation. We know that general aviation
is big, but we do not know accurately how big. The search for facts
in various areas usually reveals that estimates have been low. We
do have statistics covering airline activity because CAB gathers those
figures and we have all the aircraft operations reported by FAA
towers at 299 of the Nation’s 6,600 listed landing places. But we know
very little about general air transportation at thousands of listed and
unlisted places.

The Government, as well as present and potential airport sponsors,
need with regularity some fairly accurate figures covering the landing

70570—61——9




126 FEDERAL AIRPORT AID EXTENSION

places now being used, the number of aircraft operations at each and
the average number of people transported in and out of these air-
ports. We need the heg) of our census takers,

The Bureau of the Census is authorized to make a transportation
report every 5 years. We urge that the legislation before us be so
worded that the Bureau of the Census, under section 131 of the law
covering that agency’s activity, will cooperate by collecting and pub-
lishing every 5 years a nationwide summary of air transportation by
aireraft not operated by scheduled air carriers.

The tabulation which follows is a comparison of airline and gen-
eral aviation activity in seven cities in the 100,000-300,000 population
class. The estimate is based on a few sampling surveys. The figures
leave little doubt that general aviation’s traffic volume will be the
highest of any element in the Nation’s air transportation picture dur-
ing the 1960’s,

Comparison of airline and general aviation activity at seven cities in 100,000-
300,000 population class

Afr carrler General aviation
Popula-
City or community tiom

Afreraft | Passengers | Alfrcraft People
operations | In and out | operations | in and out

El Paso, Tex..__.. a4, 701 398, 034 163, 445 404, 143
Grand Rapids, Mi & 177,31 22,826 2005, OR0 65, 057 185, 411
Bacramento, Callf. s 101, 667 29, 651 333, 194 111, 278 350, 466
Mobile, Ala. .. .. dl 202,779 20, 149 188, 280 2, 500 150, 800
South Bend, Ind.__. A 132, 445 23,879 136, 122 59, 162 176, 106
Chattanooga, Tenn. _ ol 130, 009 33, 785 178, 428 74,25 160, 203
Peorls, TN ... e 103, 162 13, 766 96, 318 40, 536 141, 242
£ TR T I I I 144, 422 22, 500 181, 016 83, 213 171, 280

These figures show that general aviation operations far outnumber
airline operations at each airport and that total people carried is sub-
stantial, sometimes exceeding the number of passengers carried in and
out by the scheduled airliners.

The AOPA has drawn up specifications to describe its concept of the
basic general aviation airport needed by small communities. The
specifications of a basic general aviation landing place should fall,
according to our plan, somewhere within a minimum and maximum
set of figures. The minimum figures serve to plot the cheapest, usable
landing place which can adequately accommodate general aviation
planes. The maximum figures form an arbitrary top beyond which
no community need to go in order to get the best in a general aviation
airport.

The landing place—tagged “minimax” field—ecan be a low-cost, sin-
gle, all-weather, lighted runway, able to serve aireraft having a gross
weight of 25,500 pounds or less. It will handle any business aireraft
up to and including the DC-3. Ttsexact dimensions at any given place
will vary, but basically it will have a runway 2,500 to 4,200 feet Ilong.
turf or paved, properly graded and drained. Nothing in the Federal
Airport Act disqualifies such a small airport from assistance.

We respectfully urge you to put emphasis upon a program of airport
system expansion that will give several thousand more communities
an opportunity to use or benefit by air-age transportation.

Mr. Friepen (presiding). Thank you very much, Mr, Hartranft.
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Mr. Collier, do you have any questions? :

Mr, Corier. Yes; just for clarification of the record, your associa-
tion does not embrace any of the so-called supplemental carriers at
all?

Mr. Harrraxrr. It does not.

Mr. Corier. Now, in page 2 of your statement, you say that the
country urgently needs many more general-aviation-type airports, and
there is no argument about that. Then it goes on to say that these are
not the responsibility of local government alone.

I would just like to inject that there are those in our populace who
feel that at least the Federal Government should have a very limited
role in providing facilities for private and corporate airfields.

From your own information, say in the last 10 years, and I am just
asking that you give me a rough estimate, what percentage of the
amount of money spent for private airport facilities has been an ex-
penditure of the local governments? Bk

Mr. Hartraner. A rough figure would be something in the order
of 75 percent. Of course, as we have seen in our own Washington area,
private enterprise is no longer able to cope with the situation with our
growth factor. y =

" We lose airports and it has become certainly the responsibility now
of the individual community to include airports under the same con-
cept as they do street lighting, roads, sewerage if that community is to
be available for air transportation.

Certainly, during the last war, we know of tungsten and many other
resources that were not developed as quickly as they might have been
had airport facilities been available to those areas.

Mr. Corraer. Where you have a private facility such as I know
exists in some areas and where it is not located within any particular
community, or, in fact, in some cases not even within the corporate
limits of a town, what generally is the means by which the surround-
ing communities participate in the support of an airport that is not
in any one community #

Mr. Harrranrer, Well, you will notice, I think, sir, a substantial
growth in the county airports, where it becomes a county project and
where the sponsoring agency is a county.

Mr. Corrier. Is this true in the larger counties, or is this not usually
unique to the smaller, less populated counties?

Mr. Harrraxrer. Well, just ofthand, T have not made any study of
that particular question. But recalling to mind random locations, I
would not think 1t fell into the pattern. The county airport locations
are often geared with respect to an industrial air park, and we know
here in our own community of Montgomery County recently making
possible a new airport site. .

That site will be serving a number of facilities, the existing AEC,
the Bureau of Standards are moving out in that general area, and
the locations also will serve the Federal Triangle when adequate access
roads are completed.

There are more general aviation aircraft, incidentally, already
housed in that airport, although it has only been open a few months,
than there are accommodated at Washington National.




128 FEDERAL AIRPORT AID EXTENSION

Mr. Corrier. You speak of the loss of the so-called private airport
facilities. Is this largely a result of urban expansion and subdivid-
ing of land ?

Mr. Harrraner. Primarily, it is the increase in real estate valua-
tion which, in the case of rentors, forces up the cost of land rentals;
in the event of ownership, it is an increased tax levy which finally
spells financial doom.

Mr., Coruier. This leads to the next and final question. In surveys
made to determine the establishment of new facilities, does your asso-
ciation work with the local communities, or what group works with
the local communities in dealing with the potential zoning problems
that might arise, the fear of the hazards of developing from a private
field or facility near to a residential area, the noise problem which
repeatedly comes up? Is there some means by which this is generally
coordinated with the local residents and the local officials?

Mr. Harrranrr. Within our own abilities, Mr. Thompson, on my
right here, for instance, that is his only responsibility with our or-
ganization, he and his staff. The requirements of educating the com-
munities to the need for airports, as you know, is a very difficult one.

It took approximately 5 years in the case of Montgomery County
Airport to finally break down all of the barriers which were raised in
the way of questions and objections.

An mteresting sidelight on that, to show what can be done when
it is concentrated upon, one gentleman in the area had a very large
chicken farm and was concerned about his chickens with airplanes
flying overhead. After a great deal of negotiations and education,
it had a very happy result, and on the day of the dedication, that
Eenrlem:m pl'ovitllet, without cost, all of the chickens which were

arbecued for the occasion. So it can be done.

It is a tremendous job of education. It is one which I think the
FAA could very well give greater assistance to. So many of us
aviation people talk among ourselves too much, and not enough out
in the communities where we have to be good neighbors.

Mr. CorLier. Mr. Chairman, just one other question that comes to
me. Could you tell me whether you feel the greatest need in this
area would be for the purpose of improving the present or existing
facilities, more so than establishing new facilities, or would it be diffi-
cult to break that down. ;

Mr. HartranrT. There is need for both, but I believe the emphasis
would be on new facilities.

Mr. Corrier. Entirely new facilities?

Mr. Hartranrr. It 1s like the telephone system; the system is as
good as the number of subscribers. The airplane has utility in di-
rect proportion to the number of places one may go to conduct his
business and personal affairs.

Mr. Friepen. Mr. Nelsen ?

Mr. Nersen. The bill provides $75 million a year, is that right?

My, Freve. Right.

Mr. Necsen. And the $70 million for secondary airports, that is
part of the bill in addition to the $75 million ?

Mr. Frieper. Yes, it is part of the bill.

Mr. Nersen. Mr. Hartranft, it is my understanding that your rec-
ommendation is for an increase to $100 million a year?
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Mr. HartRANFT. Yes, sir. 1

Mr. Nersen. And that 25 percent be allocated of this to general
aviation airports?

Mr. HarTRANFT. Yes.

Mr. Newsen. And $50,000 be for facilities for the secondary ter-
minals?

Mr. HarTRANFT. Yes, sir.

Mr. Frepen. Mr. Hartranft, would you give us the source of the
figures on page 8, as I would like to have that inserted in the record
at, thlslpomt. ’

Mr. HarTrANFT. Yes, sir.

(The information referred to follows:)

ATRCRAFT OWNERS & Prrors ASsSOCIATION,
Washington, D.C., May 19, 1961,
Hon. Samvern N. FRIEDEL,
Subcommittee on Transportation and Aeronautics, Committee on Imterstate and
Foreign Commerce, House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.

My Dear CONGRESSMAN : As suggested by you following the testimony of J. B.
Hartranft, Jr., at the hearing on H.R. 6580 and H.R. 6608, we provide the
following information on the source of figures used in the statement of the
Aireraft Owners and Pilots Association.

The comparison of 1954 and 1959 FAA tower count figures appearing on page
4, was compiled by AOPA from the annually published Traffic Activity report
of the Federal Aviation Agency.

The figures on page 5, summarizing the number of airports and the dollars
involved in the Federal-aid airport programs for a 5-year period, were pro-
vided by the FAA's Airports Division at the request of AOPA.

The comparison of aviation activity at seven cities picked at random, used
as an illustration on page 8, involves official figures taken from these sources—
{Population) 1960 census figures; (Aireraft operations) 1960 FAA Air Traffic
Activity report; (Air earrier passengers in and out) 1960 FAA Air Commerce
Traffic Pattern report for scheduled carriers (general aviation people in and
out) : a 1960 AOPA estimate using official FAA operations figures and load figures
voluntarily provided by a few airports for both itinerant and local flights.

We are very hopeful that your committee will do whatever may be necessary
to get action by the Bureau of the Census in gathering data for a regular 5-
year report on transportation by general aviation aircraft at all public-use
airports where no FAA control tower is installed. Some official statistics are
needed badly in this area of aviation's growth.

Very sincerely,
C. C. THOMPSON.

Mr. Friepen. Now we have the pleasure of letting Congressman

Utt of California introduce our next witness.

STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES B. UTT, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Mr. Urr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of the subcom-
mittee, I simply wanted to present to you Mr. William Phillips, who
is a member of the board of supervisors of my county, Orange
County, Calif.

He also is appearing on behalf of the National Association of
County Officials, as well as on the Regional Airports Study Com-
mittee, of which he is chairman.

This committee comprises the five or six sonthern counties of Cali-
fornia—Los Angeles, Ventura, Orange County, San Diego, Riverside,
and San Bernardino Counties, in which there is a population of about
7 million people.
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Mr. Phillips has worked in the field of regional planning for air-
ports and other problems in a very actively growing section, and I
do want to recommend to you what Mr. Phillips has to say.

Mr. Frieper. We are very glad to hear from you, Mr. Utt.

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM J. PHILLIPS, COUNTY SUPERVISOR,
ORANGE COUNTY, CALIF., PERMANENT CHAIRMAN, SOUTHERN
CALIFORNIA REGIONAL AIRPORT STUDY COMMITTEE

Mr. Puariies. Thank you very much, Congressman Utt, for your
introduction.

My statement will be very brief, Mr. Chairman, and I should like to
read it to you.

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is William
J. Phillips and I am a member of the Board of Supervisors, Orange
County, Calif., a county of 800,000 population located between San
Diego and Los Angeles Counties, Calif.

I am also permanent chairman of the nine-county Southern Cali-
fornia Regional Airport Study Committee; a director of the County
Supervisors’ Association of California and a member of its aviation
committee.

T appear before you today in behalf of the National Association of
County Officials, of which T am also 2 member, and the Southern Cali-
fornia Regional Airport Study Committee. The National Associa-
tion of County Officials represents more than 9,000 county officials in
more than 3,000 counties in the United States. In addition, we have
affiliated associations in 44 of the States. .

The National Association of County Officials’ policy statement on
Federal funds for airport construction and maintenance is as follows:

1-2. FepErAL Funps FOR AIRPORT CONSTRUCTION AND MAINTENANCE

Increasingly, county governments are assuming responsibilities for airport
construetion and maintenance. These airports often serve interstate travel and
military needs and are quite beyond the ability of local communities to finance
and maintain. We believe in the principle of Federal assistance for those air-
ports located on the national airport plan which serve an interstate area and a
national defense purpose., We favor larger appropriations for smaller airports
and expanded coverage of the general aviation airport system. We strongly
favor continuation of Federal assistance as specified in the Federal Airport Act
as amended, and continunation of this program past its 1961 expiration date,
together with the provision of sufficient appropriations to make the act effective.

Due to their eurrent and future requirements, there is little doubt
that virtually all new airports will be constructed in areas where
counties now bear the local governmental responsibility. Some of
these will be built and maintained by counties, however, all will have a
very direct effect on the county government.

In my own State of California, approximately one-third of all the
airports that are presently under the national airport plan are either
owned and/or operated by the county. As you can see we are vitally
concerned with the legislation you are presently considering.

We subseribe to a statement made by the chairman of this subeom-
mittee earlier in the hearings. In essence, he remarked that the local
and State governments must take the initiative in the development of
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their own airport facilities. However, we must have the direction
and assistance of the Federal Government to coordinate our activities
with that of a planned national program.

In my own area the airport problem is the widening gap between
available airport facilities and those needed to accommodate the
growing demand for aviation services.

As the unsatisfied demand for services grows there is an inverse de-
crease in the actual safety factor. As demonstrated by my own
county and the eight surrounding counties, local government is taking
the initiative in many instances in solving these problems, yet we do
need Federal assistance if we are to meet not only our present needs
but those we foresee 20 years in the future.

We therefore request that favorable consideration be given to the
enactment of the legislation embodied in H.R. 6580 and H.R. 6608.

The timelag between the decision to develop an additional airport
facility and its availability for service is considerable. Where an
airport has qualified for Federal assistance under the national airport
plan, the facilities to be constructed often are more extensive than that
which would or could be undertaken by the local government alone.

This is because the local county or city could not afford to do such
a needed project without financial assistance. To adequately and
properly finance their share of the program the local governments
need an element of predictability that their partner; that is, the
Federal Government, will be with them to the completion of the
project.

Naturally, this is an assuance the Federal Government also needs.
Perhaps the contract authorization provision of the bill is not the only
way in which such assurance can be obtained. However, we would
request that consideration be given to a possible solution of this
problem.

We would particularly endorse section 2(¢) providing for special
authorization for general aviation airports.

I would like to present for the committee file several studies and
programs illustrating that many counties are making great efforts
to solve their local and regional aviation problems. This will nat-
urally result in enabling us to meet our responsibilities to the national
program.

Authority and responsibility for aviation and airports are divided
among numerous individuals and organizations. From an adminis-
trative point of view, flight is the responsibility of the individual
carrier or aircraft operator. Air traflic control is under the jurisdie-
tion of the Federal Government.

Airport planning, construction, and administration are primarily
matters of county, city, or private concern, althongh Federal stand-
ards and financing may be involved. Airport access involves Fed-
eral, State, county, and city authorities, The principal form of access
is by private automobile over roads controlled primarily by local
and State agencies.

As you can see, planning to meet airport facility, access, and financial
requirements are extremely difficult and we encourage and command
the Federal Government for the part they have played in the past
and that we are certain they will continue to play.
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I appreciate the opportunity of appearing before this committee
and 1 would be happy to attempt to answer any questions you may
have, now or at the conclusion of the hearings.

I might just comment, in speaking of access, gentlemen, we have
this study which you have before you, I believe, which was made by
the Stamford Research Institute, and also by the regional airport
study committee. This study is being financed by two nonprofit
foundations, and will cost, in the eventual development which we are
already on at the present time, some $200,000 for our nine-county area.

In this, we shall attempt to predict and earry as many of the prob-
lems as we can as they apply to freeways, mass rapid transit, heli-
copters, and so forth, to give us a general overall plan. We do have a
report which we began with most of these, which is entitled “Orange
County, Its Economic Growth, 1940-80” by the Stamford Research
Institute, which was prepared for my board of supervisors.

This predicts a population of 214 million people for this county by
1980. In 1950 we only had 216,000 population. According to the
latest population figures, we now have roughly 800,000. So it is pretty
obvious that to keep up with this growth, land is being consumed in
a hurry and airport sites are becoming much more dear in their costs.

The ‘same thing prevails for all of California. I would like to sub-
mit for the record, for the committee’s consideration, the study pre-
pared by the Lockheed Airport Association, the planning study of
airports, airways, and support facilities, and our own airport concept.

I also submit our original county progress report, which documents
the growth figures.

It is quite significant that at the present time in our area, we have
one airplane for each thousand population. This is tied down and
registered in that particular area.

This would mean, say, 800 airplanes in Orange County. But by
the year 1980, we shall have 2,500 aireraft. At the present time we
have roughly 425,000 flight movements a year from our two major
airports that we have. They are both general types of airports,
Fullerton and Orange County Airports. Therefore, we can predict,
more or less, or anticipate that by 1980, in my own county, you could
see somewhere around 2 million flight movements, takeoffs and
landings.

This same thing applies to all of the counties in all these particular
areas.

Do yon have any questions?

Mr. Frizpen. Thank you, Mr. Phillips.

Do you have any questions, Mr. Collier !

Mr. Corurer. No question. I would just like to compliment Mr.
Phillips on the very excellent statement and very comprehensive evalu-
ation as it applies to county and local governments.

Mr. Pamnres. Thank you very much.

I would like to say one thing on this. T shall leave a copy of the
foundation letters on these particular fund-providing concepts for
this study. They do illustrate very carefully the type of people that
are working together on it.

We have most of the bankers, the president of the Bank of America,
the California Bank, the chairmen of the board of both of those banks,
the Security First National, Leonard Firestone, Charles Ducommun,




FEDERAL AIRPORT AID EXTENSION 133

and many people from all walks of life; Rabbi Magnin, Cardinal
McIntyre, and so on; also J. L. Atwood. So it is an overall move
from all nine counties, which will be completely put together and
worked out with our mutual problems of highways and the highways
in the sky.

Mr. Frieper, Are there any questions, Mr. Nelsen ?

Mr. Nersen. No questions, thank you.

Mr. Friepen. Mr, Jarman ?

Mr. Jarman. No,sir.

Mr. Frieper. Mr. Phillips, we shall keep these in our files. We will
not insert them in the record, but we shall keep them for our per-
manent file for future reference.

I would like to say thank you for your presentation.

Mr. Praroires. Thank you, sir.

(Mr. Phillips’ accompanying doeuments are as follows:)

Tie Jouy RavpoLra HAYNES AND Dora HAYNES FOUNDATION,
Los Angeles, Calif., April 28, 1961,
Hon. WiLriam J. PHILLIPS,
Bupervisor, Roard of Supervisors,
County of Orange, Santa Ana, Calif.

Dean Supervisor Prrinies: I appreciate your letter of April 11 describing the
activities of the regional airport study committee, and transmitting a copy of
a proposal for research, dated April 4, 1961, submitted by Stanford Research
Institute on southern California airport requirements.

This letter will serve to notify you officially that the trustees of the Haynes
Foundation authorized a grant in the amount of $55,000 for the purpose of sup-
porting that portion of the proposed study designated as Phase ITI—Finance and
Administration, upon the following terms and conditions:

(1) Such grant shall be payable only after all other funds necessary to
complete the total project have been received by Stanford Research Insti-
tute.

(2) The project shall conform to the methods, specifications, and outline
set forth in said proposal dated April 4, 1961.

(3) The costs of the total project shall fall within the range set forth
in said proposal.

(4) The grant shall be paid directly to the Stanford Research Institute
when the Haynes Foundation receives assurance that all funds, other than
the Haynes Foundation grant, necessary to complete the project have been
received by Stanford Research Institute.

It was indeed encouraging to learn from your letter of the enthusiasm and
dedication which have been manifested by the participants in this activity.

Sincerely,
Fraxcis H, LINpLEY, President.

SouTHERN CALIFORNIA IMPROVEMENT FOUNDATION,
Los Angeles, Calif., May 5, 1961.
Hon. WitriaM J. PHILLIPS,
Chairman, Regional Airport Study Committee,
Orange County Board of Supervisors,
Santa Ana, Calif,

Dear Mr. Puiriips : This is an official reply to your letter of April 11, although
Lyman Johnson has been in touch with you from time to time.

Shortly after your letter was received, we held a meeting of our executive
committee to consider your request for assistance in finaneing an aviation sur-
vey to be conducted by Stanford Research Institute. Because of its importance,
we referred the request to a special committee composed of Charles Detoy,
W. Herbert Allen and, W. W. Shepherd, all members of our executive com-
mittee. These men, as you know, are well known in the field of aviation and
general business.

Attached is a copy of their unanimous recommendation which has also been
approved by our executive committee. If this procedure meets with the ap-
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proval of the regional airport study committee, we will take immediate steps
as outlined in the report.

We are offering our assistance in this aviation survey with the understandin
that the Haynes Foundation has authorized a grant in the amount of $55,
to be paid only after all other funds, to complete the project, have been received
by Stanford Research Institute. We are also in accord with the other pro-
visions covering the Haynes Foundation grant as set forth in their letter signed
by Frances H. Lindley, president, on April 28.

Assuming that our preliminary efforts are successful, we will then proceed
with the active fundraising. There will, of course, be minor details which I
am sure can be worked out between us, inasmuch as we are all working for
a common objective,

Looking forward to your reply, I am

Sincerely,
BEN Frees, M.D., President.

SOUTHERN CALIFORNTA IMPROVEMENT FouNDATION,
April 28, 1961.
Report to: Executive Committee of Southern California Improvement Founda-
tion.
From: Aviation Survey Subcommittee: Charles Detoy, W. Herbert Allen, W. W.
Shepherd.

As requested by the executive committee in their meeting of Friday April 21,
a luncheon meeting was held on Thursday, April 27, at which time all members
were present. Dr. Ben Frees, president of the Improvement Foundation was
also present. Careful consideration was given to the request from the Regional
Airport Study Committee for financing an aviation survey to be made by Stan-
ford Research Institute, estimated to cost approximately £200,000.

The committee is in full accord with the value and importance of the pro-
posed survey and is unanimous in its opinion that participating in it would
be a proper projeet of the Improvement Foundation. It is the opinion of the
committee that before actually beginning a campaign for funds that the regional
airport study committee and the Improvement foundation should take a few
weeks to determine the probable reaction to the campaign from leaders in the
fields of aircraft manufacturing, air transport, general aviation and other busi-
ness and industry. The attitude of the various governmental and community
groups throughout southern California should also be ascertained. It was felt
that to prepare a proper base for the raising of funds, the full cooperation of
the regional airport study committee is essential in organizing meetings, estab-
lishing quotas and in setting up preliminary committees.

It is estimated that sufficient information ean be obtained between now and
June 30 to enable both groups to decide by July 1 if it is feasible and practical
to undertake a vigorous campaign for the financing of the aviation survey by
Stanford Research. It is understood that the Haynes Foundation will contribute
approximately $55,000 to be made available when the other funds have been
secured.

If the regional airport study committee concurs with this plan, it is the
recommendation of this committee that the improvement foundation appropriate
not to exceed $5,000 to defray the costs of preliminary steps. HExpenses hetween
now and June 30 would include professional services of Lyman Johnson and
John French, necessary secretarial help and miscellaneous expenses in connec-
tion with numerous small meetings thronghout the area at which time the im-
portance of the survey would be presented to community and business leaders.

If the results of these preliminary efforts are encouraging and there are indica-
tions that the necessary funds can be raised before the end of the year, it is our
recommendation that the foundation then offer its assistance to the regional air-
port study committee along the lines outlined at a meeing held between Lyman
Johnson, John French, Supervisor William Phillips and Lee Launer on April 20.

Respectfully submitted.

CuarrLESs DETOY.
W. HERBERT ALLEN.
W. W. SHEPHERD.
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Mr. Frieoer. We shall hear now from Mr. Martin Matich, presi-
dent of the Matich Corp., of Colton, Calif.

STATEMENT OF MARTIN MATICH, PRESIDENT, MATICH CORP.,
COLTON, CALIF., IN BEHALF OF THE ASSOCIATED GENERAL CON-
TRACTORS OF AMERICA, INC.

Mr. Marron. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, my
name is Martin Matich, and I am president of the Matich Corp., Col-
ton, Calif. Our firm engages in airport and highway construction
in California and Arizona.

I appear before you today as a representative of more than 7,400 of
the Nation's leading construction contractors who are members of the
Associated General Contractors of America. Many of these firms per-
form airport construction under the Federal Airport Act. We desire
to go on record in firm support of an orderly, continued airport im-
provement program as provided by the bills under consideration here.

Recent studies and statements by spokesmen in the aviation field
clearly point out the plight of the Nation’s civil airports today. These
are supported by Federal Aviation Agency Administrator Halaby’s

report of April 25 to the Congress, in which he said that 465 new
airports should be built and 2,834 existing ones improved during the
next b years,

The Associated General Contractors support, in particular, the pro-
visions of FLR. 6580 and ILR. 6608 which increase annual Federal
authorizations and extend the act through fiscal 1966. We believe
these measures, introduced by Congressman Harris and Congressman

Friedel, will provide the assistance and benefits which studies indi-
cate are needed by local airport sponsors.

It is evident to all who are familiar with the technological advances
of our expanded aviation industry that an accelerated airport de-
m]n}mwm- program is needed to keep pace with these advances, Cer-

tainly the tremendous increase in the use of jet transports points up
this eritical requirement.

The measures under consideration by this committee should do
much to meet the need for a stronger national policy of attention and
assistance to the development of adequate civil airport facilities.

Tt is our firm belief that the proposals before you should be enacted
at the earliest possible date to permit the State legislatures now in
session to pass legislation providing matching funds. Early passage
of this much-needed legislation will provide strong support for the
declaration of policy the Congress expressed in the Federal Aviation
Act of 1958, when it stated that the promotion, encouragement, and
development, of civil aeronautics is in the public interest and is one
of the principal duties of the Administrator of the Federal Aviation
Agency.

Ve respectfully point out, however, that those airports which are
now capable of handling commercial jets, or for which such service
is contemplated, come much closer to self-sufficiency than the many
small civil airports throughout the country, and we sincerely hope
that you will consider this situation most seriously. 2




136 FEDERAL AIRPORT AID EXTENSION

We are somewhat concerned, Mr. Chairman, about one aspect of
the bills, and that is the fact that they reduce the period of avail-
ability of the funds. As we read them, if the funds are not obli-
gated by the end of the fiscal year for which they are authorized, they
are recaptured and placed in the discretionary fund,

It may not always be possible for the local sponsors to act this
quickly, and we respectfully suggest that the committee might con-
sider the procedure followed in allocating Federal-aid highway funds,
where funds are apportioned to the States a year in advance and then
remain available for use by the States for 3 years.

Mr. Chairman, I am cochairman of the joint cooperative committee
which the AGC maintains with the National Association of State
Aviation Officials, and at the 42d Annual Convention of the AGC,
held last. February in Boston, a resolution was formally adopted which
indicates our interest and support of legislation to continue and ex-
pand the Federal Airport Act. The resolution reads:

AIRPORT PROGRAM

In order to provide airport facilities that can adequately service our country’s
expanded civil aviation industry in a manner which will promote rather than re-
tard this important segment of our economy and which will allow the safest
practicable aireraft operation at all publie airports, the 42d Annual Convention
of the Associated General Contractors of America, meeting in Boston, Mass,,
February 28 to March 2, 1961, urges the 87th Congress to enact legislation ex-
tending the Federal Airport Act. Legislation enacted should set forth the intent
of Congress to establish the Federal-aid airport program on a continuing basis
and to encourage local governmental units to expedite improvements to needed
airport facilities.

The economy and practical accomplishments of a continuing, or-
derly, properly financed airport program have already, in my opinion,
been very effectively demonstrated to you by representatives of the
Federal Aviation Agency and the National Association of State Avia-
tion Officials, and I bring to your attention the fact that contractors
are equally affected by orderly planning. g

Just as the Federal Aviation Agency and the State aviation agencies
must plan and project their programs on more than a season-to-season
basis, so must the contractor.

And, like the awarding agencies, the further ahead the contractor
can assess his volume of work, distribution of equipment, purchase of
materials and utilization of personnel, the more economically he can
operate, and the better prices he can offer.

To illustrate that point, I can say without reservation that if I can,
upon completion of a project, start another of comparable size within
a reasonable period of time, while I still have my equipment, per-
sonnel and sources of supply mobilized, I can submit a bid on that job
lower than the one I must offer if I have lost the advantage of a mo-
bilized, well-functioning organization.

History has proved that stop-and-go or peak-and-valley con-
struction programs inevitably cost the owner—in this case the pub-
lic—substantially more than a continuing, orderly program.

The members of the Associated General Contractors of America take
considerable pride in this accomplishment of the contract of construe-
tion industry, and I would like at this time to point out to this com-
mittee the proved advantages of this method of construction.
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Economy, centralized responsibility and fidelity to our free enter-
prise system ave the base upon which the competitive bid system has
been built, and we are of the firm opinion that public works construc-
tion by contract is today one of the best buys the taxpayer receives for
his money.

Today’s high degree of competition among contractors, and the
more than adequate capacity of the contracting industry to perform
all proposed construction work, assure the public and the Congress
of a sound investment in the proposed extension of the Federal Airport
Act.

In conelusion, I should like to emphasize the importance of adequate
and timely provision of airports to meet the nee(Fs of the progressive
and essential aviation industry. We again urge that this much-needed
legislation be enacted as soon as possible.

Mr. Friepen. Thank you, Mr. Matich.

Mr, Jarman, do you have any questions?

Mr. Jarman. Noj I have no questions.

Mr. Frieper. Mr. Collier?

Mr. Corrier. No questions.

Mr. Newsexn. I have no questions.

Mr. Frieper. We shall now hear from Mayor Stanley Davis, U.S.
Conference of Mayors, Grand Rapids, Mich.

STATEMENT OF HON. STANLEY J. DAVIS, MAYOR OF GRAND
RAPIDS, MICH., ON BEHALF OF THE US. CONFERENCE OF
MAYORS

Mayor Davis. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I am
Stanley J. Davis, mayor of Grand Rapids, Mich. Iam appearing here
today on behalf of the U.S. Conference of Mayors to support an exten-
sion of the Federal Airport Act.

The U.S. Conference of Mayors has been active in the support of
Federal-local cooperation in airport development for almost 25 years.
In 1938, a few months after the Civil Aeronautics Act was passed by
the Congress, the conference of mayors sent a special committee to
study civil airports in Europe. This special committee, upon its
return, published a report which was a background for the develop-
ment of civil airports here in the United States.

In 1945, the conference prepared and presented to the Congress a
comprehensive review of “The Municipal Airport in the National Air-
port Program.” 1In 1953, the conference presented to the Congress
the documented report, “The Need for an Expanded National Airport
Program.” In 1958 and in 1959 we had the honor and privilege of
appearing before this committee and presenting a fully documented
study on the needs in support of the extension of the Federal airport
program.

Mayors throughout the country have watched the Federal-aid air-
port program develop from an unstable and halting beginning into
a reliable supplement to local action toward the construction of a safe
and sound national system of airports. We mayors know that there
is a joint responsibility in the development of this national system
and local Government has not shirked its responsibility.
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On the contrary, we are here today to assure you that we are pre-
pared to move ahead and to urge that you act to assure local sponsors
that the Federal Government will move ahead with us.

‘We urge a 5-year extension of the act with an annual Federal com-
mitment of $100 million. A law with a 5-year term will permit local
government sponsors to plan ahead both in terms of financing and
construction with the certainty required for major capital improve-
ments. The amount of the annual obligation authorization which we
urge is that which we believe from surveys of local plans to be nec-
essary to meet the Federal share of project costs.

Before turning to specific items which we urge be included in the
committee’s consideration of H.R. 6580, T want to present our view
on a matter of major importance to the continued successful operation
of the Federal airport program. That is the need for a firm financial
commitment over the next b years.

We had some 9 years’ experience under the Federal Airport Act,
1946-55, when prior appropriations were required each year before
local governments would know the amount of Federal funds that
would be available. Local governments never knew until late in the
summer each year whether the full amount authorized, or half the
amount authorized, or any part of the amount authorized would in
fact be appropriated.

Based on this experience, the Congress in 1955 extended the act
with an amendment which authorized that a definite amount be made
available each year. The appropriate agencies of the Congress, the
Committees on Appropriations, and the General Accounting Office,
retained full review of the program to determine that there was no
abuse or deviation from the policies set forth by the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce and the Congress.

In 1959 the Congress, after a full study of the operation of the
act, continued the contract authority method of Federal-local coopera-
tion for the construction of a national system of airports.

We know that these decisions by Congress in 1955 and 1959 were
most helpful in our efforts and we urge that you continue this tried
and proven method. We are pleased to note that H.R. 6580 would
continue this method of financing which has worked so well.

The U.S. Conference of Mayors further endorses the provision
of H.R. 6580 but would suggest for your consideration amendments
which we feel will improve the operation of the program. Under
the present law, cocktail lounges, bars, and other specifically men-
tioned items are excluded from project costs in determining Federal
participation and we agree with this prohibition.

The Federal Aviation Agency has administered the law to give first
priority to safety items. The Administrator also has the discretion
under the law to assure equity to those communities who have on their
own moved ahead with runways and other nonbuilding safety items
to the exclusion of terminal area improvements.

We would suggest that this diseretion be continued in the hands
of the Administrator. We fear that the way H.R. 6580 is now written,
all terminal area construction, even perhaps safety items, would be
excluded from project costs.

We would endorse the proposal which others have suggested that
the Federal Government supply 100 percent of the funds for housing
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traffic control, weather, communications, and other Federal Govern-
ment service functions, and 100 percent of funds for procurement and
installation of land and devices needed for special safety aids and
other requirements considered essential by the Administrator.

We would urge that this money not be taken out of the authorization
for the Federal-aid airport program but be provided separately.

On behalf of the local sponsors, we most respectfully request that
the law require an announcement of the allocations for the next fiscal
year by the preceding January 1. This doesn’t cost the Federal Gov-
ernment money and it provides necessary information for local
sponsors’ arrangements.

May we suggest one other amendment to the pending bill. That
is, an authorization for the inclusion by the Administrator of the
cost for work in place in those costs eligible for Federal participation
if the work was done in conformance with an agreed-upon plan with
advance approval of the FAA, and where such work was undertaken
prior to the final execution of the grant agreement.

This would correct the dilemma faced by local airport sponsors
under present arrangements. For instance, if the loecal sponsor has
the funds to move ahead with a plan which has been agreed on by
the FAA, but where final execution of the grant agreement between
the FAA and the local sponsor has been delayed, beginning work must
be postponed or Federal aid for the work done forsworn.

'E"mh-r the amendment we would suggest the local sponsor could
go ahead with his work with 100 percent of his own funds and when
the grant agreement is executed, his costs would be taken into con-
sideration in determining the level of Federal ]]):ll'licip:uion. This
would not in any way permit the FAA or the local sponsor to proceed
s0 as to circumvent the necessity of a final contract meeting all of the
criteria of present laws and regulations.

This concludes my prepared statement on behalf of the U.S. Con-
ference of Mayors and I would like to proceed now to discuss the air-
port development situation as I know it in my community.

First of all, T want to thank the chairman and the individual mem-
bers of the committee for being so gracious as to extend to us in the
outlands of Michigan the invitation to come down here and testify
before you. We are very happy to have an occasion to visit Wash-
ington.

I would very much like to brag up our community a little bit. You
know, we have been selected by Look magazine in the National Munici-

al Association as an all-American city, and we are not here looking

or any kind of a handout. Our people, by a 3-to-1 majority have

approved an airport building program which is going to cost $7
million. Of these funds $4.25 million are going to be appropriated
locally and by the State.

It is going to cost the people of our city of Grand Rapids and Kent
County $4.25 million. he only thing that we are here for is for
the amount necessary for us to spend to build this airport up to
Federal requirements.

These regulations of the Federal Government cost us money. We
would like to have help on a program by which we can plan ahead at
least 5 years and make our airport as fine an airport as there is in the
country.
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The airport need in Michigan is possibly a lot greater than it is in
most States. Michigan is peninsular. Our rail service has almost dis-
appeared. The last depot that we had in Grand Rapids for passenger
service was built a few weeks ago and it was built to be turned into an
office facility in 1968.

So after 1968, we shall be without passenger service to the cities of
Detroit and Chicago. Airports are going to have to take the load of
passenger traffic, and we are most concerned that we have the neces-
sary aid from the Federal Government in addition to what our own
citizens will provide.

We would like it in an orderly manner. We would like to have
something that we can plan on for at least the next 5 years. I wish to
thank you again for the privilege of appearing here.

Mr. Frieoer. Thank you.

Mr. Jarman, any questions ¢

Mr. Jarmax. I have no questions.

Mr. Frieper. Mr. Collier?

Mr. Corrier. Just one question, in addition to complimenting you on
your fine statement, Mayor Davis.

On page 2 of your testimony, there is a statement :

We feel that the way H.R. 6580 is now written, all terminal area construction,
even perhaps safety items, would be excluded from project costs.

I have read rather carefully this proposed legislation, and may I ask
in what specific area does this field develop, or in what particular
section ?

Mayor Davis. I have counsel here from the conference. I wish he
would help me out.

Mr. GuntaEer. The proposal spells out in some detail what is now
in the regulations of the FAA Administrator, and as we have talked
this over, we have some questions as to whether the fingers, for ex-
ample, which are really corridors out to where you get on to the jet,
basically they are safety items, not waiting rooms; whether those
would be included in it. Presently, the Administrator can include
those. Whether he could if this were written in would be a question.

We are not certain what the answer is. The chairman of the com-
mittee asked the Administrator about that when he was in on the
opening day of the hearing, and it was indicated there that something
certainly could be worked out to make certain that blast shields could
be built.

Mr. Corrier. Does, then, the association propose to subsequently
offer an amendment or clarifying language that would foreclose what
is currently a problem here ?

Mr. Gu~xtuegr. Yes: we would be very pleased to do that. We have
language drafted. All the organizations in the public sector of the
airport program, State and local, have agreed on a proposal we would
like to suggest for that purpose as well.

Mr. Frieper. Any questions, Mr. Nelsen ?

Mr. Nersen. No questions, except to welcome our witness to Wash-
ington. Coming from Minnesota I certainly appreciate your compli-
ment dealing with our sister State of Michigan. I have been there,
and it is a beautiful State.
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You have the right to boast, and we are happy to welcome you to
Washington.

Thank you.

Mayor Davis. Thank you very much.

Mr. Frieper. Mr. Harris, do you have any questions !

Mr. Harris. Mayor Davis, I would refer to your statement, which
oceurs, I think, on page2:

We feel that the way H.R. 6580 is now written, all terminal area construe-
tion, even perhaps safety items, would be excluded from project costs.

As I reeall, the bill would provide that the Administrator may allo-
eate funds to 100 percent cost in connection with that part of the
terminal building, or separate facilities if they so desire, for such
items as control towers, communications systems, and housing for
weather-reporting activities.

Mr. Guxrier. Mr. Chairman, that is a similar question to Mr. Col-
lier's, and the problem we found in reading the bill, it writes into the
law, in effect, what is now a regulation of—in the regulation of the
FAA Administrator.

We want to make certain that the provision in section T(b)1 does
not mean that a finger which, in effect, is a wall to protect the pas-
sengers from the blast from the jet, could be included if the Admin-
istrator wanted to. I think he could do it under this language.

If that is true, then we do not think there has to be an amendment.

Mr. Harris. Are you talking about passenger automobile parking
facilities?

Mr. GustHer. No; item 2 itself, the next item.

Mr. Tarris. Well, the cost of construction of any part of an air-
port building except such of those buildings or r:n'ts of buildings

intended to house facilities or activities dirvectly related to the safety
of persons at the airport—is that what you mean ¢

Mr. Gu~xther. Yes. If that could include the blast fences, then
we have no quarrel with the language at all. We just want to call
attention to that.

Mr. Harnris. 1 have been consulted about it by both the people in
the Federal Aviation Agency and those with the Bureau of the
Budget, as well as some of the staff at the White House regarding
this program, and the intention is to permit the use of Federal funds
for housing facilities for towers, communications, and weather report-
ing. If it were to be separate facilities, why, then, of course, it would
be separate from the terminal building. If they were to be honsed
within the terminal building, why, then, it would go to that part of
the cost.

Mr. Guxraer. Well, I mentioned earlier that on the first day of the
hearing, the Administrator had indicated that he intended to include
these things, but we wanted to make certain that crash equipment, for
example, has to be housed. That would relate to safety, certainly.

Then these faces and the finger walls have to be quite thick. They
are just corridors out to the aireraft, as a matter of fact, now.

Mr. Harris. Very well, thank you.

Mr. Frieper. Now we have Gen. Joseph P. Adams, executive direc-
tor and general counsel, Association of Local Transport Airlines.
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STATEMENT OF JOSEPH P. ADAMS, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR AND
GENERAL COUNSEL, ASSOCIATION OF LOCAL TRANSPORT AIR-
LINES

Mr. Harris. I wuld like, if I might interrupt here to join the
chairman and the other members of the subcommittee in extending
a welcome to General Adams back to the committee. 1 recall with
pleasure his frequent appearances before this committee when he
served very ably on the Civil Aeronautics Board, and the various
instances since that time.

Mr. Apams. Thank you, Mr. Harris. This is certainly a splendid
committee to appear before, and I am happy to do so.

If my statement might be included in the record, Mr. Chaivman, I
shall just read from it briefly to accommodate your morning time
schedule.

Mr. Frigper. Thank you very much. The statement will be so
included.

Mr. Apanms. May we turn to page 27

In previous testimony before this committee in support of Federal
Airport Acts, similar o the present legislation, statements concern-
ing the future fleet modernization of the member carriers has been
described.

Today it is a fact that without exception, every member carrier has
oither mluph-lwl its first postwar fleet modernization, completed the
first step in acquisition of postwar aireraft and operating with a mixed
fleet or has fixed commitments for the purchase and delivery nI such
aireraft during the balance of this year. Two member carriers of
the association, Bonanza Air Lines and Aloha Airlines, are today
the only all-turbine powered carrier operators in the world.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I shall proceed to give you several examples
from specific carriers denoting our interest in this legislation.

First, Piedmont Airlines: Piedmont Airlines, with headquarters at
Smith Reynolds Airport, Winston-Salem, N.C., serves 34 cities in 7
States and the District of Columbia.

The following Piedmont cities are receiving service via postwar
aireraft by restricting weight and passenger loads:

Hic km\. N.C.—using the best runwi iy at Hickory the F-27 is re-
stricted on Il]\vnﬂ at temperature above 23° F. For each degree
Fahrenheit above 25° weight must be reduced 32 pounds. At 70° F.
I]It‘\ lose 1,500 pounds on takeoff under a favorable wind condition.

Lynchburg, Va.—the above also applies.

The statement lists seven cities where they nre presently limited.

Piedmont serves many cities \\iuu- the .mpmt has one good run-
way for takoff;: however, when it is nec essary to use another runway,
dlw to wind, takeofl weight must be reduced to comply with the re-
striction of the shorter runway.

In Lexington, Ky., on June 24, 1960, the passenger load was re-
stricted to 31 passengers out of Louisville, Ky., on origination and
out of Lexington also due to limitations imposed on |ll'li||||,'_:’ and
{akeoff (runway length).

I should add that 31 passengers is of a 42 passenger capacity.
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At Parkersburg, W. Va., on October 19, 1960, it was necessary to
remove four passengers due to limitations imposed on takeoff (run-
way length).

Then the statement lists an example of what we consider a minimum
operation for this tyj.e of local service.

Southern Airways, Inc., with general offices at the Atlanta Airport,
Atlanta, Ga., serve 52 cities in an 8-State southern area.

Then the statement lists 13 cities on Southern’s route where they
are presently restricted to DC-3 type aiveraft.

Then let us skip up to the Reeve Aleutian Airways, Inec., with head-
gquarters at Anchorage, Alaska, which serves the Alaska Peninsula,
the Aleutians, Shumagin, and the Pribilof Islands, Alaska.

The statement a number of towns and cities where they are re-
stricted, even to (46 cargo aireraft at the present time. Aloha Air-
lines, with headquarters in Honolulu, Hawaii, serves the Hawaiian
Islands.

Now, in this case, I have copied some intercompany messages thal
indieate that on such and such a flight, so many passengers were un-
able to board becanse of \\'vij_’hl restrictions.

Next, Bonanza Airlines, with headquarters in Las Vegas, Nev,,
serves 24 eities in 4 States.

Here again, 1 list a specific ¢ity and indicate the restrictions and
indicate the effect that this restriction is having on economic opera-
tions. And, Mr. Chairman, that is our concern and your commit-
tee’s concern, because to the extent that the operations of these subsi-
dized earriers are uneconomical, why, the subsidy is increased in that
amount. That is one of our concerns.  Of course, the publie inter-
est, and the public convenience and necessity are more significant,

The Association of Local Transport Airlines is particularly grati-
fied to note the inclusion in the legislation now under discussion of
(Government assistance for landing aids and additional flight safety.

In this ease, we list several of the factors that we consider ilh])ur{;ml
in that field.

In conclusion then, it is the opinion of the members of this associa-
tion that passage of H.R. 6580, LR, 6608, and related bills, is in
the public interest in the broadest political, social, and economic
sense.

Further, it is a necessary legislative step to insure that the en-
courngement. and development of an air transportation system prop-
erly adapted to the present and future needs of the foreign and do-
mestic commerce of the United States, of the postal service and of the
national and civil defense continue unabated.

Mr. Chairman, if I may in 1 minute, refer to an additional earrier
whose facts did not reach me in time for inclusion. But North Cen-
tral Airlines, Inc., serves 61 cities in 9 States, and they have an office
at. Twin Cities—Minneapolis-St. Paul—Airport. In the case of this
carrier they are operating a mixed fleet of DC-3%s and postwar air-
craft of the Convair type.

They have 19 cities certificated on their present system, where they
presently are restricted to DC-3 type aiveraft. Of those, three cities
ave presently extending airport facilities—Ironwood, Mich., Kalama-
zoo, and Menominee, Mich. I just wanted to add that carrier be-
cause of itssignificant operations in a nine-State area,
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The opportunity to have appeared before this committee, Mr.
Chairman, is appreciated not only by myself but by the manage-
ments of the 17 carriers of our association.

Thank you.

Mr. Frieper. I want to thank you, Mr. Adams, for a very fine
statement. I hope that before the House adjourns, this bill will be
adopted.

Mr. Apams. Thank you.

Mr. Jaraan. Mr. Chairman?

Mr. Friepen. Mr. Jarman.

Mr. Jarmax. General Adams, in your own opinion, is the 5-year
contract authorization period essential to the development program of
the airports across the country ?

Mr. Apams. Well, Congressman Jarman, I believe that can be bet-
ter answered by the civic representatives that have appeared before
you.
In my capacity, I do not have the responsibility for engaging in the
contracting or construction of these fields. So I believe I am not
the best witness for you on that.

Mr. Jaraan. I thought perhaps in your contacts with the cities and
with the general problem, you might have a position.

Mr. Apams. Well, T can assure you that I believe the cities univer-
sally feel that they need a longer period than a year-to-year appropria-
tion, yes, sir.

Mr. Jarman. Thank you very much, sir.

Mr. Apams. Thank you.

Mr. Jarman. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr, Frieper. Mr., Collier?

Mr. Corrier. No questions.

But I notice, General, in your imposing statement, you indicated
that this legislation was in the interest of political, social, and eco-
nomic, et cetera. I am a little curious about this political interest
that you mention.

Mr. Apams. Well, political is meant, in this sense, in the term of
society ; that is, our way of life. Political here, an interchange of
the citizens of the country, throughout the country.

That is my concept of it.

Social, of course, is our way of life, and the airport has become, in
most communities, a real hub of activities of all types, including mer-
chandising and social affairs, as a matter of fact. The airport in many
small communities has become, since World War L1, one of the gather-
ing places, you might say, of the social and political life of the com-
munity.

I think it has proven a terrific advantage to all the small communi-
ties that have an active airport.

Mr. Corrier. General, % do not object to it. In fact, I personally

have a certain political interest myself. I am just trying to fit it in
with the statement, probably being a little facetious.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman,

Mr. Frieoer. Thank you very much.

(The complete statement of Mr. Adams is as follows:)
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STATEMENT oF JoserH P. Apams, ExpcurivE DIRECTOR AND GENERAL COUNSEL
OF THE ASSOCIATION oF LocAn TRANSPORT AIRLINES

My name is Joseph P, Adams. I am executive director and general counsel
of the Association of Local Transport Airlines (ALTA)' with headquarters in
Washington, D.0. Its membership represents a voluntary nonprofit association
whose members are pledged to improve passenger iravel, reduce subsidy, and
strengthen member airline finances.

Specifically, I appear as general counsel of the Association of Local Transport
Airlines on whose behalf I urge the passage of H.R. 6580, H.R. 6608, and related
bills to extend time for making grants under the Federal Airport Act.

I am pleased to advise you that the members of this association at their guar-
terly regional meeting held in Washington, D.C., Friday, April 28, 1961, included
the passage of the legislation described above as an agenda item and considerable
time was given to a thorough consideration of the public service impact of the
legislation. Following a studied discussion the members of this association
unanimously voted to support passage of the legislation and on their behalf and
by their direction I appear here today.

In previous testimony before this committee in support of Federal Airpori
Acts, similar to the present legislation, statements concerning the future fleet
modernization of the member carriers has been deseribed. "Today it is a fact
that, without exception, every member carrier has either completed its first
postwar fleet modernization, completed the first step in aequisition of postwar
aireraft and operating with a mixed fleet, or has fixed commitments for the
purchase and delivery of such aircraft during the balance of this year. Two
member carriers of the asgsociation, Bonanza Air Lines and Aloha Airlines, are
today the only all-turbine-powered carrier operators in the worid,

PIEDMONT AIRLINES

Piedmont Airlines, with headquarters at Smith Reynolds Airport, Winston-
Salem, N.C., serves 34 cities in 7 States and the District of Columbia.

The following Piedmont eities are receiving service via postwar aireraft by
restricting weight and passenger loads:

Hickory, N.C.: Using the best runway at Hickory the F-27 is restricted on
takoff at temperature above 25° Fahrenheit. For each degree Fahrenheit above
26°, weight must be reduced 32 pounds. At 70° Fahrenheit they loge 1,500
pounds on takeoff under a favorable wingyr's-Riie

Lynchburg, Va.: The above also applies.

Piedmont serves many cities where the airport has one good runway for take-
off : however, when it is necessary to use another runway, due to wind, takeofl
weight must be reduced to comply with the restriction of the shorter runway.

In Lexington, Ky, on June 24, 1960, the passenger load was restricted to 31
passengers out of Louisville, Ky., on origination and out of Lexington, also, due
to limitations imposed on landing and takeoff (runway length).

At Parkersburg, W. Va., on October 19, 1960, it was necessary to remove four
passengers due to limitations imposed on takeoff (runway lengih).

LAND AIDS

The Association of Local Transport Airlines is partienlarly gratified to note
the inclusion in the legislation now under discussion of Government assistance
for landing alds and additional flight safety.

In conelusion then, it is the opinion of the members of this association that
passage of H.R. 6580, H.R. 6608, and related bills, is in the public interest in
the broadest political, social and economic sense. Further, it is a necessary
legislative step to insure that the encouragement and development of an air
transportation system properly adapted to the present and future needs of the
foreign and domestic commerce of the United States, of the postal service and of
the national and civil defense continue unabated.

The opportunity to have appeared before this committee and present this
statement is sineerely appreciated by the member managements of this asso-

ciation.

1 Alaska Airlines, Inc, Allegheny Airlines, Aloha Airlines, Bonanza Air Lines, Central
Alrlines, Cordova Alrlines, Ellis Air Lines, Frontier Alrlines, Lake Central Airlines,
Northern Consolidated Alrlines, Ozark Air Lines, Paclfic Air Lines, Piedmont Airlines,
Reeve Aleutian Alrways, Southern Alrways, West Coast Alrlines, Wien Alaska Alrlines.
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Mr. FriepeL. The committee will now adjourn and will meet to-
morrow morning at. 10 a.n.

We have three other witnesses to hear from.

(Whereupon, at 12:02 p.m., the committee adjourned to meet the
next day at 10 a.m.)
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FRIDAY, MAY 12, 1961

House or REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION
AND ArroNavTICS OF THE COMMUITTEE
oN INTERSTATE AND ForeieNy CoMMERCE,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met, pursnant to recess, at 10 a.m., in room 1334,
New House Office Building, Hon. John Bell Williams (chairman of
the subcommittee) presiding.

Mr. WirLianms., The committee will come to orvder, please.

Our first witness this morning is Mr. J. D, Durand, assistant gen-
eral counsel for Air Transport Association of America.

Mr. Durand ?

STATEMENT OF J. D. DURAND, SECRETARY AND ASSISTANT GEN-
ERAL COUNSEL, AIR TRANSPORT ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA

Mr. Duranp, Mr. Chairman, I have a short statement, and I think
it would be saving the committee’s time if, instead of paraphrasing it,
I simply read it.

Mr. Wirtiams. All vight, sir,

Mr. Deraxp. My name is J. D. Durand. I am secretary and as-
sistant general counsel of the Air Transport Association of America,
which is composed of substantially all of the certificated, scheduled
airlines of the United States. Our membership includes domestic
trunklines, international airlines, local service airlines, all-cargo lines,
helicopter carriers, and airlines that operate in the new States of
Hawaii and Alaska,

The Air Transport Association welcomes the opportunity of ap-
pearing today in support of H.R. 6580 and 6608, which are identical
bills. We support these bills because they would provide a continua-
tion of the Federal Airport Act on a conservative basis, and because
they would provide a program which is designed specifically to pro-
mote the safety and reliability of operations at airports.

HL.R. 6380 AND H.R. 6608 PROVIDE FOR A CONSERVATIVE FEDERAL AIRPORT
PROGRADM

The Federal Aviation Agency and the organizations representing
the public airport bodies are in the best position to advise the Con-
gress as to the airport needs of this country. The surveys made by
both of these groups indicate clearly that the level of Federal aid pro-
vided for in the pending bills, $75 million a year, is conservative and
can be fully justified by the airport needs of the country.
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The current national airport plan, prepared by the FAA in com-
pliance with section 3 of the Federal Airport Act, and which covers
the 5 fiscal years included in the pending bills, indicates that improve-
ments totaling $1,082 million are needed in our national system of
airports if it is to meet the ever-increasing demands of civil aviation
and the national defense.

In determining the adequacy of the level of Federal aid provided
in the pending bills, however, certain reductions must be llllllﬁl_‘ in this
total. In the first place, while this total figure reflects need for air-
port development, past experience shows that only about 80 percent of
this development can, because of the insufliciency of local matching
funds, be attained. Moreover, the total figure also includes the cos
of constructing airport buildings and air traflic control towers. [Un-
der the pending legislation, with relatively minor exception, airport
buildings would no longer be eligible for Federal aid, and control
towers will be constructed directly by the Federal Government with
funds provided outside the Federal Airport Act.

When all of these reductions are made the Federal share of con-
struction costs under the national airport plan is reduced to approxi-
mately $390 million. Thus, the total amount which would be pro-
vided for under existing bills, $375 million, is clearly a supportable,
conservative figure.

The level of IFederal assistance provided in the bills before the com-
mittee today is conservative also, when viewed in the light of a survey
made jointly by the Airport Operators Council, the American Asso-
ciation of Airport Executives, and the National Association of State
Aviation Officials. The AOC is the national association of local pub-
lic bodies which own and operate most of the principal airports in
the United States.

The AAAE is the national professional society of airport man-
agers, and the NASAOQ is the national organization of State aviation
commissioners and directors.

The joint study of these three groups shows that, during the 4 fiscal
years, 1962 through 1965, some 1,338 airports have planned develop-
ments with a total cost of $1.1 billion : that $583 million of this cost
will become available from local and State sources; and that Federal
aid is needed for the balance, $532 million.

The scheduled airlines serve less than half of the airports involved
in this survey—approximately 600 in the 48 contiguous States. How-
ever, we felt that 1t would be helpful to an evaluation of the level of
aid provided in the pending bills to have our member airlines examine
the AOC/AAAE/NASAO survey as it relates to the airports which
we serve. Approximately 300 of such airports were included in the
survey—substantially all of the large airports which the airlines serve.

Through the cooperation of these three organizations we obtained
the completed questionnaires dealing with these airports, and asked
our members to review them critically and advise whether the planned
improvements were needed in the light of airline requirements.

T would like to point out there, Mr. Chairman, that all we ask our
members to pass on, and all they were competent to pass on, was:

I this particular improvement needed, so far as airline operations
are concerned ?
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We did not, of course, raise the question of what was needed for
general aviation, the private fliers, and the corporate aircraft.

We did not go into what was needed for military use, Air National
Guard, the Air Force. We are only talking about airline require-
ments, which is just—I will not say a keyhole view—but it is certainly
not the complete picture, but it is all we are qualified to pass on.

When the responses were tabulated, they showed that the industry
felt that, insofar as airline requirements are concerned, it would be
possible to reduce the projects planned by approximately 9 percent
of the estimated costs.

The air carrier airports in the survey represent over 80 percent of
the total amount of planned improvements. If we make the arbitrary
assumption—and it is an arbitrary assumption—that it would be pos-
sible to reduce the overall program by 9 percent, without doing serious
harm to it, the result would still be a requirement of Federal assist-
ance, for the 4 years in question, of approximately $480 million, or
$120 million a year.

Even if this amount is further reduced by treating airport build-
ings as ineligible for Federal assistance, there remains a need for
Federal matching funds of approximately $98 million a year, for
each of the 4 years involved. Therefore, viewed in the light of this
survey also the level of aid which would be provided under the pending
bills is conservative.

Mr. WiLtiams. Will you permit a question there?

Mr. Duranp. Yes,sir.

Mr. WirLiams, That estimate of $98 million a year, is that related
to only the airports which are served by airlines !

Mr. Duranp. No,sir.

Mr. Wirriams. You indicated that you did not take into considera-
tion the needs of general aviation, but in this figure I presume that
you do make an arbitrary estimate at least as to the needs of general
aviation and include that in your overall estimate, is that correct?

Mr. Duraxp. Yes,sir.

I do not think the approach that we used here is scientific to the nth
degree, but what we tllf]( was take the airports that we serve out of the
total survey, and our airlines looked at those airports and said that,
for our requirements, we think the airport could get along with 9 per-
cent less than was asked for over that period.

Now, if you make a similar reduction across the whole survey, you
would still come out with a requirement of almost $100 million a
year.

Mr. Wirriams. What are you taking as the basis for that, the
NASAOstudy ? '

Mr. Duranp. Yes,sir.

Mr. WitLiams. Now, of this $98 million that you have suggested
that there is a need for each year, how much of that should be chan-
neled)into general airports and how much into regular carrier air-
ports?

Mr. Duraxp. I do not think I could answer that, sir. I can say
this: That according to the tabulations which we made, the airports
which have air carrier service, as well as general aviation and military
service. were scheduled under the AOC/AAE/NASAO survey to get
about 80 percent of the total improvements, so, possibly, you could
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take 80 percent of the $98 million. I would have to doublecheck
that, but I think that is right.

Mr. WirLrams. That is all right. As T understand it, you took the
NASAO survey as a basis for your estimates here?

Mr. Durano. And scaled it down slightly.

Mr. WizLiams. And scaled it down ¢

Mr. Duraxp. According to our critical view and then arbitrarily
applied that across the board. I do not defend that as being anything
but a very broad brush treatment. But I think the important thing
is that it shows that even if you do that, the amount that is produced,
even after you take terminal buildings out, which many believe should
not be taken out, is a figure higher than the proposed legislation be-
fore the committee.

H.R. 6580 AND H.R. 6608 PROVIDE A PROGRAM DESIGNED TO PROMOTE SAFE-
TY AND RELIABILITY OF OPERATIONS AT AIRPORTS

The bills before the committee today are clearly aimed at a pro-
gram designed to promote the safety and reliability of aeronautical
operations at airports. We strongly endorse this objective.

Sections 4, 5, 6, and 7 of the bills relate directly to the promotion
of safety and reliability of airport use. Section 4 provides, in effect,
that the Administrator shall not approve an airport project unless
the airport in question either is equipped with required landing aids,
taking into account the category of the airport and the type and vol-
ume of traffic utilizing it, or the airport operator has included in his
application for Federal funds provision for the installation of such
aids.

Section 5 specifies what landing aids will be required and provides
that the maximum Federal share of the cost of installing such aids
shall be 75 percent—rather than the 50-percent limitation applicable
to other eligible airport improvements. The relationship between
landing aids and the safety and reliability of aeronautical operations
at airports is self-evident, and we support the emphasis which this
section places on the provision of these facilities.

Section 6 provides, in effect, that an airport operator desiring Fed-
eral assistance in the development of the airport, will furnish, with-
out cost to the Federal Government, such areas of land or such rights
in airport buildings as the Administrator may consider necessary
to enable the Federal Government to construct control towers and
other facilities needed for air traffic control activities, and weather
reporting activities and communications activities related to air traffic
control.

In other words, direct construction of these facilities by the Federal
Government is contemplated, with the airport operator furnishing
such land or such rights in airport buildings as are necessary for this
construction. We support this provision of the legislation because we
believe it provides for a more efficient use of Federal funds than is
now the case,

It will permit the Federal Government to construct facilities de-
signed to meet the special needs of the services involved, and to obtain
all the economies which uniformity in planning and design will pro-
duce. Furthermore, and more importantly, it will permit the Federal
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Government to make the decision as to when such construction is
needed, based upon the aeronautical use of the airport, rather than
partly upon this basis but principally upon the ability of the airport
operator to supply matching funds. Thus, the safe and reliable use
of the field will be the prime consideration.

Section 7 of the pending bills would eliminate, as an eligible project
cost, the construction of any airport building, or part thereof, except
those buildings or parts of buildings inten&ed to house facilities or
activities directly related to safety of persons at the airport—such
as crash and firefighting activities. The principal effect of this
section is to disqualify terminal buildings as projects eligible for
Federal support.

This is, for all practical purposes, the situation which now exists
under the Federal Airport Act, as amended in 1959, and as interpreted
in regulations of the FAA. For example, in fiscal years 1960 and
1961, out. of a total available appropriation of $126 million, the FAA
allocated only $471,000 for airport terminal building construction.

We support this emphasis on projects which contribute to the safety
and reliability of an airport. However, in view of the rather striot
provisions contained in the present act and the stringent regulations
which the Administrator has adopted, we have doubts as to whether
there is need for the flat disqualification of terminal buildings con-
tained in section 7.

Conceivably, a case could arise where an airport has provided all
of the landing aids which the FAA considers necessary, and needs
assistance in constructing a terminal building. If the airport is
located in the extreme northern portions of the United States, a build-
ing to provide shelter for the users of the airport is indispensable.
In such a case—and, admittedly, it would be an exceptional one—it
would appear that the Administrator should have discretion to deter-
mine whether or not Federal assistance should be fortheoming.

Accordingly, we believe that the committee should consider whether
the present provisions of the Federal Airport Act relating to terminal
buildings, which were added to that act by the extender act of 1959,
should not be retained, with such amendments as are required by
other provisions of the pending bills.

PROVISIONS OF SPACE FOR FEDERAL INSPECTION AGENCIES

Under existing statutes the various inspection agencies of the Fed-
eral Government have no authority to contract and pay for space in
airport buildings. I am referring to the Bureau of Customs, the
Immigration and Naturalization Service, the Public Health Service,
and the Department of Agriculture.

These agencies perform a purely governmental function, designed
to protect the security, health, and welfare of the Nation. They offer
no special benefit to the airport or any of its tenants or to the travel-
ing and shipping public. Yet, under existing law, this governmental
function can only be performed at airports where space and facilities
are provided at no expense to the Federal Government.

The result is that these costs, which are very substantial and which
are rapidly increasing as the special requirements of the Federal in-
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spection agencies increase, are borne by airport tenants, principally
by the airlines.

When the 1959 bill, which extended the Federal Airport Act, was
before this committee, this problem was considered by the committee
and it was concluded that the Federal Government should pay the
full cost of the space needed by Federal inspection agencies, Xt page
11 of the committee’s report (Report No. 93, to accompany H.R. 1011,
86th Cong., 1st sess.), the committee stated :

The committee amendment authorizes Federal grants up to 100 percent of the
cost of providing needed space for use for Federal agencies. This includes
space needed for customs and immigration inspections, and other essential
Federal activities. This will meet a need called to the attention of the com-
mittee during the hearings by witnesses representing airport operators.

We agree that it should be the responsibility of the Federal Gov-
ernment to pay for space needed by these inspection agencies.

We are informed by the representatives of the airport operators
that, from an airport planning point of view, a more practical way of
accomplishing the result would be to authorize the various inspec-
tion agencies to contract with the airport operator for space needed
and to pay for that space. Congress has already given such authority
to the Post Office with respect to airmail field post offices.

If similar authority is given to the Federal inspection agencies, air-
port operators will be in a position to undertake whatever construc-
tion is needed to provide space for those agencies and then lease it
to them at rentals which will amortize the cost. In this way these
agencies will be able to obtain adequate space, constructed to meet
their special needs.

. We support. legislation which would grant this authority to the
Federal inspection agencies. From a legislative vie“}mint, it prob-

ably would be more desirable to include this grant of authority by
amendment to the Federal Aviation Act, rather than an amendment
to the Federal Airport Act, since the latter act has a termination date,

There is attached to my statement a suggested draft of amendment
to the Federal Aviation Act, which would accomplish this result
We urge its favorable consideration by the committee.

NEED FOR REGION AL AIRPORTS

In its consideration of legislation to extend the Federal Airport
Act, I believe the committee will find of interest a statement of policy
issued on May 2, 1961, jointly by the Administrator of the Federal
Aviation Agency and the Chairman of the Civil Aeronautics Board,
expressing the increasing concern of those agencies over the estab-
lishment of separate air carrier airports in cities sufficiently close to be
served through one airport. The text of their joint policy declara-
tion is attached to my statement. With the chairman’s permission, I
should like to read it.

The Federal Aviation Ageney and the Civil Aeronautics Board today jointly
issued the following statement of policy with respect to the use and develop-
ment of air carrier airports:

“The Federal Aviation Agency and the Civil Aeronautics Board have become
increasingly concerned over the establishment of separate air carrier airports
in cities sufficiently close to be served through one airport. The use of two or
more airports by the scheduled airlines in serving an area in many instances
tends to diminish the services to each airport and increase the cost of air trans-
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portation. The concentration of the services provided to an area through the use
of one airport will often improve the service offered by both scheduled airlines
and general aviation. However, this would never be accomplished in such a way
as to compromise the safety of either scheduled air transport or general aviation.

“From the point of view of the Civil Aeronauntics Board, scheduled airline
service info two separate airports that are reasonably adjacent often results in
a deterioration of the quality of airline schedules to the area. In many cases,
without substantial inconvenience to the air passengers, they conld be served
through a single airport, resulting in improved scheduling, better quality of serv-
jice through the use of larger equipment, and an overall improvement in air serv-
ice to the area.

“The Federal Aviation Agency and the Civil Aeronautics Board agree that the
use of a single airport serving adjacent communities, where such action may
result in a saving both to the Federal Government and the locality served, as
well as improving the air service to the area, should be an increasingly impor-
tant factor in considering applications for Federal funds for airport construc-
tion purposes and applications for certificated airline service.

“N.E. HALARY,

Administrator, Federal Aviation Agency.
“Arax 8. Boyp,

Chairman, Civil Aeronautics Board.”

The airline industry shares the concern expressed by Mr. Halaby
and Mr. Boyd. We believe that if, in the granting of funds under the
Federal Airport Act, this policy declaration is closely followed, a bet-
ter national system of airports will be developed and communities will
receive better air service. Implementation of this policy will require
consultation between the FAA and the CAB prior to the granting of
Federal funds for airport development. '

Accordingly, we urge that, in its report on the legislation before it,
the committee expressly approve this statement of policy, and state
its desire that the policy be carried out. We urge also that, in its re-
port, the committee indicate its expectation that the Administra-
tor will consult with the Civil Aeronautics Board, prior to granting
Federal funds for airport construction, in order to insure that such
grant is in accordance with the joint policy declaration.

Mr. Wirriams. Thank you very much, Mr. Durand.

You have made some suggestions here for amending the Federal
Aviation Act, and also for some language which you feel should be
written into the report on this legislation in the event the committee
should report the legislation favorably.

We appreciate your suggestions and, of course, the committee will
give due consideration to them.

I would like to ask you one question in regard to the responsibility
or obligations of the airlines with respect to the cost of building
these facilities,

In what way do the airlines contribute to defraying the cost of
airport operation and construction, if any? Of course, I realize you
have indirect ways of doing that. You have your landing fees, for
instance?

Mr. Duraxp. Yes.

Mr. Wittianms. Could you cover, to some extent, the way the air-
lines, through such indirect methods, actually contribute to the cost
of these airports?

Mr. Duraxp. Yes, sir. I will be very happy to try to do that.

The airlines make substantial payments for the use of airports.
They are, in a sense, one of the airport tenants, and they pay for
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yarious facilities which the airport provides. The payments take a
number of different forms. For the use of the lmufing area and
related services the airlines pay landing fees.

I anticipated the committee would be interested in this subject, so,
before 1 came up, I went through the official reports which the car-
riers file with the Civil Aeronautics Board, and I got the landing-fee
figures and other airport charge figures for 1960. For 1960 the domes-
tic trunklines and the local service airlines paid landing fees in the
amount of $20,600,000 for the airports which we use.

Another form of payment that the airlines make to airports is the
rental payment for the ticket-counter space in the terminal building,
for airline-occupied space for flight Jispn(f-h and crew rooms and
airline operations offices, and any other space that we occupy in the
terminal building. For space in terminal buildings, and other air-
port buildings, the airlines paid rent in 1960 of $25 million.

Now, there is perhaps one other figure that should be considered.
Airlines have maintenance facilities on airports, as, for example,
Eastern Airlines on the International Airport in Miami. For that
type of space the airlines paid last year a total rent of approximately
$10 million. All of this comes to a total, Mr. Chairman, of $55 million
in 1960.

I understand from my work with the airline lease negotiators that
next year this figure is going to be considerably higher. These fees
are going up quite rapidly every year.

Mr, Witriams. Mr. Durand, you do not contend that these fed-
erally sponsored, federally financed airport programs, even though
they are joint operations with the local communities and the Federal
Government, are not, in fact, and to a certain degree, a subsidy which
is enjoyed by the airlines?

Mr. Duraxnp. I would like to answer that question, Mr, Chairman,
by saying that it is our view that it is the intention of this committee
and the intention of Congress that funds allocated for airport devel-
opment in the various communities of the United States are true
grants-in-aid.

Mr. Winriams. Yes.

Mr. Duraxp. And they are not to be recovered from the uirport
operator or from the aeronautical users of the airport. I would not
say that it was a subsidy to the airlines. I would say that it was
Federal assistance to the community in providing a system of national
airports.

Mr. Wirriams. Of course, you would not say that it was subsidy to
an airline, but the fact is, that is what it is, is it not, for right or for
wrong ?

I do not say that it is not necessary. For right or for wrong, that is
what it amounts to: That the Federal Government is actually pro-
viding facilities for the operation, or to assist in the operation, or
make possible the operations, of the airlines, and the airlines them-
selves are not taxed for the cost of those facilities.

Mr. Duraxp. The airlines pay

Mr. Wittiams, I am trying to get this. Here is what we are up
against every time we go back to our districts.

People come to us and say:




FEDERAL AIRPORT AID EXTENSION 155

We think the Federal Government ought to build us a railroad terminal build-
ing. You built the airline a big terminal building out here. We think that the
Federal Government should build our railroad a track, give us the land for the
tracks, and not permit that to be taxed.

They say that this is unfair competition on the part of the airlines.

The bus and the trucking people will tell us:

“Now, of course, we use puhllv highways, but there are taxes which
are nnpmed .lmun&t us w hich make us pay our proper share of the
cost of those hlgh\\ ays,” and they can make a pretty good argument
on those things.

Now, in what way are the airlines shouldering their responsibilities
toward paying for the cost of this?

Mr. Duraxp. Well, let me go back just a little, Mr. Chairman., I
think the analogy that you stated, or the statement that the railroads
make, is unfair

Mr. Wirniams, I do not say that the railroads themselves say that.
I am speaking of constituents.

Mr. Duraxp. All right, sir.

Mr. Winntams. They are the ones who bring up the subject.

Mr. Duranp. That statement misses a point. First, the railroad
terminals are used exclusively by the railroads and the railroad ight-
of-way is used exclusively by one railroad or by arrangement with
several railroads on a reimbursable basis.

They are not public facilities. Airports are. As I pointed out in
my statement, the Federal Government, the FAA has offices there
and operations there. Its own aircraft use the airport. The military
uses the airport a considerable amount. General aviation uses it.
The airlines use it. So it is, in truth, a public facility, and some-
times airline operations are penalized because of the other use.

It would be a fine thing if the industry were financially strong
enough to own its own -ul])mm but it is not and in the forosemble
future it will not be. But from a purely operational point of view
it would probably make a much nicer operation if we did not have
to share the airport with many, many other users.

I believe by actual control tower count of aireraft landing and tak-
ing off, and this is not people landed or taken off, we are a minority
user, a fact which came as a surprise to me and it does to many
people.

I am not sure what the percentage of airline use is. It is some-
where in the area of 25 percent of landings and takeoffs.

So it is a purely puhlic facility that is being provided, and the
Federal Airport Act says so. Now, the element that the Federal
Government puts into the airport rhmufrh the grant-in-aid is there
because the Federal Government realizes the value of the airport to
the community and to the public.

The local community also supplies money through tax revenues or
through bond issues, and we negotiate with the local community
rentals and charges to pay for our use of the field.

I am happy to say that airports are more and more becoming self-
sustaining and no longer have to look to the local community for
assistance.

Mr. Winiams. The House has just passed a bill extending the
Highway Construction Act, which would result in an increase in the
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%mline tax and the tax on tires and so forth for all of the users of
e highway. While this committee does not have authority to im-
pose a tax of any kind, what would be the attitude of the airlines
toward assuming a tax obligation on their fuel or on their tires or
their equipment to help pay for this type of program?

Mr. Duranp. Of course, we presently pay a tax on aviation
gasoline.

Mr. Witrtams. What is the tax on aviation gas?

Mr. Duranp. We pay four cents and receive a refund of two cents,
so our net tax is two cents per gallon.

Mr. Winriams, The net tax is two cents?

Mr. Duraxp. Yes,sir.

And we do pay the taxes on tires and tubes. They are not exempt
just because they are airline tires and tubes. They bear a tax. I
think it is not at the same rate as highway truck tires; I think it is
a lower rate; but we pay the same tax that the private automotive
driver pays on his tires and tubes, except that ours are a lot more
expensive so we pay more tax.

It is the position of the airline industry, which was stated yester-
day by Mr. Tipton, president of the association, before the Ways and
Means Committee, that we cannot pay additional taxes on fuel at this
time because of the very, very serious financial condition of the
industry.

And T believe that the Chairman of the Civil Aeronautics Board is
appearing before the Ways and Means Committee this morning to
testify on that subject. We simply cannot pay more taxes at this time.

Mr. WirLiams, I was not trying to embarrass you by asking the
question. I am exploring, trying to find what the true situation is.

Mr. Collier? )

Mr. Corrier. First, let me ask, Mr. Chairman, how many witnesses
do we have?

Mr, Winrxams. We have three this morning. There are two more.

Mr. Corvrer. I direct my questions to the close of your statement
and particularly the incorporation of the release of Mr. Halaby and
Mr. Boyd with regard to the establishment of airports in given areas.

In the establishment of regional airports, I have observed in some
areas myself that there are two and three, sometimes four facilities,
that probably could be combined into a central facility, and, appar-
ently, it is the thought of the administrative agencies to do something
about this.

Will you tell me, in your opinion, what has caused, or what is the
main cause of this separation of facilities?

Mr. Duraxb. “’ef], I think one of the principal causes has been the
desire—a very understandable one—of the local communities to obtain
the benefits of air service close to the city, and that desire has expressed
itself in two ways. The community has dug up money, airport funds,
and has come to the FAA for a Federal grant and has built an airport.
Then, having an airport, it is in a good position to go to the Civil
Aeronautics %on rd and say:

“We now have an airport. We want you to certificate airline service
into this airport.”
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The Board, of course, wants to develop a complete air transport
system, and sometimes, in the judgment of some airlines, service is
certificated to a point which is too near another point.

There are examples, particularly in the local service field, of certifi-
cating service to points that are as close as 30 miles apart. You just

annot operate efficiently and economically to or between airports that
close.

That is really what we are getting at here. The community would
benefit, the Federal Government would benefit, and, incidentally, the
airlines would benefit.

Mr. Corrmr. Do you have any reluctance to indicate, say, three or
four such places where this situation presently exists, where, perhaps,
an area could be adequately served by one facility?

Mr. Duraxp. 1 have no reluctance, sir, but I do not have the infor-
mation with me.

Mr, WirLiams. Dallas and Fort Worth would be a good example.

Mr. Duranp. That is not exactly what I was talking about. Those
are two cities with a lot of local pride resulting in a situation that is
not a good one.

I was thinking primarily of smaller communities. I have, in my
files. letters from local service airlines primarily which list specific
instances in which this has taken place. I would be very happy to sup-
ply for you and the committee record a list of those cities, showing how
close together they are, and so forth.

I can't do it from the top of my head.

Mr. Corrrer. I would be personally interested in having that because
as this program progresses, I think it would be a good guideline by
which we were perhaps not familiar with a given area but would at
Jeast have some indication as to whether the moneys made available
by the agency are entirely necessary, based upon the existing facilities.

Just one other question, perhaps not a question, perhaps more in a
vein of an observation.

I certainly understand the purpose of the statement of the Adminis-
strator. Af the same time I wonder if there should not be a survey
made to paint up these areas and to use, again, I say, this as a guideline
for the extension of assistance, because, as you know, you get into an
issue with a real political impact. If a given community makes a re-
quest for assistance where the local sponsors have done their job, then,
of course, the refusal to grant, in spite of the fact that there may be
adequate existing facilities, creates a problem, probably because the
first fellow coming in squawking would be a Congressman if the grant
was not made to someone in his district.

Would you say that a survey of this nature should be made with the
thought, perhaps, of even eliminating existing facilities where there
should be a centralization of the facility ?

Mr. Duranp. Yes.

I have to speak personally on this because I have not discussed it
with our membership. But I personally think it would be a splendid
idea. Both Mr. Boyd and Mr. Halaby are very much concerned with
this problem.

I have heard them make separate statements of their concern about
it, and they, of course, issued their joint statement. That is the first
time I have ever seen anything like that.
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I think that if this committee requested them to make that survey
and develop a standard, that they would be very happy to do it.

This is perhaps a little presumptuous of me, but T believe they
would, and certainly the airline industry would be very happy to par-
ticipate in any such survey and work on developing a standard.

Mr. Covrier. I would certainly think that while the statement is
meritorious, that unless it is supported with a definite program to reach
some remedy for the problem, then, of course, we [lmve not. accom-
plished anything. That is all T have, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. WirLiams, Mr. Durand, one question.

Do you know how much the airlines pay in gasoline taxes every year ?

In other words, how much revenue the Federal Government gets
from that tax ¢

Mr. Duraxo. T am informed, sir, that last year it was in excess of
$17 million.

Mr. Wirriams. How much ?

Mr. Duraxp. $17 million.

Mr. WitLrams. That is from the airlines alone ?

Mr. Duranp. Yes,sir.

Mr. Witriams, That same tax is imposed against general aviation
operations ?

Mr. Duraxp. That is correct.

Mr. Wirtiams, The cost of this program is some $375 million, I
believe, from the Federal Government over the next 5 years, which is
close to $1 billion when you include local funds.

Mr. Duraxp. Yes,sir.

Mr. Witrians. Now, $17 million a year appears to me to be just a
drop in the bucket, however, when you compare it with the costs of
building these airports, with the costs of operation of all of the navi-
gational aids and air traffic control facilities, and other facilities which
are made available to the airlines,

However, I recognize also that the Congress has a very definite
responsibility to develop all modes of transportation to the fullest
extent possible.

I presume that the problem of where you stop subsidy and start
requiring payment is our headache and not yours to solve. We will
do the best we can.

Mr. Duraxp. May I add one thought, Mr. Chairman ?

I think there is one segment which pays to the Federal Government
for the privilege of being transported which should not be overlooked,
and that is the passenger, the airline passenger.

Since 1941, he has been paying a transportation tax varying from
15 to 10 percent, at present.

Mr. Wiiriams. That is a good point. How much does the Federal
Government realize in revenue from that tax, do you know?

Mr. Duraxp. From airline passengers, in the last fiscal year the tax
produced between $165 million and $170 million. If it has any justi-
fiable basis at all, it would be that it can be regarded as a tax for the use
of transportation services.

Mr. Wirrttams. That puts the airlines in a more favorable light with
respect. to the assumption of their responsibility in this field.

Mr. Duranp. Yes, sir.

Mr. Witriams. Thank you very much.
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(The following additional information was later received from Mr.
Durand :)

AR TRANSPORT ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA,
Washington, D.C., May 16, 1961,
Hon. Joany BELL WILLIAMS,
Chairman, Transportation and Aeronautics Subcommittee, Commitice on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce, House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.

DEAR M. CHAIRMAN : At the conclusion of the Air Transport Association's
testimony last Friday, on bills to extend the Federal Airport Act, Mr. Collier
requested that the committee be furnished with a list of certificated airline
points in the continental United States where the distance between airports is
small enough so that better service would result if a regional airport were used
instead of dividing the airline service between the two certificated points.

We are pleased to supply the committee with a tabulation, prepared by the
Civil Aeronautics Board, of certificated points where the distance between the
airports through which those points are served, is within a 25-mile radius. We
would like to emphasize that this list was compiled as of December 1, 1960, and
that the CABR has advised that there are a number of additional proximity
situations which are not reflected in the list.

We respectfully submit that this list eloquently demonstrates the need for the
insistence by the Congress that, in administering the Federal airport program
the FAA, in consultation with the Civil Aeronautics Board, give careful attention
to the regional airport concept.

Very truly yours,
J. D. DuraxD.
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Certificated points in continental United States where the distance between air-
ports is within a 25-mile radius as of Dee. 1, 1960

Clty and State

Alrport

Miles
between
airports

El Dorado, Axk. .o
Magnolia, Ark.

Decator, Ala__.

Huntsville, Ala. .

Burbank, Callf. .

Stockton, Calif. .
Monwm‘y Calif
Balinas,

Oskland, Calif._ ..
San F ranclsco, Calif

Red Bluff, Calif
Redding, Calif.....
Bridgeport, Conn__
New Haven, Conn._.
Fort Lauderdale, Fla
Miami, Fla

St. Petershurg-Clearwater, Fla...
Tampa, Fla
Kokomo-Logansport- Peru, Ind.
Marion, Ind
Marion, Ind...
Muneie, Ind
Augusta, Maine. .
Whaterville, \I.linl‘
Brunswick, Maine. ..
Lewiston-Auburn, Maine
Brunswick, Maine.....
Portland, Maine...
Boston, Mass
Lawrence, Mass_ .
Fitechburg, Mass_..
Worcester, Mass
Battle Creek, Mich..
Kalamazoo, Mich_._.
Joplin, Mo_._......
Pittsburg, Kans___
Boulder City, Nev.
Las Vegas, Nev......
Concord, NNH.........
Mam'lmslor. N.H
Greenfield, Mass. . ___.

eene, NJH
Lawrence, Mass
Manchester, N.H.._._.
Malone, N.Y .« ocoeeoa
Massena, N.Y.
Newark, N.J.....
New York, N.Y
Newark, NJ. e
New York, N.Y. "
Gmrmrmmlllgh I‘nint, N.O...
‘Winston-Salem, N.C. .o occeee..
Lancaster, Pi...cccoaeereoamccnn
Reading, Pa
Philadelphia, Pa.
Wilmington, Del._ .
Greenville, 8.0__. ...
Spartanburg, 8.C..cceeeea-

Dallas, Tex

Fort Worth, Tex

Newport News-Hampton, Va...
Norlolk, Va :
Burlmglau Vi.

Plattsburg, N.Y

Goodwin Fiald.....oooe o
Municipal ____

Pryor Field..

Municipal . ...
Lockheed. . ...
International.....
Municipal
International....-

Municipal

.| Btockton Field

Peninsula

Municipal . _ ...

International..._..
d

Bidwell. ...
Munifeipal .
=ados

Clearwater International. ...
International ___.
Kokomo Municipal ...
Munisipal . oo oo eeeeae

D T T e T -1l
e v TR RGeSl | |

23+ 3 1 S
Munielpal. e eeeeee

rk._..tlo.. . N i

Y L e it e i bt
e= O
General Ln;:an
Muniadlbaloc... - caaiaai

TN T T T,
Municipal - -

0.

Atkinson Municipal
Boulder City. - ccoeeaaeen
MeCarran Field

Municipal

Grender Field. - —eeeeaeeee
Orange Munieipal . - ___.___.
Dillant-Hopkins__ . .cceaeeee
Municipal- . - cccocacoia-
Grenier Field. .
Malone-Dufort.
Municipal. . .
S

LaGuardia...

Mumnieipal. .

International._.
Greenshoro-High Point.__.
Smith-Reynolds

Municim] -

International ... .

Municipal
Memorial..

Trans-Texas.
Southern,
Bonanza, Pacific.
United.

United.

United.

Trans
West

American, Pacifie,
World, United,
Coast, Western.

Pacific.
Allegheny.
Delta, Eastern, Mackey,

National, Northeast,
Northwest, Trans World.

Eastern, National, Northeast,
Lake Central.
Do,

Northeast.,

North Central,
Ozark.

Trans World,
Northeast,
Northeast,
Northeast.

Eastern,

American, (‘nritnl, Eastern,

Trans World, Unitad.

National, Trans World,

United.
Capital, Eastern, Piedmont.

Eastern.
Allegheny.

Eastern, Southern.

American, Braniff, Capital,
Continental, Delta, Trans-
Texas.

Capital, National, Piedmont.

Eastern.

Bource: Routes Division, B-71, Dec. 1, 1960,
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Mr. WitLiams., Mr, Herbert Godfrey, president of the Airport Op-
erators Council.

STATEMENT OF HERBERT C. GODFREY, JR., PRESIDENT, AIRPORT
OPERATORS COUNCIL AND DIRECTOR, HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY
AVIATION AUTHORITY

Mzr. Goorrey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Herbert
C. Godfrey, Jr. I am the director of the Hillsborough County Avia-
tion Authority in Tampa, Fla. We operate Tampa International
Airport, whici’: is the second busiest airline airport in Florida, and
two airports serving general aviation exclusively—Peter O. Kmﬁlt
Airport and Plant City Airport, both in Hillsborough County. My
statement before you today, however, will be in my capacity as presi-
dent of the Airport Operators Council, of which I am also a director.

The Airport Operators Council is a nonprofit trade organization
comprised of the organization and agencies which own or operate
the principal airports of the 50 States and Puerto Rico which are
served by the airlines. In addition, we operate many general aviation
airports for our communities. AOC member airports serve over
75 percent of the U.S. domestic scheduled airline enplaned passengers
and nearly 100 percent of the oversea and international enplaned
passengers. Approximately half of the AOC members are municipal,
county, or State departments and the others are comprised of au-
thorities, boards, commissions, and other forms of management,

Although the council includes several non-U.S. members, one pri-
vately operated, and one federally owned airport, in accordance with
our bylaws, only U.S. members have participated in the preparation
of this statement and the deliberations leading thereto, and we are
speaking only on behalf of our local, county, and State public agency
members.

Mr. Chairman, the Airport Operators Council heartily supports
the purpose and intent of H.R. 6580 introduced by Congressman
Harris of Arkansas, and its companion bill introduced by Congress-
man Friedel of Maryland, each of which would extend the Federal
Airport Act, increase the level of the program, and make certain other
changes.

We are greatly heartened not only by the fact that sponsorship of
this proposed legislation has strong backing by Members of the Con-
rress of both parties, but also because the administration also whole-
i-wnrtedly supports the continuation of this program for airport de-
velopment. This, we believe, further emphasizes the wisdom of this
committee and the Congress on previous occasions when airport
legislation has been considered by it.

The Congress and this administration have consistently recognized
the Federal responsibility for the development of an adequate system
of public airports to meet the needs of the Nation’s economy, welfare,
and defense. The Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938, the Federal Airport
Act of 1946 and the Federal Aviation Act of 1958 all express the
will of the Congress and place upon the executive branch the re-
sponsibility and authority for the development of civil aeronauntics
and air commerce—including airports.
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The distinguished chairman of the Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce Committee has clearly recognized this Federal responsibility
in past public statements when he said that :

The Federal Airport Act, by providing Federal funds to match loeal funds,
has provided the country with a national airport system, essential to the com-
merce of the United States and vital to national defense. By providing funds
for the sponsor’s contributions, local taxpayers have performed a great national
service. We should not, therefore, saddle the local taxpayers with the entire
burden of providing airports for the jet age.

The Federal Airport Act of 1946—the administration of which is
now the responsibility of the Administrator of the Federal Aviation
Agency—requires him to prepare annually a national airport plan
specifying projects—
necessary to provide a system of public airports adequate to anticipate and meet
the needs of civil aeronautics.

The Administrator recently submitted his 1961 plan which shows a
5-year airport development need for well over $1 billion.

It also anthorizes the Administrator (within the limits of amounts
authorized or appropriated by the Congress) to make grants of funds
to sponsors for airport development :

In order to bring about * * * the establishment of a nationwide system of
public airports adequate to meet the present and future needs of civil aero-
nautics (sec.4), [Italie supplied.]

Please note that the law says a “system of public airports,’
just runways as some propose that it be interpreted.

In 1946, when this act was passed, there were already numerous
State and municipal airports throughout the country, The purpose
of the act was to encourage their development and improvement as
well as to encourage the establishment of new airports. The National
Airport System was to be effectuated by cooperation between the Fed-
eral Government and the States and their municipalities. While the
ownership and operation of the airports was to remain in the States
and municipalities, the costs of all necessary future additions, exten-
sions, and improvements were to be shared.

By the adoption of the act, the Congress recognized that a sound
civil aviation system is essential to the well-being of the country;
that airports are an integral part of air transportation; and that the
State and municipal airports are not mere local improvements im-
portant only to local residents but are of direct importance and con-
cern to the Nation.

Under the share-the-cost plan embodied in the Federal Airport Act,
a great system of modern airports is being developed. It is, however,
one which may quickly become inadequate and obsolete by reason of
increases in the volume of air traflic, increases in the size of aireraft
and changes in aircraft design and methods of propulsion. It isonly
by the continued expenditure of large sums—both local and Federal—
for extensions, additions, and improvements that the national airport
system can keep pace with the growth and development of air trans-
portation and be kept adequate to meet the needs of civil aeronautics.

The capital exepnditures which will be required during the next
S-year period are greatly in excess of the State and local funds which

.

" not

1 Address by the Honorable Oren Harris, Member of Congress, before the Aero Club of

Washington, Nov, 25, 1958,
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will be available, including revenues derived from user charges and
other airport sources. Unless the Federal Government contributes
its fair share, the national airport system will become the bottleneck
of future air transportation in this country. :

A sound civil air transportation system 1s as vital to the national
economy, both in time of peace and in time of war, as is a sound in-
dustrial system. A national and international air transportation
system without adequate airports at which aircraft can land and
take off and at which passengers and freight can be adequately ac-
commodated would, indeed, negate all the technological advances in
the aircraft; in the navigational and communications facilities; and
in the air-traflic control and airways system.

If we are to have an efficient system planning of air transportation
in this country we must integrate in our thinking not only how the
aireraft are going to speed safely through the air at subsonic or super-
sonic speeds, but we must also include how they are going to get
Joaded, unloaded, takeoff and land and maneuver on the ground.

Delays in the air are frequently caused by delays on the ground.
And delays on the ground can result from inadequate passenger and
bageage handling facilities and from inadequate ramp space just as
much as it can from inadequate runways and taxiways.

We believe, therefore, that among the compelling and urgent
reasons both for the continuation of the Federal airport program and
for a substantial increase in its level, are the following:

First: Stability in civil airport development will be lost unless
H.R. 6580, or one very closely resembling 1t, becomes law.

Second : The national and international character of air transpor-
tation, its importance to our national economy and civil defense, and
the role of airports as an essential adjunct to our Federal airways
system, all require that the Federal Government provide adequate
financial contribution to assure that airport capacity will be kept in
balance with () airway capacity, (5) the technological developments
in aeronautics, and (¢) the ever-increasing air transportation needs
of the Nation.

Third: The air traffic growth in the United States continues un-
abated. Aircraft operations have quadrupled since 1946 and they
are forecast to do the same in the next 10 to 12 years.

Fourth: The capital investment needed to bring the airport facil-
ities up to the present and future requirements of the Nation’s air
transportation system is far beyond the capabilities of the local com-
munities unless the Federal Government continues to contribute its
fair share.

I want to emphasize particularly, the importance of stability in
the Federal airport program,

The leadtime in airport development—that is, the time necessary
to do the enormous detail of planning, financing, and construction of
airnorts and airport improvements—constitutes one of the most
difficult and eritical problems with which we are faced.

For instance, before major airport construction jobs can be under-
taken by local public bodies, it is first necessary to obtain compre-
hensive engineering studies. These can only be obtained after an
extensive survey of the needs of the aeronautical users, the require-
ments of the nonaeronautical purposes to be served, the application of
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criteria. and development guides of the Federal Government, and
then all of this must be integrated into the factors of terrain, climatic
conditions, surface transportation, and the myriad of other factors
which will influence the ultimate effectiveness of the contemplated
improvements.

ecisions must be made as to method of financing the State or
local share of the cost of the projects. Before local funds can be
raised, the taxpayers or bond purchasers must be convinced of the
need for the improvements, the economic feasibility of the operation,
and also of the availability of the Federal share of the cost. To
obtain Federal funds, there are the usual Government procedures
which include submission of comprehensive engineering plans and
numerous other details which are mtended to protect the investment
of the Federal Government.

When financing has been arranged, then detailed specifications
must be developed for various stages of the construction, bids let
and contract awards made, and finally construction begins.

All of this may take as long as 5 or 6 years, and a minimum time
for major projects (from start of plans to finished construction) is
at least 18 months to 2 years.

Because of this lead-time, the effectiveness of the Federal aid pro-

am is related directly to its stability both as to time and funds.

or this reason we cannot emphasize too strongly the need for a con-
tract authorization program of at least 5 years.

Although the level of funds in the program have been historically
inadequate since its inception in 1946, what is perhaps worse, how-
ever, is that during the extremely rapid and critical growth years of

aviation—the postwar years from 1946 to 1955—the program was
on an annual aplwnprlatmns basis which nearly wrecked it. Sums

varying from a high of $45 million to a low of zero prevailed in
those years and local financial planning ability for airport develop-
ment was seriously hampered.

This committee recognized the seriousness of the situation in 1955
when it reported (House Rept. 1190, July 15, 1955, 84th Cong.,
1st sess.) that:

* * * the primary purpose of 8. 1855 [then before the Committee] is to
substitute for the present provisions of the Federal Airport Act authorizing
annual appropriations for airport projects, provisions granting substantial
annual contract authorizations in specific amounts over a period of 4 years.

After reciting the chaotic history of the annual appropriations
method from 1946 to 1955, the committee report continued, as follows:

NEED FOR ADVANCE AUTHORIZATIONS

The fact that the annual appropriations made for airport projects under the
Federal Airport Act have varied considerably in amount from year to vear
and have always been much smaller than those contemplated by the original
act has had several serious consequences. Of these, certainly the most serious
are to be found in the resulting failure to accomplish more than a small fraction
of the public-airport development required to serve the needs of eivil aviation,
of which more will be said in discussing the size of contract authorizations
needed. However, the extreme fluetuations in the airport-appropriation level
have also had the serions and highly unfortunate effect of shaking if not destroy-
ing the confidence of the States and their political subdivisions in their Federal
partner in the airport program.
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There have been even cases in which public agencies have issued, and some-
times sold, general obligation bonds for use in matching Federal funds for airport
development, and have then been unable to obtain Federal grants, due to the
limited amount of the appropriations made for that purpose during ensuing
years. In such cases your committee agrees with several witnesses at the
hearings on 8. 1855 that the Federal Government has mot kept faith with the
States and their political subdivisions. Moreover, on the basis of that testi-
mony and our personal knowledge of the situation, we are satisfied that public
agencies generally are becoming more and more reluctant to make the financial,
engineering, and other plans and arrangements required for needed airport
development unless and until grant agreements for such work have been entered
into, contractually obligating the Government to pay the prescribed Federal
share of the project costs involved. It is our belief that public agencies eannot
be eriticized for this attitude in the light of past experience and that an entirely
new approach to the problem, such as that contemplated by the subject bill, is
essential to restore the confidence of prospective project sponsors and thus make
it possible to carry out the Federal-aid airport program in such a way as to
accomplish the purposes of the Federal Airport Aet.

In this connection the committee wishes to make clear its views as to why
the proposed contract-authority program would provide non-Federal public agen-
cies with the assurance of Federal aid which is necessary to the success of the
Federal-aid airport program. That reason is that a grant of contract authority
for more than one year would permit the Department of Commerce to program
projects in advance of the fiscal year during which the authorized funds are
to be available for obligation. In other words, it would be possible a year or
two before a proposed project is to be undertaken to make an alloeation of
Federal funds for that project in a specific amount, which would eliminate any
question as to the availability of Federal funds for the project.

This, in our opinion, would furnish project sponsors sufficient assurance of
the availability of Federal assistance to enable such sponsors to proceed with
their own financing arrangements, with necessary site selections and the pre-
paration of plans and specifications, and with the assembly of land required
for project purposes. Further, it is our belief that, if such assurance could be
provided, many public agencies which might otherwise be unwilling to sponsor
needed projects would be willing to do so, thus helping to accomplish the air-
port development needed to bring about the establishment of an adequate system
of public airports.

In addition to these advantages to the Federal Government, the adoption of
the contract-authority principle of 8. 1855 would place the Federal-aid airport
program on a considerably more efficient basis and thereby result in financial
savings both to State and local public agencies and to the Federal Government.
Finally, it is believed that adoption of the contract authority principle of 8. 1855
would be advantageous to the Federal Government in still another respect. We
refer to the several administrative advantages which would result by avoiding
extreme fluctuations in the size and scope of the Federal-aid airport program
from year to year, such as those which have characterized the program thus far.
For example, if such fluctnations were avoided in the future, the Civil Aeronau-
tics Administration would be in a much better position to recruit and retain
key men of the caliber required to conduct as technical and difficult a program
as the Federal-aid airport program.

All of the reasons advanced for the contract authorization principle
in 1955 are still valid, and their validity has been proved by the amount
of airport development that has been made possible since 1955. (Even
though we lost 1 year of financial planning in 1959 as the result of a
Presidential veto in 1958, and we are losing the benefits of financial
planning right now because this law was not extended last year.)

We therefore urge that this committee recommend the continuation
of this program on a 5-year contract authorization basis. _

With respect to the need for airport capacity let me say simply
that to increase the airways capacity vastly without making provision
for equivalent increase in airport capacity, including the passenger,
baggage, and cargo handling facilities, as well as those exclusively for
the aircraft, would obviously be folly.

T0570—61 12
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For our present system of air transportation to serve the Nation
properly, airport capacity must be kept in balance with (1) airway
capacity, (2) the technological improvements in the aircraft, and (3)
the contemplated increased numbers of passengers, aircraft, mail,
and goods.

The growth of aviation alone puts tremendous demands on airport
development.

A document entitled “The Federal Airport Program Should Be
Extended” jointly sponsored by the Airport Operators Council with
other public service organizations sets forth the magnitude of the
Erowth problem. This has been placed in the record of this hearing

Y a previous witness.

I merely want to add that growth problems alone are expected to
continue unabated for the next decade, and a substantial Federal
airport program is needed to meet this problem.

Indications of the magnitude of the capital investment need for
airport development in the immediate future has been shown by
previous witnesses to be well over $1 billion in the next 4 years. The
survey conducted jointly by the Airport Operators Council with the
American Association of State Aviation Officials and the National
Association of State Aviation Officials has been completely corrob-
orated by the Federal Aviation Agency’s national airport plan
for 1961.

To correct the record, Mr. Chairman, one of the lines of my written
statement says “American Association of State Aviation Officials.”
That should be “American Association of Airport Executives.”

We airport operators do our utmost to put our facilities on a self-
supporting basis and seek to assure that so far as practicable the costs
of providing, maintaining, and operating airports will be charged to
airport users and concessionaires. Nevertheless, it is only by con-
tinued, and a more substantial contribution from the Federal Govern-
ment that the necessary capital improvements to airports can be
achieved. The unavoidable and sobering fact is that the huge capital
outlays required for airport improvements quickly outstrip airport
revenues and the rapid growth and obsolescence factor in aviation has
made impossible the building of reserves for such continued explosive
growth.

It has been and will continue to be a real struggle and sacrifice by
local communities to raise the matching funds necessary to obtain the
Federal funds which have been available to date. However, the need
for additional Federal funds to provide a national system of civil
airports is clearly evident in the historically substantial excess of
requests by communities for Federal aid over the available funds.
The following figures, which were obtained from FAA sources, reflect
the magnitude of this need:

[In millions of dollars]

Federal
Fiscal year funds re-

funds pro- || Fiscal yea
quested

gramed

funds re- | funas pro-
quested gramed

$124.8 | $51.9
|
|

Federal | ‘ Federal Federal

|
emn $120.5 | $57.1
1464 50 Iaesy] AT T TN 1.9.14‘ 65. 1

157.1 63,6 |
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In summary, therefore, let me say that we believe that the need
for an adequate contract authorization program for at least 5 years
in a substantial amount per year is essential to the continued develop-
ment of our national system of airports,

SPECIFIC PROVISIONS OF HL.R. 6580

There are a few specific points in the bill under consideration on
which we would like to comment :

$75 million per year: We are of the opinion that $75 million per year
will not adequately do the job if all of the needed items are considered
sligible. Based upon both the FAA and the AOC-AAAE-NASAO
surveys, landing area development alone averages over $90 million
per year for a 50 percent U.S. share of the cost; and when
other items are included, it considerably exceeds $100 million per
year. We would, therefore, urge an increase in the level of the pro-
gram more commensurate with the need.

Terminal buildings: Section 7 of the bill would amend section
13(b) of the act by restricting eligibility of buildings to matters di-
rectly related to safety. To restrict further by legislation the eligibility
of building construction on airports we believe unnecessarily limits the
diseretion of the Administrator and may thwart the removal of bottle-
necks in the air transport system.

Under the present law, bars, cocktail lounges, and other specified
items have been made ineligible, leaving to the discretion of the Admin-
istrator whether or not needed public use space, maintenance equip-
ment space, and other space can have Federal financial participation.

The Administrator has exercised his discretion i this matter
through regulations and by his eriteria and priority system which
makes terminal buildings eligible only in rare cases after safety items
are adequately cared for. Yet, in those cases where communities
have attained an adequate system of runways and taxiways, the in-
adequacy of the ramp and terminal building facilities can result in
delays and problems which preclude the safe and efficient use of the
airways and the landing area.

The present law recognizes that such situations may exist and per-
mits the Administrator to alleviate them.

We believe it is in the best interest of aviation development that this
flexibility remain in the law.

Landing aids: Section 4 of the bill would amend section 9(d) and
section 10(d) of the act to require that the Administrator withhold
funds from a sponsor unless the sponsor provides such specified things
as “in-runway lighting,” and “runway distance markers,” among other
things.

We believe that the Administrator now has all the power under the
law that he needs to assure himself that airports will be adequate for
the type aireraft and volume of operations that are utilizing that
airport so that the amendment to section 9(d) is unnecessary and un-
«desirable, particularly since it would require technical items which
are not approved for civil aviation and may never be used for civil
aviation.

U.S. share of costs: The intent of section 5 of the bill which would
amend section 10(d) of the act to provde 75 percent of the allowable
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costs of land acquisition for approach light lanes is a step in the right
direction but in our opinion does not go far enough. It is the con-
sidered opinion of the members of the AOC that the responsibility of
the Federal Government should be 100 percent for the cost of acquisi-
tion of such land, easements, air rights, and other property rights
outside the boundaries of the airport and the mitigation or removal
of obstructions to aviation outside airport boundaries, if such acquisi-
tion, mitigation, or removal is deemed necessary by the Federal author-
ities for safety or because of noise caused by aireraft.

We would urge, therefore, that this provision be modified to elimi-
nate “in-runway lighting,” and “runway distance markers,” and that
it be modified further to increase the United States allowable share to
100 percent for clear zones, and all land or land interest acquisitions
off the airport.

Work in place: We believe that the bill has omitted a provision
which would do much to expedite and make more efficient the work
of both the FAA and the local sponsor.

On occasion there is an interval of as long as 6 months between the
approval by FAA of the plans for a civil airport project and the
actual execution of the Federal-aid grant agreement. Because of
FAA’s present inability to make payments for work started or com-
pleted prior to the actual execution of the formal grant agreement, the
airport sponsor is often faced with the choice of delaying a much-
needed project or surrendering his claim to Federal aid for the portion
completed prior to the execution of the grant agreement. To cure
this administrative difficulty, we suggest that the Federal Airport
Act be amended to permit the Federal Government to make payments
for work started or completed prior to the execution of a grant agree-
ment provided that the plans for the work had been approved by the
Federal Government prior to the commencement of construetion.

To this end we would propose the following amendment.

Add a new section 9 as follows:

Amend section 13, subsection (3) by inserting before the last
sentence the following :

In addition to the costs mentioned in subparagraph (2) above, a project ecost

inenrred prior to the execution of the grant agreement should be allowable if—
(a) it would have been allowable if incurred after the execution of the grant

agreement, and if
(b) it was incurred for or in connection with or as a condition precedent

to the airport improvement pursunant to plans theretofore approved in writing
with an express provision that costs so incurred would be allowed when and
if the grant agreement was executed but no such approval shall obligate the
United States to pay any portion of the project costs unless and until the grant
agreement is thereafter executed.

We appreciate very much having had this opportunity to present
our views to you and urge your favorable consideration of this legisla-
tion as modified in accordance with the above recommendations.

Mr. Wirrrams. Thank you very much, Mr. Godfrey.

Mr. Goprrey. Thank you, sir.

Mr. Corrier. Mr. Godfrey, calling your attention to page 10 of
your statement, and specifically to the figures set forth in the first
paragraph ; these figures in the first column, if T understand them cor-
rectly, are the funds requested by the sponsors. Is that correct?

Mr. Goprrey. That is correct, sir.




FEDERAL AIRPORT AID EXTENSION 169

Mr. Coruier. And your statement goes on to say that this reflects
the magnitude of the need, the difference between the amount re-
quested and the amount programed.

As a matter of fact, however, do not some of these funds requested
represent what we might call duplicatory requests, so that this is not
an actual picture of the discrepancy between the amount requested
and the amount programed ?

Mr. Goprrey. Mr. Collier, there may be a small amount of dupli-
cation in these requests. However, I would suspect that it would be
of a minor nature.

Mr. Corrier. One, I presume, would be included in the final figure
there would be requests made, oh, for an airport at Tampa and for
one at St. Petersburg, for example, where I understand there are spon-
sors, and where by reason of the very statement that was read by the
previous witness, it would seem unnecessary to develop facilities at
both St. Petersburg and Tampa because of their relatively close geo-
graphical position.

I simply want to point out that in 1961, with $65.1 million pro-
gramed, and the original request of $150 million, this represents, I
would say, roughly 43 percent of the total request, so that the differ-
ential that the statement proposes to show is not an actual difference
between that which is needed and that which is programed.

Mr. Goprrey. We do not propose, sir, that this 1s the only test. We
say that this is a method of showing the difference in the dollar
amounts requested by local sponsors of the Federal Government’s
share, and the amounts actually programed.

Certain, there are other tests which may or may not be as valid as
this one.

Mr. Corrrer. Let me ask yon this:

Do you agree that there is a problem with regard to the need for
centralization of airport facilities?

Mr. Goorrey. Mr. Collier, the Airport Operators Council has not
taken a position on this, so my answer to your question will be my
own remarks based on my own experience.

As you may or may not know, we have such a situation existing in
the Tampa-St. Petersburg area. We have two air carrier airports
that are only about 11 air miles apart. There are excellent freeways
connecting the two across the bay, making the actual travel time by
ground something less than 10 to 12 minutes between the two airports.

Now, as far as it pertains to the Tampa-St. Petersburg area with
which I am very familiar, I would say yes, sir, the establishment of
du{)lica.te air carrier airports in that area 1s unjustified.

Mr. Coruier. I am dwelling on this because I think it is essential
that we do. With a program such as is proposed in this legislation,
it would seem that this is an important area that certainly demands
some study, because it is normal to assume that if there is a proper sur-
vey made and if there is a plan by which there can be proper centrali-
zation of facilities, the existing facilities or the new facilities could be
better served by this type of planning. If an effort were made to
distribute limited Federal funds over the broad face of such demands
as might come to the agency it seems to me we could do a more efficient

job.
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Mr. Goprrey. Sir, in other cases that may exist that are comparable
to the Tampa-St. Petersburg area with respect to duplicate airports,
there is absolutely no question in my mind that the establishment of
one well-planned, well-financed, well-programed metropolitan area
airport to serve the entire area would be in the best interests of the
airlines, the Federal Government, the local government and the air
traveling public.

There is no question about that in my mind.

Mr. Coruier. I certainly agree.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Wiiriams. Mr. Godfrey, I notice that you gave your full sup-
port to the so-called back-door approach to the Treasury in this bi]ll;
that is, the so-called authorization or contract authority ?

Mr. Goorrey. Yes, sir.

Mr. Wirtianms. I realize, of course, that there are ample precedents
for that type of stand.

However, I want to read to you article I, section 9 of the Consti-
tution of the United States, and I quote:

No money shall be drawn from the Treasury but in consequence of appropria-
tions made by law—

“in consequence of appropriations made by law.”

How can you reconcile this with Congress granting contractual
authority to an agency in the light of that language in the Consti-
tution ?

Mr, Goprrey. Mr. Chairman

Mr. Wirniams. Which is clearly a limitation on the power of Con-
gress to spend in the absence of an appropriation ?

Mr. Goprrey. Yes.

Mr. Chairman, may I state, first of all, T am not a lawyer, nor am I
a constitutional expert. I do understand and recognize, however,
that in order to adequately plan, develop and finance airports, it sim-
ply cannot be done on a year-to-year basis.

It is impossible to do.

Mr. WirLiams. That does not necessarily mean it cannot be done on
the basis of appropriations.

Mr. Goorrey. Sir,we have to know.

For instance, in my own organization, we have just completed a
financial plan for our next 5 years of development. "I say “have just
completed it”—it was completed 2 years ago actually.

And before we could even start to determine whether or not our
plans could, in fact, become a reality, we had to know, to some extent,
where the money could come from before we could even sit down and
talk to bond buyers.

We issue revenue bonds to run our airport, and we had to know at
that time—at that time we had 2 years left on the pact that just
expired—whether or not there was a reasonable assurance that the
Federal share of the financing package would be available.

Without some reasonable assurance, the bond buyers will not even
allow us to put it in our official prospectus or in our plans or anything.

Mr. Wirtiams. Of course, this committee over the past 8 or 10 years,
I think, has heard every objection that could be advanced on both
sides of the question.
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I simply want to know how you ean reconcile advocacy of this back-
door approach in the light of the very express limitation placed upon
the})m\'vr of Congress in this respect by IIIC Constitution,

Mr. Goorrey. Yes, sir.

I must reiterate, though, ours is the practical fiat that airports must
be planned and financed in advance. As to the constitutional question
you bring up, I am not capable of answering that.

Mr. WirLiams. Thank you very much.

Mr. Goorrey. Thank you, sir.

Mr. WirLiams. Our next witness, and I believe our last witness this
morning, is Mr. Frank S. Pittenger, president of the American Asso-
ciation of Airport Executives.

STATEMENT OF FRANK S. PITTENGER, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN
ASSOCIATION OF AIRPORT EXECUTIVES

Mr, Prrrexcer, Mr, Chairman and members of the committee, my
nam is Frank S. Pittenger. I am commissioner of aviation for the
city of Syracuse, N.Y. I am appearing before this group today in my
capacity as president of the American Association of Airport Execu-
tives. On behalf of this association, I wish to express our sincere ap-

reciation for the npym'runi(}_- to present. our opinion on H.R. 6580, a

ill to amend the Federal Airport Act in order to obligate funds for
needed airport development. :

The American Association of Airport Executives, generally referred
to as AAAE, is a professional association of airport executives with
over 600 members. Of this number approximately 300 have the re-

sponsibility of the operation, maintenance, and -:l(-.\'e]n[lmmnt of some

350 of the Nation’s public airports located in the several States and in
Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands. Many of the other members
serve on airport commissions or authorities, or are local and State
aviation officials. It is important, we believe, for the purposes of
this hearing to emphasize that the airport executives in our member-
ship represent an excellent cross section of the airports throughout the
United States—from the large air terminals down through the me-
dium-sized airports to the small, strictly general aviation fields. Be-
cause of this excellent representation and because we are directly re-
sponsible for airport operation and planning, we often refer to our-
selves as “the voice of airport management.” We recognize the respon-
sibility, and particularly the requirement of objectivity, which this
claim places on us.

Ever since the birth of the Federal airport aid program the basic
policy of AAAE has been the advocacy of a long-range program to
adequately meet the demands of ever-increasing aircraft activity, of
the expanding national economy, and to provide an air transportation
system geared to needs of public safety and convenience, and the na-
tional defense. To achieve these aims we have worked for a better
understanding of the tremendous importance that firm financing
plays in a long-range program, for it is only when the rate of develop-
ment is assured by firm Federal aid financing that we have an airport
construction program and not merely a long-range plan.

You may ask why, if we have long-range plans, is it so essential to
have long-range financing programs. The answer is summed up in
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the two words, efficiency and economy. A knowledge of the rate with
which Federal funds will be made available for airport development
in a future fixed period :

(1) Permits proper planning for local financing, and particularly
to raise matching funds.

(2) Permits orderly coordination of land acquisition, engineering,
and construction.

(3) Permits the overall airport development to be initiated and
completed in economical, logical stages.

The wisdom of such a policy can be found in the Federal-aid High-
way Act which included financing provisions over a 13-year span.
This action provided assurance to the States of the Federal determi-
nation to provide adequate funds to develop the highway system, and
assurance to the material and equipment industries, the highway
planners and contractors and others associated with highway con-
struction that they should make their plans and gear their activities
to this defined long-range program.

We are, therefore, encouraged to find in this bill the provisions to
make matching funds available over the next 5 years. Airport plan-
ning and development are not something that can readily be turned
off or on depending on the availability of funds at the moment. The
time element involved in making the preliminary design, in estab-
lishing cost estimates, in organizing bond issues, in obtaining land,
and in meeting the many other details is substantial; these steps can-
not intelligently be accomplished on short notice. It would not then
be unusual to have 4 or 5 years elapse between the time the need for a
project was recognized and the time the project was, in fact, com-
pleted. Therefore, it is important, yes, imperative, that the proposed
5-year extension of the act be considered as the minimum period in
which Federal participating can definitely be anticipated. Unless the
long-range approach is adopted, full value of the moneys spent on air-
port development will not be realized.

As to tha level of spending contemplated by the bill, we realize the
constant and heavy demands on Congress for Federal aid and sup-
port, and, therefore, we will not plead or demand that the annual $75
million level be increased. We do, however, respectfully suggest that
this certainly is & minimum figure and very conservative; we cite the
results of a recent survey of airports as support for this statement.
You gentlemen have been given the details of the survey of the Na-
tion’s airports made by the Airport Operators Council, the National
Association of State Aviation Officials, and AAAE. You will re-
member that the costs of planned necessary developments totaled $1.1
billion, and of this amount, somewhat below 600 million will become
available from local and State sources leaving a deficit of some $500
million which can only be obtained from Federal sources. Similar
surveys have been made in the past and have been proven to be con-
servative and underestimated as far as overall need is concerned;
proof of this lies in the fact that actual project requests exceeded
previously surveyed needs in almost every year.

The airport managers of this country are, by and large, profes-
sional men dedicated to operating and developing airports in the
safest, most efficient manner possible. Most of them are working
toward putting the airports under their jurisdiction on a self-sufficient
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basis and thus relieving the taxpayer of as much financial burden as
possible. Today, in most cases, this has not been possible. The tre-
mendous growth of civil aviation together with the rapidly changing
technological advances has put demands on airports that cannot finan-
cially be met by airport revenues and local-level financing. It is im-
perative, therefore, that the past partnership of Federal and local
governments participating in airport improvement and expansion be
continued. We used the word “partnership” purposely because the
»ast relationship has been a true partnership not only in sharing costs
ut in reaping “profits.” The local communities certainly gain
through the many commercial advantages they receive because of
adequate, safe airports; the Federal Government gains through the
improvement in the movement of interstate air commerce and through
the immediate readiness of an efficient, locally operated and main-
tained system of airports in time of national emergency. The Fed-
eral Government. in fact, has to date made a very sound investment
through the Federal Airport Act. Historically, the Federal Govern-
ment has participated much more financially in other interstate com-
merce facilities: the 90-10 participation in the Interstate Highway
System, the heavy share assumed in inland and intercoastal water-
ways are examples. In the case of the airports, this Nation has a
system of airports second to none in the world derived in a great
degree from the 50-50 Federal-local participation.
We note that H.R. 6580 has not overlooked the requirements to serve
general aviation. The air carrier airports usually require longer run-
ways, larger terminal buildings, and costlier lanc ing aids but the pre-
nderance of private and business aircraft in a ratio of some 40 to 1

emands that general aviation airports be given the high priority they
deserve. Despite the proven need for financial help to genera avia-
tion fields, we would, however, not necessarily advocate any further
steps to allot fixed sums or percentages for general aviation versus air
carrier activity. The Eroper distribution can be left to the discretion

of the Administrator based on the initiative of local authorities and
on the unbiased report contained in the national airport plan.
Again, with reference to specific sections of this bill, we frankly
prefer the act’s present discretionary language relative to possible eli-
gibility of airport buildings rather than the proposed de nite exclu-
sion of such buildings from Federal participation. There appears to
be adequate safegnards in the act as now written against frills and
extras in terminal buildings; this, coupled with the proposal that no
project be approved until safety aids are included (or already in-
stalled), would, in our opinion, accomplish the purpose of assuring
that safety items get top priority without actually excluding terminal
building projects. We do recognize the distinct advantages of an-
other provision which deals with airport buildings. That is the idea
of construction at Federal expense of space or facilities that are to be
used for those functions which are exclusively the responsibility of
the Federal Government, i.., traffic control, weather reporting, and
communications services, The nature of such services generally re-
quires special building design, construction detail, ete., that are not
common to other areas of airport terminal buildings, and, therefore,
it seems logical to treat this specialized section or a separate building
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for these functions as a cost to be borne exclusively by the Federal
Government.

The proposal for Federal participation up to 75 percent of the costs
of land for installation of approach light systems as well as for in-
runway lighting, hibh-intensity runway lighting and runway distance
markers is recognized as a very progressive step. The Federal Gov-
ernment long ago assumed the exclusive responsibility of providing
airways en route navigational aids and traffic controf]zmd it would,
therefore, seem logical to extend this financial responsibility to those
aids immediately adjacent to or on the airports.

In closing, we feel it of the greatest importance to reiterate the
necessity of providing stability in programing of Federal aid. The
greatest sing%e deterrent to the sound development of an adequate air-
ports system has been the uncertainty as to the level of Federal help
from year to year. Local administrators must coordinate financial
planning and this is difficult to do where there exists no reasonable
certainty that stage development over a span of years can be accom-
plished. A significant amount of work by sponsors and FAA per-
sonnel goes down the drain, so to speak, 1f each year they must go
through another period of reprograming in order to correlate alloca-
tions to appropriations which, as you know, have been as low as zero
and have never really equalled the sums contemplated in the Federal
Airport Act of 1946.

AAE believes that H.R. 6580 will make possible: () A balanced
construction program; (&) a long-range program; and (¢) a sound
financial program.

We, therefore, Mr. Chairman and members, respectfully urge your
active support to bring about the prompt enactment of H.R. 6580.

Mr. Wirriams., Does that complete your statement? Thank you
very much.

Mr. Collier?

Mr. Corrier. T have no questions.

Myr. Wirrtanms. Mr. Hemphill ¢

Mr. Hempaiun. No questions,

Mr. WirLiams. Thank you very much.

Mcr. Prrrexcer. Thank you.

Mr. WitLianms. I believe that concludes the schedule of witnesses for
this morning.

The committee will stand adjourned.

(The following information was later submitted for the record:)

HousE 0F REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D.C., May 18, 1961.
Hon, OrREN HARRIS,
Chairman, Commiittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.

DeAr Oren: I am enclosing the letter I received today from Mr. James E.
Martin, director, Tennessee Aeronautics Commission, Berry Field, Nashville,
Tenn., in which he recommends four amendments to H.R. 6580, to extend the
Federal Airport Act for 5 years. The letter and amendments are self-explana-
tory.

It is my hope that you will bring Mr. Martin’s letter to the attention of your
committee at the proper time during the consideration of this legislation,

With kindest personal regards, I am,

Sincerely,
J. CarrTox LOSER.
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TENNESSEE AERONAUTICS COMMISSION,
Nashville, May 16, 1961.
Hon. J. Carrron LOSER,
House Office Building, Washington, D.C,

Dear CoNGRESSMAN Loser: Committee hearings are now in progress on H.R.
6580, which provides for an extension of the Federal Airport Act for a 5-year
period beginning July 1, 1961, authorizing Federal matching grants of $75 million
per year.

As you know, Tennessee has made excellent progress toward establishing an
adeqnate statewide system of airports through the Federal-aid airport program.
However, a recent extensive survey indicates that an expenditure of over £33
million, for the period July 1, 1961-June 30, 1966, will be required to satisfy the
planned airport development program in Tennessee, which we strongly feel is
essential in the interest of our economy. This, of course, cannot be accomplished
without Federal assistance.

We, therefore, respectf.lly urge you to support H.R. 6580 with the following
amendments :

1. Annual aunthorization of $100 million.

2. Oppose the $7 million special discretionary fund for general aviation
airports in high density areas and recommend, in lien thereof, the ear-
marking of 25 percent of State apportioned funds for general aviation air-
ports; this amount to remain available for airports in this category for the
first year, after which time the funds would become available for other
types of projects, within the State concerned, unless firm project applications
have been submitted for the general aviation facilities.

3. Oppose recapture of State apportioned funds at end of first fiseal year.
Recommend that these funds remain available at State level for 2-year
period before being placed in discretionary fund. This is in accordance with
the present act and is essential to provide adequate time for appropriate
engineering, arranging of financing, ete., at the local level,

4, Recommend that contractual aunthorization be retained rather than
reverting to annual appropriations which was the very unsatisfactory
method used during the first 9 years of the act.

Many months of planning, engineering, and large seale financing are required
to construet an airport. Without specific knowledge as to the amount of Fed-
eral funds that will be available, cities and counties are normally reluctant to
approve bond issues or agree to tax assessments required to finance the con-
struction of airports to standards of safety and efficiency necessary to meet the
requirements of the national airport plan.

We earnestly emphasize the importance of making no change in the present act
which provides for contract authorization over a period of years and we highly
recommend that the program be extended for a period of not less than 5 years.

Your assistance in this matter is deeply appreciated.

Respectfully yours,

James B. Martin, Director.

HoustE oF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D.C., May 25, 1961.

Hon. Joux BeLL WILLIAME,

Chairman, Subcommittee on Transportation and Aeronautics, Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce, New House Office Building, House of
Representatives, Washington, D.C.

Dear Correacue: T am in receipt of a copy of a letter Gov. William A, Egan
has addressed to Senator E. L. Bartlett relative to the legislation (H.R. 6580)
now pending before the Subcommittee on Transportation and Aeronautics to
provide for a 5-yvear Federal airport program. In his letter, Governor Egan
asks that consideration be given to several amendments proposed by the State of
Alaska, and which are included as part of his communication to Senator Bart-
lett. I respectfully request that Governor Egan's letter be made a part of the
record of the hearings on H.R. 6580, and that the amendments he proposes be
congidered by the subcommittee prior to reporting the measure to the full
committee.

Sincerely,
Rarea J. RIVERs,
Member of Congress.
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STATE OF ALASKA,
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR,
Juneau, May 18, 1961.
Hon. E. L. BARTLETT,
U.S. Senator,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Bogr: This replies to your recent letter requesting a statement as to the
State’s position on 8. 1703 and H.R. 6580, identical bills providing a 5-year Fed-
eral airport program. I would appreciate your placing it before the appropriate
congressional committees during their consideration of these measures.

Briefly put, the State’s position is one of gratitude at the prospect of extension
of this worthwhile and necessary program.

In no other State of this Union, and in few places of the world, can there be
found a comparable day-to-day use and reliance npon air transportation as exists
in Alaska. Our vast distances and the inadequacy of surface transportation
routes make air travel a necessity.

The national airport plan recently released by the Federal Aviation Agency
states that Alaska needs improvements and new construction at 119 localities
over a H-year period with an estimated cost of $29,692,000.

A recent survey condueted jointly by the National Association of State Avia-
tion Officials, the Airport Operators Council and the American Association of
Airport Executives shows a 4-year requirement at 118 Alaska sites with a cost
of $27,594,500. Including terminal building development costs at the Anchorage
and Fairbanks International Airports, figures which were not available when
this survey was made, increases the 4-year requirement to $32,844,500.

These several independent studies demonstrate conclusively the need for air-
port improvements within Alaska.

It is particularly encouraging that the bills proposed would provide a G-year
program, thereby permitting proper long-range planning.

While endorsing the purpose and scope of the proposed legislation, the State of
Alaska proposes that consideration be given to its amendment in several respects.

Principal of these would be a provision for Federal participation in terminal
building construction beyond those costs related direetly to safety., I have in
mind as a minimum those costs related to space for such purely Federal activities
as customs and immigration inspection. A strong case can also be made as to
the Federal interest in providing proper facilities for the convenience and com-
fort of those foreign travelers whose first impression of the United States would
be obtained from the treatment and facilities available to them at gateway
airports such as Anchorage and Fairbanks International.

The second amendment I would propose relates to the requirement in the
proposed bill that no project be approved unless it provides for certain naviga-
tional aids which the Administrator may direct be installed. To the extent that
installation of such aids may be directed by the Administrator it would appear
proper that the cost should be fully met by the Federal Government.

Finally, I would suggest there is a vital need for a continuous program of air
port planning. This is a concept already included in the Federal Highway Act
and one which it would appear reasonable to incorporate within the Federal-aid
airport program. Provision of a nominal amount—I would suggest no less than
$25.000 for each State—to be matched by the State on the normal matehing basis
would be of material benefit to the State and to the Federal Government in the
development and maintenance of a proper long-range plan.

Sincerely,
WirriaM A. EcAN, Governor.

StATE OF CONNECTICUT,
DEPARTMENT OF AERONAUTICS,
Hartford, Conn., May 23, 1961.
Hon. EM1rio Q. DADDARTO,
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.

DeAr CoxGrRESSsMAN Dapparto: The Connecticut Department of Aeronauties
earnestly requests your support of H.R. 6580, presently being heard before the
House Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, with the following sug-
gested amendments :

We would recommend an increase in the authorization from $75 million to
$£100 million, which sum has been more than substantiated by figures contained
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in the recent National Airport Survey, which this Department had a part in
preparing. This survey indicates Federal participation would average $135
million per year for each of the 4 fiscal years, 1962 through 1965, Based on
previous procedure, the administration bill of $75 million would net our State
approximately $405,070 per year, whereas our needs, as substantiated by our
State survey, indicate Federal participation of approximately $1 million for
each fiscal year from 1961 through 1964.

It is also our recommendation that 25 percent of the State apportioned funds
be earmarked for general aviation airports, this amount to remain available
for airports in this category for the first year of the 2-year period for which
authorized. In recent years, the rapid growth in the use of aircraft for business
tansportation, agricultural and industrial applications and transportation-for-
hire indicates we must provide by 1975, aviation facilities to accommodate
an estimated increase in itinerant air traflic over 400 percent of today’s traflic.
Durng the flood of 1955, the lack of strategic airports for distribution of food,
medical aid, ete., seriously handicapped mercy missions. Each modern ecivil
airport in this State would be a facility for national defense.

Further, we would not be in favor of the recapture of State apportioned funds
at the end of the first fiscal year, and would recommend that these funds re-
main available at State level for a 2-year period before reverting to discretion-
ary funds, since, as you are aware, State funding is based on biennial appropria-
tions,

We wonld also be in favor of the “contract authorization™ of the present act
in a minimum 5-year program. Progress of enlarging one of Connecticut’s
municipal airports, New Haven Municipal Airport, received a serious setback
when the Federal Government could not assure Federal participation in a
planned expenditure of approximately $§1%4 million on a 4-year program, with the
result that one trunkline service was discontinued at this airport (CAB ruling in
Northeastern States Case, Docket 6436 et al.). Other municipalities in this
State have suffered like losses when they did not have the assurance of continued
Federal participation in long-range programs.

We respectfully request your consideration of the amendments suggested
ahove, and anything you can do to assist in passage of H.R, 6580 in its amended
form will be sincerely appreciated by the Connecticut Aeronautics Commission

Sincerely,
H. B. WeTHERELL, Director.

STATEMENT oF Jack A. Kine, Kine's ScHoOL oF AviaTiON, COLUMBUS, GA.

Mr. Chairman, members of the subecommittee and visitors, my name is Jack
A. King. 1 am a commercial flight instructor, ground school instructor, and oper-
ate King's School of Aviation, Columbus Mumicipal Airport, Victory Drive,
Columbus, Ga. This is the 15th year that I have been in the aviation business.

You have certain matters before you concerning the development of aviation.
It is within your power to help develop the aviation industry just as you have
helped the automotive industry become the largest industry in the world when
you built a system of highways from coast to coast.

The following is quoted from the FAA Statistical Handbook of Aviation,
1960 edition, put out by the Federal Aviation Agency and printed by the Govern-
ment Printing Office:

“Airports and airfields on record with the Federal Aviation Agency at the
end of 1959 numbered 6,426 * * * 1,757 had paved runways * * *. The FAA
administers a program financed under grants to public agencies for the planning,
construction, and development of a national system of airports capable of meet-
ing the foreseeable needs of civil aviation. Under the Federal-aid airport pro-
gram, from its inception in 1947 through ealendar year 1959, $509 million had
been allocated to assist public agencies in 4,203 improvement or construction
projects at 1,528 airports.”

Gentlemen, your special attention is directed to the statement above with
reference to the “development of a national system of airports” for the reason
that such development has not been forthcoming. Rather, there has been repeti-
tion in awarding the same airports the majority of all funds expended. Putting
it another way, it would appear that a large percentage of the funds expended
have been on a small minority of airports and that a still smaller number of
new airports, in relation to this spending, have been constructed.
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Using the figures of the FAA, it will be noted that this $509 million expended
over a period of 13 years has been spent on only 23.8 percent of all airports,
representing a minority. The overwhelming majority of the money spent on
these projects has not been in the development. of a system of airports to give
the plane a place to go to and land (you have made roads available to every
city). Over and over, repeated grants have been made to airports already in
existence, This spending has not been on new airports but it has been to garnish
existing airports with lavish frills,

Let me give you an example of this. In May 1961, a $20 million terminal build-
ing was dedicated at the Atlanta, Ga., airport. This building was made possi-
ble through Federal aid to airports. This building will serve mainly a small
number of airline services operating into and ont of Atlanta. This building, a
lavish garnishment, will not serve the majority of aviation. For the amount of
Federal-aid money put into this project, many airports could have been built in
Arkansas, Mississippi, Alabama, Georgia, Illinois, Missouri, West Virginia,
Texas, Maryland, Massachusetts, Penngylvania, Oklahoma, New York, Califor-
nia, Florida, South Carolina, Ohio, Kansas, Wisconsin, Connecticut, ete. Had
this Federal-aid money been spent in your State and mine in constructing new
airports it would not only have been developing a system of airports but it would
have been spreading a little prosperity in each of your States.

Before an airplane is any good, it must have a “road to travel”—just like a
car. Take away the roads and the car would be worthless. Roads have made-
the automotive industry the higgest industry in the world, serving all the Nation
equally. The airplane industry has the potential of gaining equal stature with
the auntomotive industry if you gentlemen provide for the roads for planes into
every city: that is, the development of a system of airports coast to coast as you:
developed a system of highways,

Many individuals and firms will not buy airplanes or learn to fly because the-
airplane has a limited usage becanse there is not a broad system of airports.
This is injurious to all concerned and retards the development of this most
important segment of our transportation system.

Let me give you another example of failure to properly use Federal-aid funds
to develop airports. You undoubtedly saw a photograph in the newspapers this
June 1961 showing a giant portable vehicle developed by the FAA for the pur-
pose of transporting airline passengers from the terminal building to the airliner-
s0 that the passengers would not have so far to walk. The FAA spent millions
of dollars developing this one piece of equipment of dubious value to aviation.
For the amount of money spent on thig monstrous, ridiculous machine, many new
airports could have been built in your State to serve the purpoese of the develop-
ment of a system of airports throughout the Nation to serve all of aviation.

Gentlemen, T want to call your attention to the fact that the FAA studiously
avoided including in their Statistical Handbook of Aviation, 1960 edition, the-
number of new airports developed through the Federal-aid to airports program.
The reason that the FAA left out this vital information is because the building-
of new airports has been embarrassingly small. How many new airports have
been built in the States you represent, gentlemen? You cannot blame the
FAA for purposeful failing to state the number of mew airports developed’
because funds are being wasted on monstrous machines to move passengers
around terminal buildings, to build lavish terminal buildings with all the frills,
and even to pave ramps around privately owned hangars on these airports
receiving all the money.

In short, gentlemen, the Federal-aid to airports program is not developing a
national system of airports as presently administered. I believe and the-
aviation industry as a whole believes that you gentlemen prefer to have a system
of airports from coast to coast to serve the majority of the people of this Nation,
but you have heen blinded by the airline-military concept promoted by lobbyists
representing selfish interests. Throw off the shackles of selfish interest, gentle-
men, and build a system of airports in every city so that the plane, like a car,
will have a place to roll its wheels. More airports will mean more people using-
the airplane as a means of transportation. More airplanes will be bought.
More people will learn to fly. More gas and oil and services will be bought.

Only von gentlemen can bring about the change which can revolutionize the-
aviation industry. Build a system of airports in your State and mine and!
watch the aviation industry grow by leaps and bounds with & possibility that it
will bring on greater prosperity to our great Nation.
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Gentlemen, the car industry would be nothing without a system of roads.
We in the aviation industry are somewhat of nothing because the FAA Federal-
aid airports program has offered us monstrous vehicles, lavish terminal buildings,
and paved ramps instead of the roads we need to put the planes in the air.

Give us an airport in every city possible today, not tomorrow.

Thank you.

(Whereupon, at 11:40 a.m., the hearing was adjourned.)
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